STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94175-70000)

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram,

Distt. Ludhiana 






        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt., Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

2.
Public Information Officer 


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt., Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh. 


  …Respondents
AC- 265/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Devinder Pal Singh, Supdt.-LG-I, (98889-98914) along with Rajiv Kumar, Sr. Asstt. (97791-86464)



In the earlier hearing dated 10.05.2011, it was recorded: 

“It is noted that the original application which was addressed to the Chief Minister’s Office was transferred to the Secretary Local Govt. vide letter dated 17.12.2011 who, in turn, transferred it to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 20.01.2011.

Sh. Sabharwal stated that information on point no. 2 is pending.  Sh. Devinder Pal Singh stated that they will look into the records if any specific grant for cleaning the Buddha Nala in Bathinda was ever received by the Punjab State from the Central Govt. and convey the position to the appellant as well as to the Commission.”



Today, a letter dated 01.06.2011 has been presented which is addressed by Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Chandigarh to the Superintendent, Local Govt. Punjab, (LG-I) Branch and reads as under: -

“As per orders of the Commission dated 10.05.2011, information on point no. 2 is pending.    In this regard, it is informed that a sum of Rs. 50.00 crores was sanctioned by the Govt. of India for the year 2009-10 towards additional financial assistance (ACA) for cleaning Buddha Nala.
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Under the above scheme, Punjab Govt. has released funds as follows, for the year 2010-11: -
Share of Govt. of India



Rs. 580.00 lacs

Share of State Govt.



Rs. 800.00 lacs

From GLADA towards State Govt. share 
Rs. 596.19 lacs





TOTAL:         Rs. 1976.19 lacs
Out of the said funds, Water Supply and Sewerage and Sewage work at Machhiwara is being executed which is a part of cleaning the Buddha Nala.

Apart therefrom, Govt. of India has approved a Govt. of India Project for approx. Rs. 268.50 crores for Extension and Augmentation of Sewerage Scheme, Ludhiana under the Jawahar Lal Nehru Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM).   Under the said project, following funds have been received:

Share of Govt. of India


Rs. 30.17 crore 

Share of State Govt.


Rs. 12.07 crore
Share of Municipal Corporation

Rs. 93.09 crore

Under this scheme, two nos. sewage treatment plant is being constructed for additional capacity.  This work will also be helpful in cleaning of the Buddha Nala.”



I have gone through the contents of the above letter and I am satisfied that complete information regarding point no. 2 has also been provided.



Respondent is directed to post a copy of the said letter to the complainant by registered post, under intimation to the Commission and a photocopy of the postal receipt be sent to the Commission for records.



Complainant is advised to inform the Commission within a week’s time if the information provided is to his satisfaction.



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.06.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jasdev Singh 

H. No. 255, Gali No. 3,

Ward No. 23,

Khukhrain Colony,

Khalsa School Road,

Ludhiana







 …..Complainant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.

2.
Public Information Officer.


O/o The District Transport Officer,


Ferozepur.






…..Respondents
CC- 3498/10
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


This morning, a phone call was received in the office from Sh. B.S. Rai, DTO, Ferozepur intimating that due to last rites of late wife of the Hon’ble Chief Minister of Punjab Sh. P.S. Badal today, he has been deployed on special duty and therefore, he regretted his inability to attend the present hearing.



Complainant is also not present today. 




Accordingly, for further proceedings, the matter is now posted to 26.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Dheeraj Sharma

s/o Sh. Kharaiti Lal Sharma,

Village Baje Ka,

Post Office Pindi,

Block Guru Harsahai,

Tehsil Jalalabad,

Distt. Ferozepur






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Station House Officer,

City-I,

Abohar 







    …Respondent
CC- 1091/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.




In the present case, vide application dated 09.02.2011, the complainant sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005 from the respondent: -

“That on 03.01.2011, near the Bus Stand Abohar, I was attacked by Sonu resident of Patel Nagar, Abohar and I remained admitted in the Civil Hospital, Abohar from 3rd January to 6th January, 2011.  My statement was recorded on 03.01.2011 by Constable Kuldeep Singh who works under you.  Please provide me the following information in respect of the same: -

1.
Copy of enquiry report along with copy of my statement and that of the opposite party;
2.
When were the x-ray and other medical report sent to you?

3.
What action has been taken in the matter at your end so far?  If no, reasons for the same be provided.

4.
What and against whom action is required to be taken as per the medical report?”



When no information was provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission on 05.04.2011.



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  No communication has been received from either of the two.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, within a fortnight, under
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intimation to the Commission. 



Complainant shall inform the Commission if the information, when provided, is to his satisfaction. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 26.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98725-34725)

Sh. Rajinder Singh

s/o Sh. Ram Kishan,

H. No. 732-A,

Ward No. 5,

Payal (Distt. Ludhiana)

141416







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer (SE)

Ludhiana 







    …Respondent
CC- 1095/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Ranjit Singh, Dy. D.E.O. (SE) (94174-15303)


Vide application dated 15.02.2011, the complainant sought the following information: 

“A case under Section 341, 353, 354, 465, 466, 500, 506 read with section 120-B IPC has been registered on 24.11.2009 against the Head mistress Class I Smt. Surinder Kaur, Headmaster Class I Sh. Ranveer Singh and clerk Ms. Krishna of the Govt. High School, Dharaurh, Distt. Ludhiana in the court of Hon’ble Sh. P.S. Kaleka, JMIC, Ludhiana.  Please inform if the officer / official can go to attend the court case after marking ‘On Duty’ in the attendance register or is it necessary to take leave for the purpose?”


When no information was provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission on 04.04.2011. 



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.

 

Respondent present submits that the information sought had been provided to the complainant on 14.03.2011.  He further stated that the complainant, while acknowledging receipt of the said information, vide his communication dated 04.04.2011 has sought more information which is not a part of the original application dated 15.02.2011.

 

From a reading of the written statement of the respondent dated
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02.06.2011, it is clear that complete information as per the original application already stands provided.   For seeking any fresh information, the complainant is advised to file a separate application, since the information as per the original application already stands provided and further queries are not permitted in the same case, as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. 


Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
 

After the hearing was over, the complainant appeared personally.   He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing.   It has also been advised that for seeking any additional information, he should file a separate application.  He felt satisfied.

 

As already noted above, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98556-02608)

Sh. Jatinder Kumar

1086/26,

Panchkula-134116






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Committee,

Rampura Phul (Bathinda)





    …Respondent
CC- 1096/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jatinder Kumar in person. 
For the respondent: Sh. Swaran Singh, Jr. Asstt.-APIO (96461-78677)



Vide application dated 08.03.2011, complainant sought the following information: -

“1.
Please let me know why you have not supplied the information containing 53 pages well before 17.07.2010 i.e. the day of mutation?

2.
Please let me know why I have not been given opportunity of being heard well before 17.07.2010 i.e. the day of mutation, despite my repeated requests?

3.
Please let me know why you have opened the office on 17.07.2010 being gazetted holiday (Saturday) merely for mutation?

4.
Please let me know why you have not incorporated the unchallenged stay order of SDM dated 16.02.2010 upto 25.05.2010 (Assessment Attached) on assessment register?

5.
Please let me know why you have given false information to D.C. Bathinda vide your letter no. 629 dated 08.06.2010 that you have implemented the order of SDM dated 16.02.2010 as such you have not done it.

6.
Please let me know the date by which Pawan Kumar received assessment certificate dated 17.07.2010 (Order of E.O. dated 17.07.2010)

7.
Please let me know the action taken on my application dated 29.03.2010, 19-20.07.2010, 02.08.2010 by the return of post failing which whole responsibility of all kind shall be yours.”


Complainant further submits that respondent, vide letter dated 25.03.2011 has refused to provide the information on the ground that the 
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same has already been given on 28.02.2011 before the Hon’ble SIC Sh. D.S. Kahlon, in CC No. 2434/10.



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 09.04.2011.



Upon notice, a letter dated 23.05.2011 has been received from the respondent wherein it is submitted that complete information to the complainant has already been provided vide letter dated 01.02.2011.  However, respondent has failed to note that the instant complaint with the Commission has been filed on 08.03.2011 which is later than their letter under reference. 



Sh. Jatinder Kumar, the complainant made written submissions which read as under: -

“Para-wise reply which is submitted by Mr. Swaran Singh, APIO today before the Hon’ble Commission is misleading, irrelevant and wrong except that information supplied on 13.01.2011 before Mr. Kahlon, Hon’ble SIC is correct.  PIO may be asked to file relevant and correct information. 
Ld. ADC, Bathinda is doing enquiry for the registration of police case in the matter against Mr. Surinder Kumar Garg, PIO-cum-EO, MC Rampura Phul etc. who is party in this case. 

It is prayed that a stern action may kindly be taken against Mr. Swaran Singh, APIO who filed misleading, irrelevant and wrong information, in para-wise reply today.”



Respondent further submitted that similar information had earlier been also sought by the complainant and the relevant case, being CC No. 2434/10 was disposed of on 15.02.2011 by Hon’ble SIC Sh. D.S. Kahlon.


It is pointed out that the notice of hearing from the Commission categorically states that no official below the rank of APIO / PIO be deputed to attend the hearing.  Despite this, only clerks are being sent to attend the hearing.  Respondent is directed desist from such deviation. 



Another surprising fact that has come to fore is that a Junior Assistant who is present in today’s hearing, has been designated as the APIO by the Municipal Council, Bathinda.  Needless to stress that an official (and  not an officer) who happens to be from the clerical staff only, has been designated as the Assistant Public Information Officer which is in contravention of all possible logics.  Even in case of any shortage of staff, such an action is not desirable and must be corrected at the earliest, under intimation to the Commission.










Contd……3/-

-:3:-



I have gone through all the points of information with the complainant and the respondent and am of the view that complete information as per the original application already stands provided.   However, in case the complainant is not satisfied, he can take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 



Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98156-98971)

Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Karnail Singh,

R/o Kotli Amb,

Tehsil-  Ajnala,

District- Amritsar






        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (S)

Amritsar.


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab,

Chandigarh.






  …Respondents
AC - 384/11
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Satnam Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Sarfraj Singh, BRP (98142-51213)



Sh. Satnam Singh sought the following information vide application dated 23.09.2010:



“1.
Order of suspension of Sarafraj Singh BRP Ajnahall;



2.
Order of reinstatement pending inquiry;


3.
Reason and charge against him for which he was suspended; 

4.
Record of all the enquiries pending against him.”



The first appeal was filed on 25.11.2010 and the instant second appeal has been preferred before the Commission on 18.04.2011 as the information was not provided. 



Appellant states that the information sought has not been provided to him so far. 



Respondent present has submitted a letter dated 01.06.2011 whereby he has been authorised to attend the hearing today.  He has also brought the information to the court. 



It is observed that the information sought is third party and the same should have been declined by the respondent.   Besides, the provisions of Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005 have also not been complied with.   It has not been stated as to how the information sought is in larger public interest.
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Another important observation is that the information sought pertains to the APIO who has been deputed to attend the hearing.  In such cases, a representative unconnected with the information should be deputed and thus in this case, only the PIO should have put in appearance.    APIO present states that he has been deputed by the DEO Ms. Sunita Kiran (94176-00516).  She is advised to be more careful on this aspect.


Since the information has been brought to the court, the same is directed to be handed over to the appellant.



Seeing the merits, the appeal is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh.  Gurpiar Singh

s/o Sh. Jangir Singh,

VPO Dhode,

Tehsil Jaito

(Distt. Faridkot) – 151205





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

Fatehgarh Sahib






    …Respondent
CC- 1145/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Ashok Kumar, Jr. Asstt. (99884-44057)

 

Vide application dated 10.01.2011, the complainant sought the following information: -



“Following regarding Sh. Ashok Kumar, clerk:

1.
How many days’ continuous break was given to this official in his service during 1984?  Period of continuous break and the reasons for the break.

2.
Period during which curfew remained clamped on Fatehgarh Sahib (in Distt. Patiala) in the year 1984 during the operation Blue Star?  Dates be specified.”



Vide letter dated 14.01.2011, the application of the complainant was transferred to DEO (EE) Fatehgarh Sahib  in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.  Sh. Gurpiar submits that a reminder was also sent on 24.02.2011 to the DEO (EE) Fatehgarh Sahib.



The instant complaint has been field with the Commission on 15.04.2011 as no information was provided. 



Respondent present has submitted a letter dated 02.05.2011 whereby information on point no. 1 has been provided and regarding point no. 2, it is stated that it does not concern them as the District Fatehgarh Sahib has come in existence only on 13.04.1992 and hence the information be obtained from the DEO, Patiala (the erstwhile district of Fatehgarh Sahib).



Complainant is advised to file a separate application for getting the information on point no. 2.   Information on point no. 1 already stands provided. 
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Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(92178-32044)

Sh. Subhash Chander

s/o Sh. Joginder Pal,

VPO Lambra,

Tehsil & Distt. Jalandhar – 144026.



        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (Secondary)

Jalandhar


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Circle Education Officer 

Jalandhar






  …Respondents
AC - 371/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Subhash Chander in person.
For the respondent: S/Sh. K.K. Airy, DEO (0181-2402078), Paramjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. (97814-02523) and Ms. Surinder Kaur, Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Partap Pura, Jalandhar. 



Vide application dated 02.02.2011, Sh. Subhash Chander sought the following information: 

“I filed CWP No. 10475 wherein you are respondent.  As per the orders of the Hon’ble High Court, complete compliance was to be done within 4 months i.e. up to November 23, 2010.  My basic pay has been shown corrected in the service book but no financial benefit has been disbursed to till date.

1.
The daily progress made on this order, till date;

2.
When will I get financial benefits?

3.
The officials have not adhered to the time limit.  Do you plan to take action against these officials?  If yes, in how many days?”



As the information was not provided, the first appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 07.03.2011 and the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 11.04.2011 as the information had not been provided. 



Today, the complainant stated that no information has been provided to him so far. 
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Ms. Surinder Kaur, respondent present has submitted following written submission: 

“1.
That the above noted complaint case pending before Ms. Ravi Singh, SIC, Punjab and is fixed for 02.06.2011 at 11.00 A.M.

2.
That the information sought vide point no. 1 has been provided to the complainant vide letter no. 55/11 dated 30.05.2011 (copy enclosed for ready reference)

3.
That the information sought vide point no. 2 and 3 is in the shape of questionnaire.  CIC held in CIC/OK/A/2006/00049 – 2nd May, 2006 – Citizen can ask for copies of documents containing information, but they cannot seek opinion through questionnaire.
It is therefore, prayed that the complaint case may please be disposed of accordingly, in the interest of justice.”



It has been pointed out to the respondent that if the information on point no. 2 and 3 is in the form of question, that does not mean that the information is not to be provided.  Furthermore, complainant states that under point no. 2, he has sought to know as to when will his financial benefits be released.  


It is observed that the original application for information is addressed to Sh. K.K. Airy, DEO and the first appeal has been filed with the Circle Education Officer, Jalandhar and despite this, Ms. Surinder Kaur, Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Partap Pura, Jalandhar has been deputed to attend the hearing today.   It is a sorry state of affairs that the Distt. Education Officer (SE), Jalandhar is taking the RTI Act lightly and not following the provisions of the Act. 

 

In the next hearing, DEO Sh. K.K. Airy shall appear in person and explain the matter.   Also, complete and relevant information should also be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 26.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98887-28872)

Sh. Anokh Singh 

s/o Sh. Asa Singh,

Arai wala Road,

Opp. Society Nagar,

Faridkot







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Administrator,

Punjab Urban Planning & Development Authority,

Bathinda







    …Respondent
CC- 1139/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Anokh Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Dharam Chand, A.E. (93175-73906)



Vide application dated 10.11.2010, the complainant sought the following information: -

“As per your letter no. 882 dated 14.06.2010, Mark-A, a copy of the FIR registered against the accused along with other relevant papers; action taken and other proceedings, if any.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 15.04.2011 stating that the information has not been provided. 



Respondent present has submitted a letter dated 27.05.2011 addressed to the PIO-cum-Superintending Engineer, BDA, Bathinda wherein it is stated:

“Regarding the information sought by the applicant Sh. Anokh Singh, it is to inform that the case for registration of an FIR against Sh. Santokh Singh son of Sh. Asa Singh son of Sh. Khem Singh; and Sh. Tarlok Singh son of Sh. Asa Singh, residents of Faridkot has been forwarded to the Station House Officer, Faridkot vide letter no. 1523 dated 24.05.2011.”


Respondent further submitted that as per the documents produced on record, the FIR against the above said two persons is being registered and no case is made out against any other person.



Thus complete information stands provided.
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Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98142-85477)

Sh. Jarnail Singh Dhillon

Village Teore,

Tehsil Kharar,

Distt. Mohali







 … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Majri (Distt. Mohali)






    …Respondent
CC- 659/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jarnail Singh Dhillon in person.
For the respondent: Sh. D.K. Saddi, BDPO (98141-72803) along with Ms. Sarabjit Kaur, BDPO Nabha (97816-16213)



In the earlier hearing dated 25.04.2011, it was recorded: 
“The information sought by the complainant is based on the newspaper items and the complaints by the villagers regarding utilisation of grants by the BDPO, Majri.  Even though the information sought is as such, it is the responsibility of the respondent to answer the queries of the complainant. 

As the information pertains to the period when Ms. Sarabjit Kaur was the BDPO (who is now posted at Nabha), in the next hearing the present BDPO, Majri and Ms. Sarabjit Kaur shall appear in person and make their respective submissions, if any.”



Today, the respondent submitted that Sulabh is only an executing agency and they do not have any connection with it.   He further stated that the Gram Panchayat is getting the construction of toilets of its own.  He clarified that nothing is to be charged from the families who are covered under the BPL (Below Poverty Line) only and others are liable to bear their own expenses.  


Respondent also stated that the complainant is making false and baseless allegations against the Gram Panchayat.  He has tendered a Circular dated 12.07.2007 issued by the Director, Rural Development & Panchayat, Punjab wherein it has been pointed out that any complaint against a Sarpanch / Panch is to be probed only if it is supported with an affidavit from the complainant in this regard.



I have gone through all the points and am of the view that complete information stands provided.
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Complainant continues arguing the matter further.   He has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority in case he is not satisfied. 



Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98726-62270)

Sh. Manjot Singh

Sarpanch,

Village Chahal,

P.O. Bhadson,

Tehsil Nabha,

Distt. Patiala.







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Nabha (Distt. Patiala)





    …Respondent
CC- 640/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Manjot Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Narpinder Singh Grewal, former BDPO Nabha (98143-20514) along with Ms. Sarabjit Kaur, BDPO Nabha (97816-16213)


In the earlier hearing dated 25.04.2011, it was recorded: -

“Ms. Sarabjit Kaur appeared on behalf of the respondent and stated that she has joined the office only recently and seeks an adjournment, which is granted.   She also informed that Sh. Narpinder Singh Grewal was her predecessor who is presently posted as BDPO Headquarters, Chandigarh. 

In the next hearing, both Sh. Narpinder Singh Grewal and Ms. Sarabjit Kaur shall appear in person and answer the queries of the complainant.”



As directed, both Sh. Narpinder Singh Grewal and Ms. Sarabjit Kaur have appeared in today’s hearing.  Information as per the original application has also been provided to the complainant in the court.  I have gone through each point with the respondent and the complainant and am of the view that complete information has been provided to the complainant.



Complainant prays for imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay caused in providing the information.



Therefore, Sh. Narpinder Singh Grewal who was the PIO at the relevant time, is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  
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In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 02.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94633-86151)

Sh. Gurwinder Singh

s/o Sh. Jaswant Singh,

Village Chari,

Tehsil Khamanon,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib





  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Khamanon (Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib)



   …Respondent
CC- 661/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurwinder Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Nishan Singh, BDPO (99144-41121)



In the earlier hearing dated 25.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Respondent is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.

In the next hearing, BDPO-cum-PIO S. Nishan Singh shall appear in person and answer the queries of the complainant.”



Today, Sh. Nishan Singh, BDPO is present.  He tendered copy of a letter dated 19.05.2011 which is addressed by him to the District Development and Panchayat Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib.  All the information sought by the complainant is contained in the said letter.  He further submitted that a detailed report has been communicated in the letter dated 12.05.2011 addressed to the DDPO, Fatehgarh Sahib and the annexures which remained to be enclosed have also been provided to the complainant on 01.06.2011.



I have gone through each point and am of the view that complete information stands provided, as per the original application.  



Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98728-93071)

Sh. Megh Raj Goyal

Shop No. 98, Grain Market,

Budhlada (Distt. Mansa)





   …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Budhlada (Distt. Mansa)
2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. 


Punjab, Sector 9,


Chandigarh.






  …Respondents
CC- 1135/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Megh Raj Goyal in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Kulwinder Singh, E.O. (94172-54084)



Vide form ‘A’ dated 17.07.2010, complainant sought certain information from the office of Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab regarding carving out  seven plots out of the land of Industrial School (already closed and building dismantled) which were approved for sale through auction.  The complainant wanted to know why the stay on the said auction of plots granted about four years back, had not been vacated. 


Complainant states that even after protracted correspondence with the said department, no satisfactory information has so far been provided. 



The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 08.04.2011.



It has been brought to the notice of the court that the original application of the complainant dated 17.07.2010 was transferred to the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Budhlada vide letter dated 10.08.2010 in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   Since this has been done beyond the prescribed time limit of 5 days, this transfer is not accepted; therefore, it is now the duty of the Public Information Officer, office of Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant.


Accordingly, Public Information Officer, Office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab is also impleaded as respondent.   PIO of the










Contd……2/-

-:2:-

said office i.e. Office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab shall appear personally in the next hearing.



Complete and relevant information should also be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 02.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh.  Rajinder Singh

s/o Sh. Punnu Singh,

R/o Pakka Chisty,

Tehsil Fazilka,

Distt. Ferozepur






        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Fazilka 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ferozepur






  …Respondents
AC - 361/11
Order
Present:
Sh. Yogesh Aneja, advocate for the complainant (98761-12490)


For the respondent: Sh. Natha Singh (94634-62290)



Appellant sought the following information vide his application dated 06.12.2010:

“Reg. complaint dated 12.09.2010 against Swaran Kumar, Sarpanch, village Pakka Chisti filed by Rajinder Singh etc. of village Pakka Chisti.

What action has been taken in the above complaint?  Please supply certified copies of action report along with copies of statement etc. and related documents.”



First appeal was filed with the DDPO Ferozepur on 15.01.2011, who vide his letter dated 27.01.2011, called upon the BDPO Fazilka to provide the relevant information.   However, when no information was provided, the present second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 07.04.2011. 



Respondent states that the information was sent to the complainant on 30.05.2011 through the messenger (watchman) who submitted a report that the addressee i.e. the complainant has refused to accept the same.



A photocopy of the information has been handed over to Sh. Yogesh Aneja, advocate who is present on behalf of the complainant.  He seeks time to study the same, which is granted. 










Contd…..2/-

-:2:-



Complainant shall communicate to the Commission if he is satisfied with the information provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 02.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 02.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
