STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ramesh Verma




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Director, Health, Punjab


---Respondent.

Complaint Case No-555-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the P.I.O.-Respondent.

Order:


The case was called couple of times. None is present.


Another opportunity is granted to the complainant to prosecute his complaint. Let fresh notice issue to the complainant as also to the P.I.O. concerned.

Adjourned to   December 05, 2007.









SD:
             






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

      

 State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila



---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.T.O. Hoshiarpur


---Respondent.

Complaint Case No-558-2007:

Present: None for the complainant.


     Shri Manjit Singh P.I.O-cum- Asstt. Distt. Transport Officer,


     Hoshiarpur.


Order:

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, vide his letter dated March 25,2007 addressed to the Commission submitted that his application under R.T.I. Act dated February 05, 2007                    to the address of Distt. Transport Officer, Hoshiarpur, with due payment of fee was not attended to. The copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. The date of hearing was originally fixed for September 11, 2007 and thereafter postponed to September 25, 2007, and both parties informed.
2.
Today none is present on  behalf of the complainant, but a letter dated September 02, 2007 has been received  stating that subsequent to the receipt of the original summons dated July 340, 2007, he had received the information and so the case may be decided on the basis of the record on file. The A.P.I.O. has also presented a copy of the information supplied to the complainant with annexures, duly receipted by the complainant on August 09, 2007 which have been placed on record. The documents have been supplied free of cost.
3. In such cases, I feel it is necessary for the P.I.O. to offer suo motu explanation for the delay since all documents were very much available in the office with the Dealing Hand and there is no reason why the matter should have been delayed and provided only after the complaint and notice issued by the Commission to the P.I.O. therefore. However, the A.P.I.O. is present in person and has assured that such a mistake will not be repeated at his office. The A.P.I.O. has been warned to be careful in future./


The complaint is hereby disposed of.











SD:
             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

       

State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ved Parkash Grover 



---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Secretary, School Education Pb.
---Respondent.

Complaint Case No-561-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Uma Kant, A.P.I.O. Education-II Br.                                                                        O/o Secretary, School Education Punjab.



Mrs. Sohinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant.

Order:

Shri Ved Parkash Grover, vide his letter dated March 19, 2007 addressed to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated October 16, 2007 made under the R.T.I. to the address of the P.I.O. Office of the Principal-Secretary School Education Punjab, 223/2, Mini-secretariat, Chandigarh, had not been attended to and the required information had not been provided to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. The date of hearing was fixed for September 11, 2007 and later postponed to September 25, 2007 and both parties duly informed of the new date of hearing also.

2. The P.I.O. vide his letter dated September 05, 2007 to the complaint gave him the full information and enclosed copy of the same to the Commission. In reply, the complainant has, vide his letter dated September 17, 2007 pointed out various flaws in the reply given by the A.P.I.O., a copy of which has been supplied to him today along with two annexures appended thereto by the complainant. 

To come up for further consideration on October 31, 2007.










SD:
             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)




                 

         State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ved Parkash Grover



---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Director, Health Punjab.

---Resopondent.

Complaint Case No-562 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Harjinder Sud, A.P.I.O.-cum-Supdt. O/o Director, Health Punjab.

(Shri Narinder Mohan, Supdt with him)

Order:


Shri Ved Parkash Grover vide his complaint dated March 29,2007 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated February 14, 2007 made to the P.I.O. office of the Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab with due payment of fee had not been attended to. Although no reply sent by the P.I.O. is available on record, another letter dated August 21, 2007 has been received from the complainant, in which he stated that he has got the full information  except the noting of the Dealing-Hand  for which he had already informed the Commission  through his letter dated May 23, 2007 (not received).

2.
 However, today, during the first hearing he is not present.  The P.I.O. has however, presented copies of the noting portion consisting of standardized proforma on which recommendations at different levels are made in the Branch and presented for approval to the Board. It has been explained by the A. P.I.O. that there is no other noting except the standardized proforma already supplied to the complainant. With this the case is disposed of.









SD:

             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                      State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Saroop Singh




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Naib Tehsildar, Dina Nagar

---Respondent
Complaint Case No-563 -2007:

Present:
Shri Narinder Singh, S/O Sh. Saroop Singh, for the complainant.



Shri Jagbhushan Singh, Kanungo  on behalf of the PIO.

Order:

Shri Saroop  Singh, complainant vide his application dated 29.3.07 stated that his application dated 7.3.07under the RTI Act  made to the PIO, Naib Tehsildar Dinanagar has not been attended to. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO vide notice dated 30.7.07 by the Commission and the date of hearing was fixed for 25.9.07 and both the parties were informed.
2.
Today, Shri Narinder Singh S/O Shri Saroop Singh  has stated that no information has been supplied  so far. On the other hand Sh. Jagbhushan Singh, Kanungo states that the said Roznamcha Wakyati is missing since the time Sh. Bakhshish Singh Patwari handed over the charge to Dina Nath Patwari on 20.5.71. He has also produced the original report. Shri Bakhshish Singh has handed over 26 Raznamchas to Shri Dina Nath without mentioning the period to which they pertain.  It is stated that this Roznamchas have gone missing at that time.  However, it is no where clear that the particular Roznamcha relevant to the application is missing. The list of 26 Roznamchas available has not been provided and it nowhere clear as to how many Roznamchas are missing.  No information has been given in writing to the applicant or to the Commission. All the mandatory record is required to be preserved permanently by the concerned Patwari/Kanungo. Therefore, the present oral reply of the P.I.O is not satisfactory and the simple statement that the Roznamcha is not available cannot be so easily taken as its face value. It is required that the exact Roznamcha(s) not traceable be identified,  responsibility be fixed and the report be made available and/or FIR be registered for the missing record.

Adjourned to 31.10.07.  




SD:
             





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

       

State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Tarsem Lal Jain


---Complainant 

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.E.O. (Schools), Ludhiana
---Respondent

Complaint Case No-564 -2007:

Present:
Shri Tarsem Lal Jain, complainant in person.



Shri Madanjit Singh A.P.I.O. and



Shri Jasbir Singh, Principal, S.D.P. Sr. Sec. School, Ludhiana.

Order:

  Shri Tarsem Lal Jain, vide his complaint dated March 30, 2007 in the State Information Commission stated that his application under the R.T.I. Act made to the Public Information Officer, O/o District Education Officer (S), Ludhiana dated January 15, 2007 with due payment of fee, had not been attended to. Copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. and date of hearing fixed for September 11, 2007 and later postponed to September 25, 2007 and both parties were duly informed of the date of hearing.

2.
Today the A.P.I.O. states and the complainant also confirms that full information has been supplied for the year 2004 onwards. However, the complainant states that he had asked for information from 1991 onwards in his application which has been checked and found to be correct.

3.
The A.P.I.O. is therefore, hereby directed to supply the said information to the complainant immediately (within seven days positively from today) and to supply copy of the receipt/proof of the Registry to the Commission along with set of immediately. And to file compliance report, in this office after consultation. Shri Tarsem Lal Jain, has been directed to go to the office of the A.P.I.O-.cum-Sr. Assistant O/o Distt. Education Officer, Ludhiana (within 10 days positively from today) and to file compliance report in this office after consultation The Distt. Education Officer should ensure that the papers are procured from the management well in time so that the complainant does not have to undertake a fruitless exercise.

Adjourned to October 31, 2007.










SD:









 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









 State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Kumar




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Beant College of Engineering, Gurdaspur—Respondent

Complaint Case No- 565-2007:

Present:
Shri Darshan Kumar, complainant in person.


Shri Inder Pal Singh, Registrar-cum-P.I.O. of 



Beant Singh College of Engineering & Technology,



Gurdaspur )

Order:

Vide letter dated March 21, 2007, Shri Darshan Kumar and six other Faculty members stated that they had desired three different information through the Right to Information Act, 2005 from the P.I.O. Beant Singh College of Engg. & Technology, Gurdaspur (In short ‘BCET’) for which incomplete information was provided. They had also gone in appeal to the District Information Officer-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur who returned the reference stating that he was not the authority to deal with this case. Therefore, they have requested the Commission to look into the matter and to do the needful.  The Registry has bunched all the three applications under the R.T.I. Act bearing No. CC-565 of 2007, but these three have further been ordered to be dealt with separately and the applicants present today are directed to split the file into three different complaints which will further be numbered as CC-565-2007 (original) and                     No. CC-565-A-2007 and CC-565-B-2007, since they all concern separate matters.

RE: CC-565-2007:
In application dated January 19, 2007, it is stated as under:

“We the following Faculty Members want to state that the College


Authority has carried out white washing and repair work of BCET 

Gurdaspur in the recent past. It is requested through RTI 


to provide the details regarding the contract and payments made 

for carrying out this work.”

2. I have examined the reply dated February 16, 2007 given by the P.I.O.  giving details of the contractor, who was approved for work by the Building and Works Committee and by the Finance Committee as well as the details of the payment released 
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for different works, to him. Thereafter, the complainants stated to the District Information Officer
 in their letter dated Nil, as under:

“It was requested to provide the details regarding contract and payments made for the said work. However, the information being prepared is not appropriate and no supporting documents have been provided about approval for the work, terms and conditions of the contract, project costs, details of white washing work details of the repair work, bills raised etc. etc. Kindly look into the matter and do the needful please.
3.
The latter reference dated Nil was made by way of an appeal to the District Information Officer, O/o the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur. This is because the  Appellate Authority has not been notified by the College. I find that the information which has been applied for, has been provided to the applicant appears quite adequate,                        as upon plain reading of their request the information  asked for is in general terms only and  they have not asked for it in any such detailed form, as mentioned in their letter to the District Information Officer, Gurdaspur dated Nil. It has been explained to the Members of the Faculty, who are present along with Shri Darshan Kumar that the application has to be very clearly worded and very specific as to the details of information/documents sought in order to illicit the information needed. The information as supplied presently is quite satisfactory as per the application. The applicant is advised to put in fresh application seeking complete details and mentioning specific documents needed or inspection of file, if felt  necessary. 
4.
In so far as the P.I.O.  is concerned, I find that details of the Act do not appear to have been disseminated adequately in the said College/Staff. The P.I.O. is hereby directed that adequate number of copies of the Act should be made available in the Departmental Library and the staff room. Also the details of the A.P.I.O./P.I.O./Appellate Authority should be clearly given on the Notice Board of the said College.  Copies of the action taken should be sent to the Commission for record within a week. The case is hereby disposed of.










SD:

             





         (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

      
      State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Kumar




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Beant College of Engineering, Gurdaspur—Respondent

Complaint Case No- 565-A-2007:

Present:
Shri Darshan Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Inder Pal Singh, Registrar-cum-P.I.O. of 



Beant Singh College of Engineering & Technology,



Gurdaspur )

Order:

Vide letter dated March 21, 2007, Shri Darshan Kumar and six other Faculty members stated that they had desired three different information through the Right to Information Act, 2005 from the P.I.O. Beant Singh College of Engg. & Technology, Gurdaspur (In short ‘BCET’) for which incomplete information was provided. They had also gone in appeal to the District Information Officer-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur who returned the reference stating that he was not the authority to deal with this case. Therefore, they have requested the Commission to look into the matter and to do the needful.  The Registry has bunched all the three applications under the R.T.I. Act bearing No. CC-565 of 2007, but these three have further been ordered to be dealt with separately and the applicants present today are directed to split the file into three different complaints which will further be numbered as CC-565-2007 (original) and                     No. CC-565-A-2007 and CC-565-B-2007, since they all concern separate matters.
2. The present application dated January 19, 2007 has been given No.                                  CC-565-A-2007. In this application, it was stated as under:

“With due respect, we the following faculty members want to state that college authority has made an appointment of Shri Gurpadam Singh as Asstt. professor in the Deptt of Electronics and Communication Engineering. He was selected as Asstt. Professor in the Deptt. of Electronics and Communication Engineering at MIMIT Malout by the selection committee at the time of interview no post of Asstt. Professor was 
Complaint Case No- 565-A-2007:
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mentioned for Deptt. of Electronics and Communication Engineering, BCET Gurdaspur at the time of advertisement. Due to which the other senior faculty members of our college from this department have not applied for this post. Our college is an autonomous organization. Even the various posts are non-transferable among various Govt. Engg. College of Punjab State. Then under what rules proposal of Shri Gurpadam Singh has been sent to higher authorities to appoint him as Asstt. Professor in the Deptt of Electronics and Communication Engineering. BCET Gurdaspur against selection at MIMIT Malout? We request you through RTI to provide the complete information regarding the rules and process adopted for making this appointment.”

3.
The reply was called by the P.I.O. on February 16, 2006. The reply states:


“It is informed that Shri Gurpadam Singh, Asstt. Professor sent his request to worthy PSTE/IT, Pb. through this college for adjustment at B.C.E.T Gurdaspur against a vacant post of Asstt. Professor in the discipline of Electronics & Communication Engg. His request was considered and orders to this effect were issued by Govt. of Punjab, Deptt. of Technical & Industrial Training vide Memo No.2/216/06-STE2/4146 dated 26-12-2006. In compliance to the orders, he was issued an appointment letter for the post of Asstt. Professor & accordingly he joined his duties on 27-12-2006.”

4.
Today, the complainants, who are present in Court have stated that the reply provided was incomplete since the rules and the process adopted for making the appointment has not been given by the P.I.O. They also gave written letter dated Nil to the Commission today, which reads as under:-


“It is stated that an advertisement was published by The Director, Technical 
Education & Industrial Training, Punjab, in The Tribune, Dated 28-10-2005 for the post of Assistant Professor (ECE)on regular Basis, for various colleges, established by Punjab Govt. We came to know from reliable sources that there was no vacancy of the said post at Beant College of Engg. & Technology, Gurdaspur. Even being the senior faculty member in the ECE department of the 
College & having the required qualifications & experience, we had not applied for that post, due to many problem (our wives are working in the same/nearby city and the said post was non-transferable). After some days, we were surprised to see that Sh. Gurpadam Singh joined Beant College of Engg. & Technology, Gurdaspur as Assistant Prof.(ECE). When we enquired the matter, we came to know that he was selected as Assistant Prof. (ECE) for MIMIT, Malout and later on he joined BCET. Gurdaspur. This way, one of vacant posts of Asstt. Prof. (ECE) in BCET, Gurdaspur got filled, for which we never got any chance to apply for. Please look into the matter and take up this matter with the appropriate authorities.”
Complaint Case No- 565-A-2007:
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4. Today, the P.I.O. who is present in Court has given  the following statement: -


“The Director, Technical Education & Industrial Training advertises the posts in the newspapers for specific Institutions and applications are invited for them, where-after the interview for the various posts advertised is held under the Chairmanship of Member-Secretary, Technical Education, Industrial Training Punjab. After the selection, the details about the persons recruited are sent to the Hon’ble Minister, for Technical Education Punjab, being the Chairman of the Board of Governors for approval. After the approval is granted the Director, Technical Education conveys the names of the recommended candidates to the concerned Colleges for issuance of Appointment Letters. Accordingly, the Appointment Letters are issued by the Member-Secretary of the Selection Committee to the selected candidates. In this particular case the process described in the reply  earlier given to the applicants was observed.”

5. With the above statement, full information asked for has been provided to the applicants. It has been explained to them that armed with the information they have been able to get under the R.T.I. Act, they should approach the Competent authority in the Executive/ or Courts as advised, for redressal of their grievance, if any.

The matter is hereby disposed  of.










SD:








 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                  State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Kumar




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Beant College of Engineering, Gurdaspur—Respondent

Complaint Case No- 565-B-2007:

Present:
Shri Darshan Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Inder Pal Singh, Registrar-cum-P.I.O. of 



Beant Singh College of Engineering & Technology,



Gurdaspur )

Order:

Vide letter dated March 21, 2007, Shri Darshan Kumar and six other Faculty members stated that they had desired three different information through the Right to Information Act, 2005 from the P.I.O. Beant Singh College of Engg. & Technology, Gurdaspur (In short ‘BCET’) for which incomplete information was provided. They had also gone in appeal to the District Information Officer-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur who returned the reference stating that he was not the authority to deal with this case. Therefore, they have requested the Commission to look into the matter and to do the needful.  The Registry has bunched all the three applications under the R.T.I. Act bearing No. CC-565 of 2007, but these three have further been ordered to be dealt with separately and the applicants present today are directed to split the file into three different complaints which will further be numbered as CC-565-2007 (original) and                     No. CC-565-A-2007 and CC-565-B-2007, since they all concern separate matters.
2.
The present application under consideration is January 19, 2007 and has been given No. CC-565-B-2007. It concerns the denial of non-refundable advance from the contributory Provident Fund to Shri Sanjiv Kumar, Lecturer and the applicants have asked for the Rules under which it has been done. The reply has been given by the Registrar-cum-P.I.O. on February 16, 2007, in which it is stated:-
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“With reference to your joint representation dated  January 19, 2007, it                
Is kindly informed that you desired the Rule for the sanctioning of                              
non-refundable advance under clause 7/13)c) which is reproduced as 
below:
“a subscriber after the completion of 6 years service including broken period if any, or within 10 years before the date of his/her retirement on superannuation whichever is earlier, may be granted an advance equal to 60 months pay of the subscriber or employees own subscription plus 50% of the college contribution including interest thereon, whichever is less, for building or acquiring a suitable house for his residence including the cost of the site. For purchasing a house site or for constructing a house on a site purchased utilizing the sum withdrawn for the purpose. Advance may be drawn in installments twice year.”

Since you joined this college on 25-01-2002 and did not complete six years of service in this college, hence the sanctioning of non-refundable advance was denied to you.”
3. Thereafter, the applicants have sent an Appeal to the District Information Officer, O/o the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur, stating inter alia as under:


“- - - It is important to mention that Sh. Sanjiv Kumar was working at GZSCET Bathinda  as lecturer before joining at BCET Gurdaspur as lecturer. At the time of appointment his pay was protected and also his CPF was transferred to BCET Gurdaspur from GZSCET Bathinda. Even at the time of promotion from lecturer to lecturer (Sr. Scale) at BCET Gurdaspur, his duration of service at GZSCET Bathinda was counted for fulfilling the condition of six years. The reply given by PIO,BCET Gurdaspur is silent about all these facts. Kindly look into the matter and do the needful please.”

4. It has been seen that information which had been asked for regarding reasons of denial of CPF, had been provided in the reply dated February 16, 2007 to the applicants. Now the request is that certain period of service which he had rendered in another College should be counted towards the total period of service for purposes of                            non-refundable advance. This lies in the sphere of representation to the Competent Authority and has nothing to do with the R.T.I. Act. The applicants state that the period spent in the earlier college has been counted towards service in the present College. They also stated in some separate paper that the amount in the C.P.F. has also been transferred in his name. Therefore, the reply is misleading. I do not consider that this is a misleading reply. The applicants are pointing out flaws in the reasoning of the 
  College for      taking        a       decision     not       give       a                  non-refundable 
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but refundable advance to the said Lecturer These flaws should be brought to the notice of the Competent Authority so that the perceived grievance could be appreciated and decision taken by the Competent Authority for the same as per the circumstances and the rules of the said College.

With this, the applicant is hereby disposed of.








SD:
             





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                   State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Pawan Kumar Kaushal


---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.P.I.(S) Pb.



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-569 -2007:

Present:
Shri Pawan Kumar Kaushal, complainant in person.



Shri Subbash Chand.

o, Supdt-cum-A.P.I.O. O/o D.P.I.(Schools) Pb.

Order:

Shri Pawan Kumar Kaushal states that he has received the complete information. However, it has not been received in the form in which he had requested. He wanted year-wise correct and actual details of his G. P. Fund Account as per the proforma required for the Annual Statement of G.P.F. Account which he has not received. The A.P.I.O.-cum- Superintendent has shown me the information provided to him which is an annualized statement, i.e. the total receipt fort each year-wise. What is required are the details making up the total for the year i.e. month-wise statement. The A.P.I.O.-cum- Superintendent is hereby directed to supply the full information to the complainant under due receipt of such record which is required to be maintained by his office with a copy for record of the Court.

Adjourned to October 31, 2007.












SD:
             







 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                   State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Singh



---Complainant 

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.E.O. Gurdaspur

---Respondent

Complaint Case No-582 -2007:

Present:
Shri Darshan Singh complainant in person.



Shri Gurdev Singh, Sr. Assistant Office of D.E.O. Gurdaspur.

Order:

Shri Darshan Singh states that he has got the full information which he required from the P.I.O. and states that he has no further complaint.  In view of this assertion of the complainant, the complaint is hereby disposed of.











SD:
             






             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                    State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Subhash Rangbulla


---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Revenue Deptt. Punjab.
---Respondent.

Complaint Case No-584-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Harbhajan Singh Dham, PIO-cum-



Supdt., O/O F.C.R.
 and


Sh. Amrik Singh, Sr. Asstt.

Order:

Shri Subhash Rangbulla vide his complaint dated 24.3.07 submitted to the State Information Commissioner stated that his application dated 25.1.07 made to the address of  PIO, O/O secretary, Department of Revenue, Punjab, had not been attended to and the required information had not been given to him till date. Instead a letter dated 14.3.07 was sent to him stating that since the information required was about 26 years old, it was not possible for the Governnment to make the report available to him. Shri Subhash Rangbulla  stated that he had separately file an Appeal against the PIO to the Appellate Authority in the Department of Revenue dated 24.3.07. In his complaint  the contents of his application
are as under:
“In between the period of 1980 to 84, when Sardar Darbara Singh was Chief Minister of Punjab, a Committee was established by the Govt. of Punjab to strongly suggest/recommend that which cities of Punjab deserved to be declared as a District. S. Beant Singh was President/Chairman of that committee whereby five cities i.e. Mansa, Fatehgarh Sahib, Tarn Taran and Fazilka etc. were strongly recommended by that committee to declare as a District. Report of the said committee be supplied to the applicant.”

Today,  the APIO Harbhajan Singh, Supdt, RE II branch has stated that vide letter dated 24.9.07 with annexures running into 16 pages,  full information regarding  setting up of the committee till the imposition of President Rule has been provided to the applicant which clearly brings out that no report was submitted by the said committee. This information has been sent by registered post and a copy supplied for the record of the Commission today. He also stated that the case may therefore be disposed of. Since the information was sent to the applicant only yesterday, in all fairness some time is given to the applicant to study it and also the proof of the registry should also be produced by the PIO. Adjourned to 31.10.2007.


SD:
             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                 State Information Commissioner

September 25, 2007, 

opk”
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Surinder Pal Advocate



---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o, Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar

---Respondent.

Complaint Case No- 589 -2007:

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate in person.


Sh. Suresh Kumar, Head Registry Clerk, O/O D.C.Jalandhar, on behalf 


of the PIO.

Order:


Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate vide his letter dated 3.4.07 complained to the State Information Commissioner that his application dated 20.2.07 made to the address of state Public Information Officer, C/O the Deputy Commissioner cum Election Officer, D.C. Office, Jalanhdhar, with due payment of fee had not been attended to. He prayed that the information may be provided free of cost. The PIO should be directed to compensate him for the loss and detriment suffered by him and the PIO may be penalized u/s 7(6) and Section 19(8)©``.3

31` of the RTI act respectively. A copy of the complaint was sent wrongly to the  PIO, O/O DC Ludhiana and thereafter sent to the concerned PIO, i.e. O/O D.C. Jalandhar  vide notice dated 27.8.07 and the date of hearing  fixed for 25th sept.,2007 and both the parties were duly informed.
2.
Today, Shri Suresh Kumar Head Registry Clerk, O/O D.C. Jalandhar has filed a copy of the reply dated 3.9.07 vide which the information has been supplied free of charges to the complainant. He stated that no application dated 20.2.07 under RTI Act has been filed to the by the applicant as per record of their office. However, the reply has been furnished to the complainant with regard to his application dated 20.2.07  as per the copy the same referred by the Commission to their office.
3.
However, Shri Surinder Pal, advocate stated that he had supplied photocopies of the said letter by speed post under the RTI Act to the D.C. Jalandhar. As such, it is necessary  that the PIO should give a written report after checking up of the receipt register thoroughly.

4.
Shri Surinder Pal Advocate has also presented a letter dated 20.2.07 with annexures and stated that he had earlier sent the same through speed post also with copy to the o/o D.C. Jalandhar. The Head Registry Clerk states that no such letter has been received. The second copy available on the record of the Court has been supplied to him. He has stated that contrary to the information provided,  the web site of the Election Commission of India contains the full affidavits duly attested by the Notary 
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Public and furnished by the candidates at the time of filing nomination in 11 cases  in district Jalandhar,  Photostat of these affidavits have been attached.


5.
In view of the above, the PIO,O/O D.C-cum-District Election Officer, Jalandhar is required to file his comments and  directed to supply  attested photocopy of the documents required by the applicant and also to file a reasonable explanation for the alleged discrepancy and misleading information supplied for the consideration of the Commission, as this is a serious violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005, if the facts stated by the complainant are correct.

Adjourned to  31.10.2007.










SD:
             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                 State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Talwar



---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana

---Respondent.

Complaint Case No- 609–2007:

Present:
Shri Rakesh Kumar Talwar, complainant in person.


Shri Paramjit Singh, A.P.I.O.-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Ludhiana.
Order:

This case has been considered earlier and detailed orders passed on July 17, 2007 with directions on three points, the first direction was that the information should be supplied to the complainant by the Tehsildar-cum-A.P.I.O. Kanwar Narinder Singh, who was present in the Court, within one week under due receipt and a photo copy of the information was required to be filed in the Commission for its record before the next date of hearing i.e. August 08, 2007 This was not done. Today, the Naib Tehsildar,               Shri Paramajit ```  Singh has come without any letter of authority from the P.I.O. or  the Tehsildar-cum-A.P.I.O. and has stated that information has been supplied.                               The information supplied to him has been seen which is highly deficient since it has not been shown from where the address to which the three notices have been sent, has been obtained by the said office. The address of the complainant supplied by the Human Rights Commission was, “Shri Rakesh Talwar, Anand Nagar, Hebowal Kalan, Back Side St. Patrick Society, House 197, Ludhiana”, whereas in all the three notices sent by the S.D.M., the address was “Shri Rakesh Kumar Talwar son of Shri Raj Kumar R/o B-3114, new Tagore Nagar, Hebowal Kalan, Ludhiana” without disclosing the source of the wrong address. Two of the notices were sent through Sevadar of the office.                      However, the photocopy of the Regd. Letter again sent to the same address, has been given only on one side and does not bear the report of the Postman which has been specifically requested for in the application under the R.T.I. Act. Therefore, compliance of this part of the order has also not been made.

2.
The  second direction was that:-


 “--- the said file on the basis of which Ms: Amrit Gill the then SDM (East) sent a report No. 2832 dated 1-6-05 to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on the complaint of Rakesh Kumar Talwar made to the Human 


Rights Commission may be produced in original in the Commission. - - -“


The said file has not been produced in the original The Naib Tehsildar has brought some photostat papers which are not acceptable. 
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3. The third direction was that “the A.P.I.O. should also identify the concerned person who had misbehaved with Mr. Rakesh Kumar Talwar (and send his report) alongwith his (the said person’s) written explanation in the matter which  should be submitted through the S.D.M. with his comments.”


No action has been taken on this direction either. 

4.
The Commission takes a very serious view of the matter. In this case there has been a deliberate attempt to keep the information away not only from the applicant, but  also to withhold it from the Commission as well, Not only that, there has been a great violation of the letter and spirit of the  R.T.I. Act. When the complainant went to collect the information from Room No. 94 as per the written communication sent by the S.D.M. under the R.T.I. Act dated December 28, 2007, he was roughed up by the concerned official available in that room (a man) instead of giving him the information, despite the fact that he is almost a handicapped man. The P.I.O.-cum-S.D.M. has not cared to send a report to the Commission on the matter although a direction was given to do so.
5.
I also find from the file that the Deputy Commission-cum-P.I.O. Ludhiana has also issued  letters to the Tehsildar regarding the hearing on September 11, 2007 and once again separately to the S.D.M.(East) directing:  “Since you are liable under the provisions of the R.T.I. Act, as I. P.O. you are required to appear before the Hon’ble Commission on the next date of hearing i.e. September 25, 2007 at 10 A.M. (State Information Commission, Punjab, SCO 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh). Despite that, neither the Tehsildar-cum- A.P.IO nor the S.D.M.-cum-P.I.O. is present, which was much the requirement, given the seriousness of the matter. Instead, they have sent the                         Naib-Tehsildar, who is neither the P.I.O.; nor the A.P.I.O. and without any letter of authority from either of them.
6.
The P.I.O. is hereby directed to carry out the directions of the Commission immediately
7.
Both the P.I.O.-cum-S.D.M. and the A.P.I.O.-cum-Tehsildar are hereby given notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act and required to file written reply/explanation  and as to  why action, as envisaged therein be not taken against them for  deliberately not carrying out the directions of Commission,  through the imposition of penalty of Rs.250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- as per the provisions contained in the Act.
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8. The P.I.O-cum-S.D.M. and A.P.I.O-.cum-Tehsildar are also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto, on the same date. They may take note that in case they do not file written reply and also choose not to appear on that date, it will be presumed that they have nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings in their absence.

9.
In case the information is still not supplied and the directions of the Commission are not fully complied with, the Commission shall be constrained to further take action under Section 20(2) of the Act and recommend disciplinary action


Adjourned to November 07, 2007 for further consideration.










SD:

             






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                 

                 State Information Commissioner

 September 25, 2007.

opk
