STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98881-68223)

Sh. Jagmohan Singh

347/86, Model Colony,

Saleem Tabri,

Ludhiana







 …..Complainant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (East)

Ludhiana.

2.
Public Information Officer,


Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA)


Ludhiana. 



                                 …..Respondents
CC- 3354/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagmohan Singh in person.
For the respondent: Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar-APIO Ludhiana (East) (98727-06658)



In the earlier hearing dated 01.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“Sh. Sanjeev Kumar stated that vide communication dated 08.01.2010, complainant was informed as under: -
‘It is to inform you that as per the report of Sub Registrar Ludhiana (East), the information is as under: -

1.
From January 1, 2008 to December 30, 2009 please inform us the sale deed no. and date which concerns you and we shall provide the information.  Regarding those not pertaining to you, information cannot be provided in terms of Section 9(1) of the RTI Act 2005.

2.
Regarding Permission letters, please contact office of GLADA.’
Respondent also stated that vide letter dated 11.06.2010, the request of the complainant was transferred to GLADA, Ludhiana.
Sh. Sanjeev Kumar is not aware of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act according to which the request of the complainant should have been transferred within a period of 5 days if any information was not available with them.  Any transfer beyond the said period of 5 days is not acceptable.  Therefore, it is now the responsibility of the office of SDM Ludhiana (East) to procure and provide the information to the complainant within a fortnight.   Section 9 of the RTI Act as stated by the respondent for denying the information is not relevant.”



Today, Kanwar Narinder Singh, APIO states that they wrote to GLADA, Ludhiana on 09.12.2010 and a reminder was also sent on 14.12.2010.  Sh. Des Raj, clerk who has accompanied Kanwar Narinder Singh stated that he went to the office of GLADA personally and they informed him that it would take about 2-3 months to provide the information sought.



In these circumstances, PIO, office of (GLADA) Ludhiana is hereby impleaded as respondent.  In the next hearing, PIO office of Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA) shall appear personally to explain the matters.



For further proceedings, to come up on 09.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Kuldeep Kumar

s/o Sh. Panna Lal

H. No. 2523/18, Street No. 1,

Ram Tirath Road,

Putlighar,

Amritsar






      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Medical Education & Research, Punjab,

Chandigarh







  …..Respondent CC- 3546/10
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Dhiraj (Jr. Asstt.) and Dilbag Singh, clerk (0172-2690817, 2690854)



Vide request dated 13.09.2010, complainant sought the following information from the respondent: -

“Certified copies of the selection list with the details of seniority-cum-merit list, if any and recommendations and detailed proceedings of selections made in the cases of (a) Dr. Kirpal Singh; (b) Dr. D.S. Bhullar, as lecturer in Forensic Medicine, made in the year 2007.  Any other relevant document available in the department regarding their appointments and selections made in the year 2007.”



When no information was provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 15.11.2010 (received in the office on 23.11.2010) 



Respondents present have submitted that complete information was forwarded to the complainant by registered post on 17.12.2010.


It is almost over two weeks when the information was sent.  Complainant is not present nor have any discrepancies been pointed out.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied with the information provided.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Madhu Verma

w/o Sh. Parmod Kumar,

Primary Teacher,

Govt. Primary School,

Village Rajpura,

Tehsil Abohar – 152116 (Distt. Ferozepur) 


…..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Ferozepur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Director, Panchayat & Rural Development,

Vikas Bhawan, 

Sector 62,

Mohali 





             …..Respondents
AC- 1063/10
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Gurdarshan Singh Kundal, Dy. CEO (94644-67907)



Vide request dated 13.09.2010, appellant sought the following information from the respondent: -

“Attested copy of the verification report got done from the concerned office, no. 392/MA(V) dated 13.01.2009 received in your office by the then dealing clerk vide Diary No. 2217 dated 20.01.2009.”



Receiving no response, the first appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 27.10.2010.   Still when no information was provided even after the first appeal, the instant second appeal with the Commission has been filed (received in the office on 23.11.2010).



Respondent present states that complete information was provided to the appellant vide letter dated 01.10.2010 by ordinary post and  upon receipt of notice of hearing from the Commission, a copy of the information was again sent by registered post on 15.12.2010.   Respondent also submits an affidavit from Ms. Madhu Verma stating that complete information to her satisfaction has been received and she does not want to pursue the matter further.   The affidavit from Ms. Verma reads: 
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“That the deponent does not want to pursue the above noted appeal as the deponent has received the information as sought for, on 15.12.2010, during the pendency of second appeal.”



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98724-39347)

Sh. Sanjay Kumar Mishra,

1224, Sector 19,

Panchkula 







     …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Amritsar-I 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar





          …..Respondents

AC- 1067/10
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Sanjay Mishra in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sandeep Rishi, SDM, Amritsar-I (98551-08091)


Vide request dated 03.07.2010, the appellant sought the following information: -
“Please provide me following information para-wise either in Hindi or in English only:

1.
You have stated in your letter dated 09.06.2010 that a Criminal case u/s 145 Cr. P.C. is pending but as per my knowledge, the proceedings u/s 145 Cr. P.C. has been quashed around 10 years ago by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India vide order dated 15.09.2000 (copy already submitted to you by Mahant Ram Sharan Dass).  Please provide certified copy of the rule / section under which SDM Amritsar-I is still maintaining the proceedings u/s 145 Cr. P.C.  even after the same has been quashed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India on 15.09.2000.

2.
You have stated that document of ownership submitted by other party can be obtained only if complainant becomes a party to the case.  Please provide a certified copy of relevant section of the RTI Act 2005 in support of your statement.

3.
You have stated that the matter is being handled as a court case, therefore, no reply can be given to “how & why”.  Please provide a certified copy of the relevant section of the RTI Act 2005 showing that information on subjudice matter cannot be disclosed and reply of ‘how & why’ cannot be given.








Contd…….2/-




-:2:-

4.
Please provide upto date progress report made on application dated 03.10.2007 submitted by Mahant Ram Sharan Dass for restoration of the possession of the disputed property.  Also please send us a copy of Action Taken Report (ATR) along with reasons for the delay in deciding the application.

5.
As per my knowledge and available documents, the ownership rights of the said property were always transferred from “Guru” to “Chela” through a chain of succession of Mahant since 1876 till date.  Sh. Maninder Singh, PCS, Civil Judge, Sr. Division, Amritsar also stated in order dated 07.04.2001 that “Nowhere it is mentioned in the Gift Deed dated 10.01.1876 that property was given to any Society but was given to a person who was the Mahant”.

6.
Appointment of receiver has been dismissed by the court of Sh. Maninder Singh, C.J. Jr. Div. Amritsar vide order dated 07.04.2001 and appeal against the said order has been dismissed by the court of Sh. Dhian Singh, Addl. Distt. Judge, Amritsar vide judgment dated 10.09.2004 stating that “No other receiver is required to be appointed”.  Please let me know the present status whether you have removed receiver appointed during said proceedings u/s 145 Cr. P.C.  If yes, please provide a certified copy of that order; if no, please let me know the reasons with certified copy of relevant rule under which SDM Amritsar-I is still maintaining the receiver of the property even after the appointment of receiver has been dismissed by the Civil Court, Amritsar.”


When no response was received, the first appeal was filed with the appellate authority-cum-D.C. Amritsar on 25.08.2010.  



Vide communication dated 08.09.2010, the PIO wrote to the appellant to deposit the requisite fee for the information of 280 pages @ Rs. 2/- per page.   It was followed by a reminder dated 27.09.2010.



Vide letter / order dated 27.09.2010, the appellate authority wrote to the SDM Amritsar-I to provide the information and to attend the hearing on 30.09.2010.

 

It is to be noted here that the information after 08.09.2010 could not be provided to the appellant for want of remission of the requisite fee demanded by the respondent.



The present (second) appeal has been preferred with the Commission vide letter dated 15.11.2010 (received in the office on 23.11.2010) when the information was not received.   
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Complete information to his satisfaction has been provided to the appellant by the respondent present.  Sh. Mishra states that in a case of somewhat similar nature i.e. AC 305/10 which was decided / closed by the Commission on 10.06.2010 on the statement of the respondent, the version of the SDM quoted in the said order was erroneous.   Sh. Rishi states that there was a minor omission in the letter dated 09.06.2010 submitted before the Commission and the same has since been rectified. 

 

However, Sh. Mishra seeks compensation and states that penalty be imposed on the respondent for the delay in providing the information sought. 

 

Therefore, Sh. Sandeep Rishi, PIO office of SDM, Amritsar-I 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.  



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. 


PIO also to show cause as to why complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information as provided in Section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005.


For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram,

Ludhiana







      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana





           …..Respondents

AC- 1069/10
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Jagjit Singh, Accountant, Suvidha Centre, Ludhiana (95010-90009)


Vide request dated 27.07.2010, appellant sought the following information: -
“1.
While submitting the passport application in the Suvidha Kendra, Ludhiana, is it mandatory to file the application in a particularly coloured (Khakki) file cover?

2.
Is the Passport Application Form downloaded from the Government of India’s site www.passport.nic.in valid to file passport application at the Suvidha Kendra, Ludhiana?

3.
Are these rules displayed at the Suvidha Kendra, Ludhiana?”



When no information was received, the applicant filed his first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide letter date 08.09.2010.  A reminder dated 27.10.2010 was also sent to the appellate authority, as disclosed by the appellant.



When still no information was provided, the instant (second) appeal has been preferred with the Commission vide communication dated 16.11.2010 (received in the office on 23.11.2010).



Vide letter dated 10.08.2010, APIO informed the applicant that his application had been transferred to Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Dev.)-cum-PIO Ludhiana under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.  
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This transfer being beyond the prescribed time limit of 5 days is not accepted.   Respondent has been informed that it is the responsibility of the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana to provide the information. 


Respondent present states that complete information has already been provided to Sh. Sabharwal.  

 

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal is not present today.  However, when contacted over the telephone, he stated that complete information to his satisfaction has been provided.  However, he insisted on imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay and also sought compensation for the mental detriments suffered by him. 



Therefore, PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana 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.  



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. 

 

PIO is further to show cause as to why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information.


For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



In the next hearing, only APIO / PIO shall appear to attend the hearing.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0161-5035547)

Sh. Satish Kumar

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College

Gill Road,

Ludhiana







  …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Education Officer

Fatehgarh Sahib.






    …Respondent

CC- 3636/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Satish Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Bhagwant Singh, Dy. DEO (80540-13045)

 

Vide application dated 16.04.2010, Complainant sought the following information regarding Primary and Secondary schools in rural area of the district: -

· Detail of secondary schools;

· Distance of school from the village;

· Number of students in the school as on April 2010

· Sanctioned strength of teachers as on April 2010 – school-wise;

· Number of posts filled school-wise as on April 2010;

· Students teacher ratio;

· Space and condition of building;

· Availability of medical facilities;

· Facilities to meet emergency requirement;

· Drinking water and toilet facilities;

· Pass Percentage of students for the last 5 years from 2004-05.”

 

Vide letter no. 4125 dated 02.08.2010, Respondent wrote to the complainant to provide a copy of the application dated 16.04.2010 which the Complainant did, vide letter dated 04.08.2010.


When no information was received, the present complaint dated 17.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 26.11.2010).


Complainant states that he sought information vide his original application dated 16.04.2010 which was followed by reminders on 31.05.2010, 26.06.2010, 25.07.2010 and 14.08.2010.    He further states that the complaint was filed only when no information was provided.
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Respondent vide letter dated 02.07.2010 demanded requisite fee for the documents to be supplied.  He also submitted a letter dated 15.12.2010 addressed to the Commission, which reads: 

“It is submitted that as conveyed by the office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh vide letter no. 22/7-10 SE(3) dated 04.03.2010, our office was directed to provide the information under point no. 12 (Details of secondary schools) to the complainant which was done vide this office letter no. 2203 dated 11.03.2010.   Copy of the original application of the complainant dated 16.04.2010 was not received in this office.
Since the original application of the complainant was not received, we wrote to him to provide copy of the same, vide our letter no. 4041 dated 07.06.2010, no. 4508 dated 02.07.2010 and no. 4125 dated 02.08.2010 (photocopies enclosed).

When vide letter dated 04.08.2010, copy of the original application dated 16.04.10 was received, the office demanded Rs. 250/- from the complainant being requisite fee of the documents to be supplied vide letter no. 5220 dated 16.08.2010.  The applicant has not tendered the said amount.  Hence no more information can be provided.  If the fee is deposited, the information shall be provided.” 



During the hearing, I have come to the conclusion that for non-delivery of the original application of the complainant, either the postal department or the office of DEO is at fault for non-acceptance of the original application dated 16.04.2010.   Since the complainant has no role to play in this confusion and the payment of fee was demanded from the complainant beyond the time limit of 30 days, therefore, complete information has to be provided to the complainant free of cost, within two weeks.



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(0161-5035547)

Sh. Satish Kumar

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College

Gill Road,

Ludhiana







  …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Education Officer

Jalandhar.






               …Respondent

CC- 3640/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Satish Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Hem Raj, Superintendent-cum-APIO (0181-2402078)

 

Vide application dated 16.04.2010, Complainant sought the following information regarding Primary and Secondary schools in rural area of the district: -

· Detail of secondary schools;

· Distance of school from the village;

· Number of students in the school as on April 2010

· Sanctioned strength of teachers as on April 2010 – school-wise;

· Number of posts filled school-wise as on April 2010;

· Students teacher ratio;

· Space and condition of building;

· Availability of medical facilities;

· Facilities to meet emergency requirement;

· Drinking water and toilet facilities;

· Pass Percentage of students for the last 5 years from 2004-05.”

 

The information was supplied by the respondent vide letter no. 60405-06 dated 16.07.2010 which according to the Complainant, is incomplete.


Hence the present complaint dated 17.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 26.11.2010).


Information has been provided in the court today.  Complainant has studied the same and stated that following information is still pending: 

· Distance of school from the village;

· Condition of the school building;

Contd…..2/-
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· Pass percentage of the students during last five years.



Respondent present states that he is unable to give information on condition of the schools since random inspection is carried out.  He has been informed that inspections are to be carried out regularly at fixed intervals and in case it is not being done, such inspections are irregular.   He is further advised to go through all the files and provide the relevant information to the complainant.


Directions are given that complete and relevant information be provided to the complainant under intimation to the Commission, within a period of two weeks.



In the next hearing, Sh. Jaginder Dass, DEO (98157-40844) shall appear in person.



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0161-5035547)

Sh. Satish Kumar

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College

Gill Road,

Ludhiana







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Education Officer

Ferozepur.






               …Respondent

CC- 3637/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Satish Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rajnder Singh, Dealing clerk (94170-52746)
 

Vide application dated 16.04.2010, Complainant sought the following information regarding Primary and Secondary schools in rural area of the district: -

· Detail of secondary schools;

· Distance of school from the village;

· Number of students in the school as on April 2010

· Sanctioned strength of teachers as on April 2010 – school-wise;

· Number of posts filled school-wise as on April 2010;

· Students teacher ratio;

· Space and condition of building;

· Availability of medical facilities;

· Facilities to meet emergency requirement;

· Drinking water and toilet facilities;

· Pass Percentage of students for the last 5 years from 2004-05.”

 

The information collected from different schools was supplied by the respondent vide letter no. 7607-09 dated 25.06.2010 and it was informed that the remaining information shall be provided as and when received from rest of the schools.  Complainant states that he sent a reminder in July 2010 but no further information has been supplied. 


Hence the present complaint dated 17.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 26.11.2010).


Respondent states that complete information has been provided to the complainant as per his original application, on 24.06.2010.    During discussion of the respondent with Sh. Satish Kumar, whatever little
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information was pending has also been provided to his satisfaction.


Accordingly, the complaint is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0161-5035547)

Sh. Satish Kumar

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College

Gill Road,

Ludhiana







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Education Officer

Nawanshahr.






               …Respondent

CC- 3638/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Satish Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Amrik Singh, Dy. DEO (94173-99151)
 

Vide application dated 16.04.2010, Complainant sought the following information regarding Primary and Secondary schools in rural area of the district: -

· Detail of secondary schools;

· Distance of school from the village;

· Number of students in the school as on April 2010

· Sanctioned strength of teachers as on April 2010 – school-wise;

· Number of posts filled school-wise as on April 2010;

· Students teacher ratio;

· Space and condition of building;

· Availability of medical facilities;

· Facilities to meet emergency requirement;

· Drinking water and toilet facilities;

· Pass Percentage of students for the last 5 years from 2004-05.”

 

The Complainant states that he sent a reminder dated 30.05.2010 and in response, the respondent vide letter dated 29.06.2010, wrote to the Complainant to forward a copy of the request dated 16.04.2010 as the same had not been received by them.  This was done by the Complainant vide letter dated 09.07.2010.  However, Respondent wrote to the complainant vide letter dated 03.08.2010 to remit the requisite fee as the same had not been received.  


When no information was received, the present complaint dated 18.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 26.11.2010).
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I have informed the respondent since the fee demanded was beyond the prescribed period of 30 days, therefore, the information is to be provided free of cost. 



Complete information to his satisfaction has been provided to the complainant in the court.



Accordingly, the complaint is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0161-5035547)

Sh. Satish Kumar

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College

Gill Road,

Ludhiana







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Education Officer

Kapurthala.






               …Respondent

CC- 3639/2010

Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Satish Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Vinod Kumar, Supdt.-APIO (98146-36771)


Vide application dated 16.04.2010, Complainant sought the following information regarding Primary and Secondary schools in rural area of the district: -

· Detail of secondary schools;

· Distance of school from the village;

· Number of students in the school as on April 2010

· Sanctioned strength of teachers as on April 2010 – school-wise;

· Number of posts filled school-wise as on April 2010;

· Students teacher ratio;

· Space and condition of building;

· Availability of medical facilities;

· Facilities to meet emergency requirement;

· Drinking water and toilet facilities;

· Pass Percentage of students for the last 5 years from 2004-05.”

 

Some information was supplied by the respondent vide letter no. 290-91 dated 10.05.2010 and it was stated that the remaining information would be provided soon.


Vide communication no. 1253 dated 15.07.2010, information pertaining to subject-wise lecturers was sent and it was advised that for school-wise information, it could be obtained from heads of the respective schools.   Complainant informed the Respondent vide letter dated 01.08.2010 that the information provided was incomplete. 


The present complaint dated 18.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 26.11.2010).
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Respondent present continues to argue that the schools regarding which the information has been sought have their own PIOs and the complainant could get the information from them as well.   He also raises irrelevant points and is not aware of the provisions of the RTI Act 2005.  No provisions of the Act have been followed.   Requisite fee has also been demanded beyond the stipulated period of 30 days.



Therefore, directions are given to Sh. Vinod Kumar, the respondent present that complete information be provided to the complainant free of cost, within a period of one month, under intimation to the Commission.


In the next hearing, DEO (SE) Kapurthala-cum-PIO to appear in person.


For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali

16, Batala Road,

Amritsar- 143001






 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Animal Husbandry, Punjab,

Chandigarh







 …..Respondent

CC- 3520/10

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Dr. K.P.S. Paschicha, APIO (98140-14860)



Vide request dated 03.09.2010, complainant sought the following information from the respondent: -

“1.
All documents, records, memos, emails, opinions, advices, circulars, orders, reports, papers or powers delegated etc. ever from competent authority in support to decide, adopt and apply different store purchase procedures and rules, than as already laid in Punjab Financial Rules as decided in Department of Animal Husbandry, Punjab.  Purchase committee meeting held on 23.07.2005 by the Purchase Committee members who attended the said meeting and decided to adopt unanimously the “Double Bid System” onward for purchase of stores and making the members of the Committee and its Chairman, competent to incorporate and adopt, instantly, new store purchase rules without sending suggestions and receiving sanctions from the competent authority i.e. Government of Punjab through proper channel and until published in Punjab Government Gazette. 

2.
Name and designation of the person(s) who should be made party to defend that this act had been done rightfully, if a writ petition or any civil suit is filed in court of law, in public and government interest, against this act of members of the said purchase committee appearing prima facie malafide.”



When no information was provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 12.11.2010 (received in the office on 22.11.2010) 









Contd……2/-

-:2:-



Respondent present states that the requisite information was dispatched to the complainant vide registered letter, on 23.09.2010.  He further states that upon receipt of notice of hearing from the Commission, again a copy of the information was sent to Sh. Bali by registered post, on 15.12.2010.  



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



One more opportunity is granted to Sh. Bali to specifically point out the shortcomings / deficiencies in the information provided to him, so far. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
