STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(90173-97100)

Sh. Anil Bhatiya

No. 1523, Sector 13,

Hisar-125005 (Har).






        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (Colleges) Punjab,

Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer 


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary Higher Education, Punjab,

Chandigarh 





     
  …Respondents

AC- 229/11

Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Anil Bhatia in person. 



None for the Respondent. 



In this instant case, in the first hearing dated 04.05.2011, Ms. Sagiri Thapar along with Sh. Neelesh, Jr. Asstt. were present on behalf of the respondent and it was recorded: -

“It is pointed out that the queries of the appellant were not answered vide the said letter (of the respondent).  The respondent was unable to explain the contents of the said letter.

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

 

In the subsequent hearing on 24.05.2011, no one came present either on behalf of the complainant or the respondent.   One more opportunity was granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant. 

 

Today again, no one has put in appearance on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.   Complainant also submitted that no information has been provided to him so far. 



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

  

For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

 

After the hearing Sh. Harpreet Singh, Sr. Asstt. (98144-33463) and Sh. Neelesh Sharma, Jr. Asstt. (94172-48755) appeared on behalf of the respondent and submitted a letter dated 13.07.2011 addressed to the complainant, wherein it is stated: 

“The information sought by Sh. Anil Bhatiya is in the form of questionnaire which is not permissible in terms of Section 2 of the RTI Act, 2005.  He has not sought any documents.” 



It is pointed out that already two hearings have taken place and no such plea was taken by the respondent.  Moreover, relevant section of the RTI Act, 2005 has also not been disclosed.  Section 2 is exhaustive and the assertion made by the respondent is quite vague.   Hence such a contention at this belated stage is not acceptable.



Therefore, the respondent is directed to provide complete relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 

 

As already noted above, for further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Adhiatam Parkash,

No. 404, Sector 80,

P.O. Sohana,

Mohali







                   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Education, Punjab,

Chandigarh



 



         …Respondent

CC- 1547/11

Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Adhiatam Parkash in person.



For the Respondent: Sh. Davinder Singh, Clerk (98557-71005).



This complaint has been filed with the Co mmission by Sh. Adhiatam Parkash on 25.05.2011 when, in response to his original application dated 16.03.2011, no information was provided to him by the respondent.  The complainant had sought the following information: -

“1.
Who is the appointing and punishing authority in case of PTI in major punishment cases?

2.
Whether the Distt. Education Officer (SS) SAS Nagar is competent to award major punishment and to initiate proceedings under rule 8 of the PCS (Punishment & Appeal) Rules, 1970 in the above case?  If yes, please supply a certified copy of rules / letter.

3.
In reply to enquiry conducted by Sh. M.M. Oberai, IAS (Retd.), I submitted reply to you on 6 / 2010.  Certified copies of the decision taken on this reply along with a copy of notings be supplied.” 


Complainant states that no information has been received by him so far. 



Sh. Davinder Singh, who appeared on behalf of the respondent, sought some more time to provide the relevant information.  His request is acceded to.



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



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 




Copies of order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

S/o Sh. Hari Chand,

B-1/695,

Near N.M.S.D. High School,

Barnala







  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 17-C, 

Chandigarh. 






     
    …Respondent

CC- 537/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 

For the Respondent: For the respondent: Sh. Paramjit Singh, Supdt.-PIO O/o Dir. Local Govt. and Sh. Ramesh Kumar Verma, PIO from Local Govt. (98159-33377)



In the earlier hearing dated 24.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Sh. Paramjit Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, stated that the matter had not been brought to his notice.  A copy of the complaint along with an application seeking information has been provided to him and he assured the court that he would look into the matter. 

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

 

Today, Sh. Paramjit Singh, PIO tendered the following written submission:- 

“As the information sought by Sh. Vinod Kumar did not pertain to this office, the matter was transferred to the Additional Secretary (S) LG-III, Local Govt. Department vide letter dated 08.11.2010 and a copy of the same had been endorsed to the complainant also.  

After attending the hearing on 24.05.2011, I went back to office and perused the records and it was noticed that the matter pertained to
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the PIO Local Govt.-III Branch and accordingly, vide communication dated 14.06.2011, this fact was brought to the notice of the Hon’ble Commission.   Copies of relevant documents are annexed.” 



In view of the submissions made by Sh. Paramjit Singh, it is apparent that the information is to be provided by the PIO, office of Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab, he is impleaded as a respondent and is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.



PIO, office of Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab is also directed to be present on the next date fixed. 

  

For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

S/o Sh. Hari Chand,

B-1/695,

Near N.M.S.D. High School,

Barnala







  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Principal Secretary,

Local Govt. Punjab,

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 





    …Respondent

CC- 538/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 

For the Respondent: Sh. Bharat Bhushan, PIO Vigilance (98723-09424) & Sh. Ramesh Kumar Verma, PIO from Local Govt. (98159-33377).

 

In the earlier hearing dated 24.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Today, Sh. Sanjay Kumar states that no response from the Vigilance Department has been received despite their best efforts.

Since the information sought would not be complete in the absence of a copy of letter dated 12.05.2010 from the Vigilance Department and the fact that no response is being received from the said department, PIO – Sh. Bharat Bhushan Sehgal, Under-Secretary, Department of Vigilance (Vig. I) is impleaded as a respondent who is directed to appear in person, in the next hearing and provide a copy of the letter in question.”

 

Today, Sh. Bharat Bhushan, Undersecretary, Vigilance Department is present and has made the following written submissions: -

“In compliance to worthy SIO’s notice dated 24.06.2011, I (Bharat Bhushan Sehgal PIO Vigilance Department) attending the hearing on 13.07.2011.

It is submitted that letter dated 1215/2010 was sent to Principal Secretary Local Government for taking departmental action against
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the office of M.C. Barnala in accordance with the recommendation of vigilance Bureau. 

Thereafter this very letter (1215/2010) has also been sent to Sh. Vinod Kumar S/o Sh. Hari Chand i.e. complainant vide State Government’s letter no. 40/3810/4 VigI/16414 dated 21.09.2010. Further action is to be taken by Local Govt. Copies of above letter are enclosed for kind information of Hon’ble Commission.”

 

Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO, O/o Principal Secretary Local Government is also present and has made the following submissions:-

“The above noted CC is being handled in Local Govt. III Br. Sh. Ram Sarup Verma who is the APIO-cum-Supdt. of that Br. is busy in some enquiry case.   Further, dealing assistant (Custodian of the record) is on leave as his father has been admitted to the hospital. The action taken report on the Vigilance report would be intimated in due course. Kindly give a short date for the same please.” 



Respondent is directed to ensure that the information sought is provided to the complainant as per the assurance given in today’s hearing. 

  
For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98142-63161)

Sh. S.S. Jakhu

No. 315, Sector 2,

Panchkula







        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt., Punjab,

Chandigarh



 



         …Respondent

CC- 1549/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 



Sh. Ramesh Kumar Verma, PIO from Local Govt. (98159-33377).



This complaint has been filed with the Commission by Sh. S.S. Jakhu on 25.05.2011 when, in response to his original application dated 20.11.2010, no information was provided to him by the respondent.  The complainant had sought the following information: -

“Reg. notification No. 10/12/2008-(2LG3)/2178 dated 11.10.2010 - 

1.
Please supply a complete copy of the ‘Noting file’ on which the above notification dated 11.10.2010 was dealt and approved by the Local Govt. Punjab.

2.
Please supply a copy of the recommendations by the Director Local Govt. Punjab (letter or noting) for approval of the above notification dated 11.10.2010.”
 

Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted as under:-

“This file pertaining to which the information has been sought in this case, is not traceable.  The Superintendent and the dealing assistant who handled the matter at that time have since been transferred. The present Superintendent and the dealing assistant have tried their level best but the file has not been traced. We will make an enquiry into this aspect and submit a report to the Hon’ble Commission when it concludes.”
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In view of the above, I am of the view that the information stands provided.  However, respondent is directed to send a copy of the enquiry report to the complainant under intimation to the Commission.  

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


Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98142-63161)

Sh. S.S. Jakhu,

315, Sector 2,

Panchkula – 134112 (Har)





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.

Punjab,

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent

CC- 691/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 

For the Respondent: Sh. Ramesh Kumar Verma, PIO from Local Govt. (98159-33377).
 

In the earlier hearing dated 25.05.2011, it was recorded: 

“Today, Sh. Akhtar Hussain, Senior Asstt. has appeared on behalf of the respondent and has brought the information under the cover of letter dated 24.05.2011.  Since the complainant is not present, respondent is directed to send this information to the complainant by registered post and inform the Commission.

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

It is pointed out that the notice of hearing categorically states that no official below the rank of APIO / PIO shall appear in the court for attending the hearing.   Despite this, clerks are being deputed by the respondent which is against the instructions contained in the notice of hearing.  Sh. Akhtar Hussain submits that the concerned officers choose to send the clerks to attend the court.  This will not be acceptable in the next hearing when either the APIO Sh. Ram Sarup Verma or the PIO Sh. Ramesh Verma shall appear in person and make submissions.”



Today, Sh. Ramesh Verma submitted that as per directions of the Hon’ble Commission, the information was posted to the complainant by registered post, on 30.05.2011. 
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The complainant is not present today and nor have any discrepancies been pointed out.   Therefore, it appears he is satisfied.
 

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



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(81465-91017)

Sh. Avtar Singh

House No. 1017, Sector 70,

MOHALI (PB.)






       … Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary Housing & Urban Planning,

Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Chief Town Planner, Punjab,


Chandigarh.






       …Respondents

CC- 565/11

Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Avtar Singh in person. 

For the Respondent: Sh. Harman Singh, O/o Secretary Housing & Urban Planning Pb. 



Oral as well as written submissions of both the parties taken on record. 



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(97797-40011)

Sh. Piara Singh,

No. 1172, Sector 22,

Chandigarh




.


        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director, Vigilance Bureau,

Punjab, Chandigarh



 


         …Respondent
CC- 1550/11
Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Piara Singh in person.
For the Respondent: Sh. P.K. Chibber, ADA/Legal vigilance Bureau Pb. 



This complaint has been filed with the Commission by Sh. Piara Singh on 25.05.2011 when, in response to his original application dated 03.05.2011, no information was provided by the respondent.  The complainant had sought the following information: -



“1.
A copy of the FIR in case No. 10/2007;


2.
Action taken on my application submitted in this case (copy enclosed).”



Respondent, vide letter dated 23.05.2011, informed the applicant that as per the orders of Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court dated 17.01.2008, complete record has already been transferred to the Special Investigation Team and hence in the absence of records, no information can be provided.   Regarding information on point no. 2, it was stated that apparently, the said application had not been received in the office.  



Today, Sh. P.K. Chhibber, ADA appeared on behalf of the respondent and submitted a letter no. 20199 dated 04.07.2011, wherein it is stated: -



“It is submitted as under: -
That the complainant Sh. Piara Singh, vide his application dated 03.05.2011, had sought a copy of the FIR pertaining to case No.
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10/07, PS Vigilance Bureau, F.S. at Mohali; and the action taken on his application submitted in 2007. 

Vide our communication No. 15676/VB, S-14 dated 23.05.2011, we informed the applicant that as per the orders of Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court dated 17.01.2008, complete record had already been transferred to the Special Investigation Team and hence in the absence of records, no information could be provided.   Regarding information on point no. 2, it was informed that the said application had, apparently, not been received in the office.”



Upon careful perusal of the documents on record, it has come to light that the application for information was submitted on 03.05.2011 and without waiting for the statutory period provided under the RTI Act, 2005, the instant complaint has been filed before the Commission on 25.05.2011 and thus the complainant is not maintainable.



However, as per the submissions of the respondent, complete information sought stands provided.



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






Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
After the hearing was over, Sh. P.K. Chhibber again appeared in the court and submitted that may be the office had the required information with it but due to a High Court Order, the same had not been provided earlier.

It is noted that during the hearing, Sh. Chhibber had stated that as all the records had been transferred to the Special Investigation Team as per orders of the Hon’ble High Court.   The statement made after the hearing contradicts his earlier version today.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98155-65675)

Sh. O.P. Garg,

Finance Secretary,

Suchna Adhikar Manch,

HM-5175, Urban Estate Phase II,

Patiala-147002






        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Greater Mohali Area Dev. Authority (GMADA)

PUDA Bhawan, Sector 62,

Mohali





 


         …Respondent
CC- 1604/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Garg in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Dhian Singh, APIO from Patiala Urban Development Authority (98889-88755)



Vide application dated 15.03.2011, the complainant sought the following information: 

“Ref. your letter no. GMADA/EO 2010/33845 dated 23.08.2010 in response to my RTI application dated 21.07.2010:

1.
Total land of Yadwindra Public School acquired n Patiala, indicating the location of the land.

2.
The date / year on which the land was acquired at Patiala?

3.
Provide copy of the terms and conditions of the letter / memo / acquisition letter when the land was acquired at Patiala.”



Respondent, vide his letter dated 07.04.2011, transferred the application of the complainant to the Supdt.-cum-APIO, office of Land Acquisition Officer, GMADA, Mohali and advised him to provide the information to the complainant, within seven days and treat the said communication as a notice under section 5(5) of the RTI Act. 



When no information was provided, the present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 31.05.2011.  
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Respondent has brought the information to the Court, which has been handed over to the complainant in the presence of the court. 



Upon perusal, the complainant pointed out that the information provided is altogether different from what had been obtained by him earlier and thereby, the respondent is contradicting the earlier version.



Sh. Garg has been informed that such disputes are not within the purview of the RTI Act, 2005 and therefore, he should take up the matter with the higher competent authority.   With this, he felt satisfied.



A copy of this order be sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab and the Secretary Housing, Punjab to look into the controversy pointed out by the complainant. 



Complete information as per the original application stands provided. 



Complainant laments that there has been a long delay in providing the information and hence the respondent be penalised.



Therefore, PIO, o/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority (GMADA), Mohali 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. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98154-57496)

Dr. Aditya K. Sood, (Retd. SMO),

Ward No. - 10, 

House No. – 161,

Lakkar Mandi,

Near Shakti Public School, 

Doraha , (Distt- Ludhiana)





 …..Complainant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana. 



2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Senior Medical Officer,


Payal (Distt. Ludhiana)



           …..Respondents

CC- 3063/10
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Inder Singh (94170-14854)



In the earlier hearing dated 24.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Dr. Pardeep Sharma is present from the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana and states that he mis-read the order and has by mistake come to attend the hearing.

PIO – office of SMO Payal is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.”



Today, the complainant is not present and no communication has been received from him either.



Sh. Inder Singh has come present from the office of SMO, Payal and has submitted a letter no. 684 dated 12.07.2011 which is addressed by the APIO and reads as under: -

“In CC No. 3063/10, the Hon’ble Commission, vide order dated 11.04.2011 had directed the SMO, Payal to appear before your 
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honour.  In this regard, it is submitted that the then SMO, Payal – Dr. S.K. Walia has since been posted at Tapa (Distt. Bathinda) and the new incumbent has not taken over the charge as yet.  Kindly therefore, grant another date.”



It is pointed out that the notice of hearing from the Commission categorically stipulates that only an official of the rank of APIO / PIO be deputed to attend the hearing.  Despite this, other officials are being sent to attend the proceedings who are not even familiar with the facts of the case.   Respondent is directed to be more careful while deputing any staff on his behalf.



Even though Dr. Walia has been transferred from Payal, he is not absolved of his responsibility of providing the information sought as he happened to be the PIO at the relevant.


A copy of this order be sent to Dr. S.K. Walia, SMO, Tapa Mandi, Distt. Bathinda, who is directed to appear on the next date fixed, personally and explain the matter. 



Also complete and relevant information be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(99155-43584)

Sh. Kulwinder Singh

s/o Sh. Ajit Singh,

Village Kala Nangal,

Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur  





       ….Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur (Pb).




                            …..Respondent

CC- 2948/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Kulwinder Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. R.P. Singh, PIO (98721-06996)



Sh. R.P. Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that as all their sincere efforts and attempts of thorough search did not fructify, they tasked the SDM Gurdaspur with an enquiry into the matter and he opined that many of the staff members in the meantime, had died and thus no responsibility could be fixed and therefore, has written to the SSP, Gurdaspur vide letter no. 411/MC dated 09.06.2011, to make an entry in their Daily Diary Register and subsequently, register an FIR for the loss of the records pertaining to the matter in hand. 


Complainant submitted that in the absence of the document sought, he has already suffered a lot.   He prayed that a copy of the FIR, when registered, be made available to him so that he could apprise of the Hon’ble Court of the factual position.  He was, however, not keen on invoking the penalty clause for the delay in providing the information.  Respondent has agreed to do so.   Respondent also stated that some correspondence was exchanged with the office of Director Consolidation who has also regretted his inability to provide any assistance in the matter.



Reply to the show cause notice has also been submitted and upon perusal, I am of the view that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information.   Hence, no penalty is imposed.



Respondent is directed to follow the matter up with the office of Senior Superintendent of Police, Gurdaspur and ensure that the FIR in question is registered at the earliest.    As already directed, a copy of the FIR, when registered, be provided to the complainant soon thereafter.
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Sh. R.P. Singh informed the Court that he has since been transferred and posted at Ludhiana and now, the Addl. D.C.-cum-PIO, Gurdaspur is Sh. Pardeep Sabharwal.



Complainant requests not to dispose of the case and prays for another date so that he is able to get a copy of the FIR with the concurrence of the Commission, as otherwise, he feared, the respondent may take it lightly, resulting in further unnecessary delay.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(90233-54134)

Sh. Jaswinder Singh

s/o Late Sh. Jaswant Singh,

Jaswant Di Hatti,

Tehsil Bazar,

Tarn Taran – 143401





…..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Amritsar.





                       …..Respondent

CC- 2997/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing, ADTO Amritsar Sh. Dhian Singh had sought an adjournment over the telephone, which was granted.  



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present nor has any communication been received. 



In the instant case, vide order dated 03.02.2011, a compensation of Rs. 2,000/- was awarded in favour of Sh. Jaswinder Singh which has not, so far been paid to him by the DTO, Amritsar.



As per the information available, Sh. Vimal Setia, PCS has taken over as DTO, Amritsar (98888-00707) about a week ago.  When contacted over the telephone, he assured the amount of compensation will positively be paid to the complainant, within a fortnight and the Commission would be informed of the compliance. 



As a special case, this last opportunity is granted to the respondent to comply with the orders of the Commission.    It should be noted by the DTO that in case of non-compliance, initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be initiated in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Act. 



The amount of compensation is directed to be paid to the complainant against acknowledgement and a copy of the same duly attested be forwarded to the Commission, well before the next date fixed. 
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For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 17.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94175-80901)

Sh. Sanjeev Malhotra

Kothi No. 435, Phase 4,

Mohali – 160059






        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mohali 
2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 



     


  …Respondents

AC- 1147/2010
Order

Present:
None for the Appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Karan Singh, DTO, assisted by counsel Sh. Kulbir Singh Sekhon, advocate, (98144-92892)
 



A letter dated 13.07.2011 has been received from Sh. Sanjeev Malhotra whereby he has requested for an adjournment, which is granted. 



Respondent present has brought the information to the court.  As the complainant is not present today, it is directed that the same be mailed to Sh. Sanjeev Malhotra by registered post, under intimation to the Commission. 



Respondent further stated that the complainant visited his office on 20.05.2011 and has now sought photocopies of all the records and files, from 2010 to date, which is not in consonance with the original application for information.   He further stated that in terms of Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005, the information sought later being too voluminous be declined.



Complainant is directed to inform the Commission if now complete information as per his original application stands provided to his satisfaction.



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.   Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94638-66772)

Sh. Lalit Kumar

s/o Sh. Hemraj Goyal

301/15, Jattan Patti,

Samana – 147101





 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

Sangrur.

C/o Zila Parishad, 

College Road,

Sangrur 







   …Respondent

CC- 3760/2010

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Ms. Swaran Kaur, D.E.O. (EE), Sangrur (98159-19161)



In the earlier hearing dated 25.05.2011, it was recorded: -
“Complainant submits that in 2001, a list of 3311 ETT (teachers) had been displayed on the notice board which included the name of wife Ms. Swaran Goyal whereas her name is not there in the merit list provided to him by the respondent.   

At this, Ms. Asha Rani stated that she could not understand exactly what information had been sought in the original application dated 18.01.2010.   It seems that the APIO does not understand the RTI Act as also the facts of the case.  Therefore, in the next hearing, the PIO shall appear in person to explain the matter.”



In compliance of the directions of the Commission, Ms. Swaran Kaur, DEO (EE), Sangrur-PIO has come present today on behalf of the respondent.  She submitted that the staff was deployed to conduct a search into the records; however, during the search, all of a sudden, two snakes appeared, probably from the records and all the officials put on the job were scared and they expressed their inability to carry the search further.    In such a situation, no member of the staff is agreeable to search the records.


Complainant is not present today.  However, when contacted over











Contd……2/-
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telephone, he said he would visit the office of respondent to assist in the search of records.  Respondent assured the court of all possible cooperation to the complainant during his visit.



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94170-57343)

Sh. Avtar Singh,

s/o Sh. Munsa Singh,

village Gaggon,

PO Bhakkumajra

Tehsil Chamkaur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar







        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Chamkaur Sahib.





 
         …Respondent
CC- 1582/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Avtar Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Charanjit Singh, Social Education & Panchayat Officer. 



Vide application dated 27.04.2011, Sh. Avtar Singh had sought the following information: -

“1.
How many grants (purpose-wise) have so far been received for village Gaggon, Block Chamkaur Sahib, Distt. Ropar?   How were these utilised?

2.
Name the contractor who felled the trees in Harijan Dharamshala of the village.

3.
25 trees were removed from the Shamlat land of the village.  How have these been disposed of?  In what account of the Gram Panchayat the amount thus received has been kept?”



It has further been submitted by Sh. Avtar Singh that BDPO Chamkaur Sahib, vide his letter dated 02.05.2011, wrote to the Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat Gaggon, Block Chamkaur Sahib, to provide the information sought, under intimation to the BDPO Chamkaur Sahib.   When no information was provided, the present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 30.05.2011.



Today, the respondent submitted that the information was sent to
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the complainant through a special messenger on 11.07.2011; however, he only accepted a copy of the Resolution dated 28.06.2011 and refused to accept any other information, stating that it be delivered to him in the presence of the court. 



Complainant submitted that as the auction of the trees had been scheduled for 08.07.2011 by the respondent, he had to move the Hon’ble High Court who stayed the said auction and thus no auction took place.   He said he had to spend approx. Rs. 50,000/- for invoking the jurisdiction of the Hon’ble High Court.



Respondent submitted that the requisite charges have not been paid by the complainant.   Since the demand has been made beyond 30 days of the date of original application, he cannot charge anything and the information be provided free of cost.  Respondent is agreeable and hence provided the information today, without insisting on any charges from the complainant. 


Complainant expressed his satisfaction.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94635-86068)

Sh. Raj Singh 

House No. 52, Ward No. 3,

Near Kashyap Nursing Home,

Banur

Distt. Mohali







        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Committee,

Banur (Distt. Mohali)


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO 131-132, J. Building,

Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh





          
  …Respondents

AC - 71/2011

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Raj Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Acctt. (98768-26921) along with Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Sr. Asstt. (99888-83722)



In the earlier hearing dated 16.06.2011, it was recorded: -

“As a special case, one last opportunity is granted to the respondent E.O. Municipal Council, Banur to provide the information to Sh. Raj Singh, latest within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission, failing which further necessary proceedings shall be initiated against the erring officials / officers.

Sh. Harbans Lal, President, Municipal Council, Banur is also directed to ensure that the required meeting of the Council is convened at an early date so that the information sought, which has already been delayed a lot, is provided to the appellant at the earliest possible.”



Today, the respondent submits a letter dated 12.07.2011, wherein it is stated: -
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“It is submitted that it had been brought to the notice of President, Municipal Council, Banur that as per directions of the Hon’ble Commission, the information is to be provided to Sh. Raj Singh, free of any charges.  In the meantime, the only son of the officiating Executive Officer Sh. Jagjit Singh Sahi, diagnosed to be suffering from blood cancer, expired on 03.07.2011.  Thus the official meeting in question could not be convened.

Kindly therefore, grant us another date keeping view of the above said circumstances.”

 

Seeing the genuine difficulty faced by the respondent, one more opportunity is granted to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant, free of cost, within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission.


For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 13.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

