STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Simran Kaur

W/o Sh. Manreet Singh Saini, 

9, Sawan Village,

New Officers Colony West,

Patiala.







       ----Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
 
O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala







        ----Respondent

CC- 2441-2442/2009

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO, Patiala (96467-00808) and P.S. Sodhi, DRO, Fatehgarh Sahib (99883-88066)



Submissions of the respondents present heard.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 28.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94170-37443)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

(Distt. Sangrur)






      …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur







      …..Respondent

CC- 3389/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Rakesh Singla in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Bikker Singh, Supdt.-I (98724-18260)



In the earlier hearing dated 13.12.2010, it was recorded: -
“Information except on point no. 3 is provided to the complainant in the court.  The document provided for information on point no. 3, as per the complainant, is not legible due to poor quality of the photocopy.  

Directions are given that a clear and legible copy of the document of information on point no. 3 be sent to the complainant by registered post, within a week’s time under intimation to the Commission. 

In the next hearing, PIO Sh. Inder Khaira shall appear in person to explain the queries sought from the respondent in today’s hearing.”



Reply to the show cause notice has been submitted today.

Some discrepancies in the information have been pointed out by the complainant which are provided to the respondent present.  The same be removed within a fortnight. 

One more opportunity is granted to Sh. Satinder Khera, PIO to appear in person in the next hearing and present his case.” 
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Today, Sh. Rakesh Singla asserted that complete information as per his original application stands provided to his satisfaction. 



It is pointed out here that in terms of Section 19(8)(b) (Extracted below), the Commission also has the powers as under:

“19(8)
In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—
 
 

(b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;”


DRO-PIO Sh. Satwinder Khera shall also show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant for the mental agony and financial loss suffered by him.



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94170-37443)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

(Distt. Sangrur)







…..Appellant





Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Medical Officer,

C.H.C.

Lehragaga (Sangrur)

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,



O/o Civil Surgeon,


Sangrur.






     …..Respondents

AC- 953/10

Order
Present:
Appellant Sh. Rakesh Singla in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Jaswant Singh, Pharmacist, CHC Lehra Gaga (98145-39100)



Appellant states that complete information as per original application has been provided to him.  However, he seeks imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay in providing the information.  He also prays for award of compensation to him for the financial loss and mental detriments suffered in the matter.



It has been brought to the notice of the court that following were the PIOs during the relevant period: 

Up to March, 2010
Dr. Darshan Singh Sidhu, presently posted at PHC Doda Kauni (Distt. Muktsar)

April, 2010


Dr. Sanjeev Bansal

May-June 2010

Dr. Ravinder Kohli

July, 2010


Dr. Sanjeev Bansal

August, 2010 up to date
Dr. Balwinder Singh



The PIOs named above i.e. Dr. Darshan Singh Sidhu, Dr. Sanjeev Bansal, Dr. Ravinder Kohli and Dr. Balwinder Singh are hereby issued a show
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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 them till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIOs are 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.  They may take note that in case they do not file their written reply and do not avail themselves of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that they have nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against them ex parte. 



The Commission, as per provisions of Section 19(8)(b) which is reproduced below, is also the empowered as under: 

“19(8)
In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—
 
 

(b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered.”


The above said PIOs, namely Dr. Darshan Singh Sidhu, Dr. Sanjeev Bansal, Dr. Ravinder Kohli and Dr. Balwinder Singh are also to show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the mental agony and financial loss suffered by him.



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurinderjit Singh,

s/o Sh. Manjit Singh,

# 262-1, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana







        … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Technical Education & Industrial Training, Punjab,

Chandigarh







         …Respondent

CC- 39/2011
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
Sh. Amrik Singh, APIO (96469-92597) and Sh. Rashpal Singh, clerk.



Vide application dated 04.10.2010, Complainant sought the following information: -

“1.
Certified copy of service book along with leave account of my father Manjit Singh s/o Sh. Gurcharan Singh who was retired during March 1996 from your department and is drawing pension vide PPO No. 103617/Pb.

2.
Notification regarding revised pay scale of RATC Cadre w.e.f. 01.01.1986 and supply the calculation sheet w.e.f. 01.01.1986 to 01.01.2006 as Instructor / Superintendent;

3.
Notification of revised pay scales of my father w.e.f. 01.01.1996.

4.
Copy of revised scale of salary and other allowances along with copies of Punjab Govt. Orders including arrears of salary etc. w.e.f. 01.01.2006 to date. 

5.
Certified true copy of Punjab Govt. orders / Instructions regarding payment of Service Gratuity Pre-1996 retirees (Revised by Supreme Court Orders).”



Complainant submitted that vide letter dated 02.11.2010, the Respondent sought clarifications regarding the information which was supplied vide letter dated 10.11.2010.  Thereafter, there is no response from the respondent; and hence the present complaint has been filed (received in the office on 31.12.2010)
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Respondent present stated that complete information as per the original application dated 04.10.2010 has since been provided to the complainant, vide our letter no. 43 dated 06.01.2011 sent by registered post.


Complainant is not present today nor has any communication pointing out any discrepancies been received from him.  It appears, therefore, that he is satisfied.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0172-2697982)

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 







        …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 





         …Respondent 

C.C. No. 2194 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Surjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., office of Secretary School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh along with Sh. B.S. Bal, Sr. Asstt. Office of DPI (Secondary)



In the instant case, the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was to be recovered as under: -



Ms. Surjit Kaur


Rs. 11,000/-



Sh. J.S. Sidhu


Rs. 14,000/-



No amount has been deposited by the respondent in the State Treasury out of the penalty imposed amounting to Rs. 25,000/-.



Regarding the penalty of Rs. 14,000/- recoverable from Sh. J.S. Sidhu, Deputy Director (Retd.), Sh. B.S. Bal who is present on behalf of DPI (SE) stated that they have already initiated the process of deducting this amount from the gratuity payable to Sh. Sidhu.



Sh. Bal also informed the court that they are already on the job of recovering the penalty amount from the salary of Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali and the same is expected to be recovered within a short time.   Directions are given that this be done at the earliest and the Commission informed accordingly. 



Respondent is once again directed to inform the Commission as and when the final instalment towards the penalty amount is recovered from Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali and the amount of Rs. 14,000/- from the gratuity payable to Sh. J.S. Sidhu, as  submitted by them above.  
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For further proceedings, to come up on 03.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector: 39-B,

Chandigarh.





                   
        ---Complainant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o(1) Director of Public Instructions(S),

 
SCO: 95-97, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.


 2.
Secretary School Education, Punjab

  
Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.                        
         ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1616 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Surjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., office of Secretary School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh along with Sh. B.S. Bal, Sr. Asstt. Office of DPI (Secondary)



In the instant case, the amount of penalty was recoverable as under: -



1.
Mrs. Surjit Kaur



Rs. 4,500/-



2.
Sh. J.S. Sidhu



Rs. 5,500/-



A Memo. No. 17/15-10SP(2) dated 17.01.2011 has been received addressed by the Director Education Department (EE), Punjab to the District Education Officer (SE), SAS Nagar with a copy to the Commission and reads as under: -

“As per records of this office, Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, has, in different cases, levied penalty on Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE), Mohali, as detailed below:

	Sr. No.
	CC /  AC No.
	Name
	Penalty Amount (Rs)
	Date

	1
	1030/2008
	Sh. Tejinder Singh
	25,000
	15.07.2010

	2
	3134/2008
	Ms. Geeta Rani
	18,000
	19.07.2010

	3
	1616/2008
	O.P. Gulati
	4,500
	19.07.2010

	4
	570/2008
	Sham Lal
	17,000
	26.07.2010

	5
	343/2008
	Rupinder Garg
	3,325
	02.08.2010

	6
	2328/2008
	Kirpal Chand
	20,000
	02.08.2010

	
	Total
	
	87,825
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Since the penalty upon Ms. Surjit Kaur has been imposed in the cases pertaining to the period she was posted with the Director Education Deptt. (SE), further information from DPI (SE) should also be obtained regarding penalty imposed on her and the amount be clubbed with the above amount.  We are providing information only in respect of the cases pending in this office.    The amount of penalty be recovered from salary payable to Ms. Surjit Kaur and deposited in the State treasury and receipt tendered before the Hon’ble Commission on the next date of hearing i.e. 24.01.2011 and a copy of the same be sent to this office, before the said date i.e. 24.01.2011.”



Another letter dated 03.02.2011 has been received which is from the office of District Education Officer (S.E.) Mohali, and reads as under: 

“Regarding penalty imposed upon DEO (EE) Mohali Ms. Surjit Kaur, a sum of Rs. 14,700/- has been recovered from Bill No. 215 dated 02.02.2011 from the salary for the month of January, 2011 payable to her.  A copy of the bill and schedule is annexed.  The remainder shall be recovered from the monthly salary bills of the DEO (EE).  This is for your information please.”



Respondent present assured the court that the remaining amount shall be recovered from the monthly salaries of Ms. Surjeet Kaur, DEO (EE) as proposed and when the final instalment is recovered, the Commission shall be intimated about the same.



Regarding the penalty of Rs. 5,500/- recoverable from Sh. J.S. Sidhu, Deputy Director (Retd.), Sh. B.S. Bal who is present on behalf of DPI (SE) stated that they have already initiated the process of deducting this amount form the gratuity payable to Sh. Sidhu.



Information in the instant case already stands provided.



In view of what has been recorded above, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Babbri,

10, Rajdhani Block Market,

Old Tehsil Compound,

Moga-142001






        … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

Govt. Senior Secondary School,

Bhim Nagar,

Moga-142001






         …Respondent

CC- 30/2011
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Principal-PIO (98145-24531) and Pardeep Kumar, Lecturer (English)


Vide application dated 17.04.2010, the Complainant sought the following information: 

“1.
As per stocks register maintained, out of the grains received under mid-day meal scheme, when were the grains sent out of the school store and for what reason was it sent out?

2.
Date of dispatch and item-wise weight; the date of dispatch also be provided;

3.
Were the entries made in the stock register or not?

4.
Was the grain received back in the school stock?  If yes, on what dates.

5.
Were the entries made in the stock register when the grain was received back?”



Respondent vide communication dated 17.05.2010, provided the information.  Sh. Babbri was not satisfied with the information sought and vide letter dated 08.06.2010 requested the respondent to provide complete and relevant information.  Sh. Babbri further submits that the respondent again provided misleading information vide letter dated 05.07.2010 and the Complainant, vide request dated 25.09.2010, again wrote to the respondent.    The information provided vide letter dated 25.10.2010 was not considered upto the mark and hence the instant complaint dated 22.12.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 30.12.2010).
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Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Principal-PIO is present on behalf of the respondent and submitted copy of a letter No. 05/1667 dated 17.05.2010 which contained information on all the points sought by the complainant.   He has also submitted copies of various letters from the complainant i.e. dated 08.06.2010, 25.09.2010.  It is observed that complete information as per the original application dated 17.04.2010 stands provided by the respondent, in terms of letter No. 05/1667 dated 17.05.2010 which is within the period of 30 days as stipulated in the RTI Act.  Vide subsequent communications from the complainant, further queries / information has been requested for.  It is pointed out that this is not provided for under the RTI Act, 2005.  For any further queries / information in addition to the one sought in the original application (or Form ‘A’), a new request has to be put up.



However, complainant shall inform the Commission if he is satisfied with the information, in view of the above observations, well before the next date of hearing.   In case nothing is heard from him in the meantime, the case shall be disposed of accordingly.


To come up on 28.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Mukhtiar Kaur

H. No. 119/B, Topkhana Gate,

Patiala.







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Malerkotla.







       …..Respondent

CC- 3359/10

Order
Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Gurlovleen Sidhu, SDM (98724-39900)


In the earlier hearing dated 06.01.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Information to the satisfaction of the complainant has been provided in the Court today. However, complainant states that the documents provided are not attested.  Sh. Nirmal Singh states that he is not authorized to certify the same.”



It was also recorded in the same order dated 06.01.2011, as under:

“Directions are given that certified copies be supplied after attestation.  Sh. Nirmal Singh also stated that the original documents are not traceable in the office and the documents provided have been copied from a copy available in records.   He assures the court that attestation shall be done after the originals are traced which would take 15-20 days.

In the next hearing, it is again directed that the SDM Sh. Gurlovleen Singh Sidhu, SDM shall himself appear in person since none of the directions of the Commission have been followed.” 



Today Sh. Gurlovleen Sidhu, SDM is present.  He states that the original documents have since been traced and the copies of the documents duly attested / certified have been brought to the court. 



It is directed that these documents be sent to the complainant per registered post, under intimation to the Commission. 

 

Since in this case, only the documents remained to be certified / attested by the respondent, which has been done.   
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Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94173-47648)
Sh. Balwinder Singh,

s/o Sh. Darbara Singh,

Village Jassi Pau Wali,

District Bathinda






        … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Welfare Officer,

Bathinda







         …Respondent

CC- 48/2011 
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Balwinder Singh in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Surinder Kaur, Jr. Asstt. 


Vide application dated 18.08.2010, the complainant sought the following information: -

“For the period 01.04.2008 to 16.08.2008, how many beneficiaries were there from village Jassi Pau Wali (Distt. Bathinda) under the ‘Shagun’ scheme of the Punjab Govt.?  Please provide me copies of all the applications received.  Please supply a list of the beneficiaries who have received the amount under the scheme including the cheque details and a list of other applicants who did not get any payment under the scheme.”



Complainant has further submitted that the District Welfare Officer, Bathinda, vide letter dated 25.08.2010 wrote to the Tehsil Welfare Officer, Bathinda along with a copy to the Complainant, to provide the information.  He further states that he contacted the Tehsil Welfare Officer, Bathinda a number of times but the information has not been provided.  Hence the present complaint dated 24.12.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 31.12.2010)



Information has been brought to the court which is handed over to the complainant.  After examining the same, Sh. Balwinder Singh expressed his satisfaction over the same.  However, he demands penalty to be imposed on the respondent for the delay caused and also prays for grant of suitable compensation for the detriments suffered.


Therefore, PIO – S. Sardul Singh, Distt. Welfare Officer, Bathinda, is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of
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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. 



It is pointed out here that in terms of Section 19(8)(b) (extracted below), the Commission also has the powers as under:

“19(8)
In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—
 
 

(b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;”


DWO-PIO S. Sardul Singh shall also show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant for the mental agony and financial loss suffered by him.



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens’ Forum,

# 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003






       … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kotkapura (Pb.) 






         …Respondent

CC- 58/2011 
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Tara Chand, Asstt. Eng. (98143-00622)



Vide application dated 15.11.2010, Complainant sought the following information: -

“Certified legible copy, duly dated, of the Grant Utilisation Certificates along with all the documents submitted by beneficiaries regarding the grants in question.”



When no response was received, the instant complaint dated 03.01.2011 has been filed with the Commission. 



A letter dated 15.02.2011 has been received from the complainant, which reads as under: 

“(i)
That the respondent did not bother to supply any information so far as per the request made by he complainant vide RTI application dated 15.11.2010.

(ii)
That there is likelihood that the respondent PIO either sends the remaining information by post just a day or two before the hearing, or brings the information in the Commission to handover the same during the hearing, or come empty-handed with some lame excuse. In either case, the complainant shall require some time to scrutinize the information supplied and seek adjournment. In these circumstances, my presence in the Commission shall not be very essential. 
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It is therefore humbly prayed that my personal presence in the commission may kindly be dispensed with this time, this letter be taken into consideration and case be heard on merits with an opportunity to file objection/reaction to anything provided by the respondent PIO, It is humbly prayed not to dispose of the case without giving me an opportunity of being heard. 


Relief for the direction to the PIO for complete information free of cost, compensation as well as imposition of penalty on the respondent PIO hereby reiterated.” 



Another letter dated 11.02.2011 is submitted by the respondent wherein it is stated: 

“1.
That in para 1 of the complaint, the Grant Utilisation Certificates regarding the grants in to Gram Panchayat, Birh Sikhan wala, Block Kotkapura.   The same was sent to him by Sh. Chhatarpal Singh Brar, the then Block Development & Panchayat Officer, vide letter no. 4348 dated 21.12.2010.   It is pertinent to mention here that for the grants received, the executing agency is Gram Panchayat itself; only they spend the amount of grants and issue utilization certificates thereafter.   The entire records of Gram Panchayat including the utilization of the grants received, are with the Sarpanch / Panchayat Secretary.  Under the RTI Act, 2005, Panchayat Secretary is the PIO and the appellate authority named is Block Development & Panchayat Officer.   The complainant should have sought the information from the Gram Panchayat however, he has chosen to submit his request with the Block Office.  Taking action on the same, the-then BDPO has sent the information.  In the case the applicant was not satisfied, he should have preferred an appeal before the higher appellant authority i.e. District Development & Panchayat Officer, Faridkot.  Despite all these facts, complete information has since been supplied to the complainant.   It is also submitted that nothing towards fee / charges has been received from the applicant. 

2.
Particulars of letter numbers and dates detailing the expenses out of the grant received have also been provided to the complainant within the prescribed time limit as per the proforma received.  Yet another set of the same has been sent to him after obtaining the same from the Gram Panchayat.”
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The complainant, vide his communication dated 15.02.2011 has sought time to study the information provided.   He has also sought exemption from appearance in today’s hearing.



Complainant shall point out the discrepancies, if any, in the information provided to the respondent with a copy to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens’ Forum,

# 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003







  …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kotkapura (Pb.)

2.
Public Information Officer 


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kotkapura (Pb.)





       …Respondents

AC- 16/2011
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Tara Chand, Asstt. Eng. (98143-00622)



Vide application dated 04.10.2010, Sh. Khaira sought the following information: -

“I.
Certified copy, duly dated, of the detail of the grant distributed to the Panchayat or any Non-government organization of Birh Sikhan Wala village.

1. Please provide the date and number of the cheque / draft and amount (in rupees) distributed in each time separately;

2. Purpose for the grant issued;

3. Purpose for the grant used;

4. Name, designation and complete address of the officials, right from the lowest officials to the senior most official, entrusted with the task to distribute the grant in question from time to time;

5. Name, designation and complete address of the representative of beneficiary, who received the grant;

6. Whether the beneficiary had sent the Grant Utilisation Certificate in time or not?

7. Diary No. and date of all the reminders sent by your office.  If no reminder has been sent, state so clearly;

8. Whether the beneficiary has sent the Grant Utilisation Certificate till the date of providing information or not?  If yes, provide the date of receiving of G.U.C.
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II.
Certified legible copy, duly dated, of the specifications / conditions / instructions or any other document prescribing criteria and procedure for utilization of grants in question;

III.
Names and designations of the officials, right form the lowest official to the senior most official, entrusted with the task of supervising the utilization of grant distributed by the office of BDPO duly mentioning the dates during which the task pertaining to supervision remained entrusted to each of the officials.  Please provide a copy of each of the reports prepared by them. 

IV.
Whether any violations were reported by the supervising officials?  Please provide details and the action taken by the department. K Please provide a copy of each of the reports. 

V.
The applicant would, at his discretion, also like to inspect, either himself or through his representative, all the records (both in electronic and paper form), documents, letters, communications, notes etc. which are relied by your office and / or on the basis of which the information to the above mentioned request is supplied / to be provided.   Please provide working hours of your office and the name, contact details and exact location of the record officer / other officials in whose custody the said records are available and who would facilitate the inspection thereof.  The undersigned requests you to provide certified copies / extract of records, documents, letters, communications, notes, electronic documents, e-mails and relevant portion / noting of any and all the documents required by the applicant after the inspection by the applicant (and / or his representative) or otherwise.  During the inspection, the applicant may be allowed to take notes from the documents and seek copies of all or any of the documents available in paper or electronic format. “



Appellant submits that vide letter no. 3512 dated 21.10.2010 delivered to him on 10.11.2010, information was provided which is was not complete and relevant and hence he filed first appeal with the appellate authority, on 15.11.2010.   He further submits that the first appellate authority.  Appellant further states that thereafter, Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Kotkapura vide letter dated 21.12.2010 sent some documents towards information which was more or less the same as provided vide communication dated 21.10.2010.



Terming the response from the Respondent as unsatisfactory, the present second appeal has been preferred with the Commission, on 03.01.2011.
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A letter dated 15.02.2011 has been received from the complainant, which reads as under: 

i) “That the respondent did not supply any other information except mention in the Appeal dated 03.01.2011 so far as per the request made by the Appellant. 

ii) That there is likelihood that the respondent PIO either sends the remaining information by post just a day or two before the hearing, or brings the information in the Commission to handover the same during the hearing, or come empty-handed with some lame excuse. In either case, the complainant shall require some time to scrutinize the information supplied and seek adjournment. In these circumstances, my presence in the Commission shall not be very essential. 


It is therefore humbly prayed that my personal presence in the commission may kindly be dispensed with this time, this letter be taken into consideration and case be heard on merits with an opportunity to file objection/reaction to anything provided by the respondent PIO, It is humbly prayed not to dispose of the case without giving me an opportunity of being heard. 


Relief for the direction to the PIO for complete information free of cost, compensation as well as imposition of penalty on the respondent PIO hereby reiterated.” 



Another letter dated 11.02.2011 is submitted by the respondent wherein it is stated: 

“1.
That in para 1 of the complaint, the Grant Utilisation Certificates regarding the grants in to Gram Panchayat, Birh Sikhan wala, Block Kotkapura.   The same was sent to him by Sh. Chhatarpal Singh Brar, the then Block Development & Panchayat Officer, vide letter no. 4348 dated 21.12.2010.   It is pertinent to mention here that for the grants received, the executing agency is Gram Panchayat itself; only they spend the amount of grants and issue utilization certificates thereafter.   The entire records of Gram Panchayat including the utilization of the grants received, are with the Sarpanch / Panchayat Secretary.  Under the RTI Act, 2005, Panchayat
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Secretary is the PIO and the appellate authority named is Block Development & Panchayat Officer.   The complainant should have sought the information from the Gram Panchayat however, he has chosen to submit his request with the Block Office.  Taking action on the same, the-then BDPO has sent the information.  In the case the applicant was not satisfied, he should have preferred an appeal before the higher appellant authority i.e. District Development & Panchayat Officer, Faridkot.  Despite all these facts, complete information has since been supplied to the complainant.   It is also submitted that nothing towards fee / charges has been received from the applicant. 

2.
Particulars of letter numbers and dates detailing the expenses out of the grant received have also been provided to the complainant within the prescribed time limit as per the proforma received.  Yet another set of the same has been sent to him after obtaining the same from the Gram Panchayat.”



The complainant, vide his communication dated 15.02.2011 has sought time to study the information provided.   He has also sought exemption from appearance in today’s hearing.


Complainant shall point out the discrepancies, if any, in the information provided to the respondent with a copy to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.02.2011



 State Information Commissioner  

