STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg,(Advocate),

R/o Near Garhwal Sabha, 

Shiv Mandir Street, Nada Road,

Dashmesh Nagar, Naya Gaon,

Chandigarh-160103





   

… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Directorate Public Instructions, (S) Punjab,

Phase 8, Mohali







 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.-1005/14

 





ORDER  

Present: 
Mr. Parveen Kumar Garg, complainant in person. 

Mr. Ramesh Kumar, Deputy Director and Ms. Rupali Tanwar, APIO cum Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent. 



In the compliance to commission’s orders, the respondent-PIO  filed an affidavit and also the respondent –PIO procured the information and has furnished the same to the  complaint during the hearing.
Decision :-



In light of above, the case is  closed and disposed of. 

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Subhash Desawar,

S/o Sh. Nakli Ram,

H. No. 24, New Colony,

Near SDP Collage for Women,

Ludhiana







 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.








 …Respondent
Complaint Case No. 1077/14
Order

Present:
Mr. Subhash Disawar, complainant in person.

Mr. Balwinder Singh, Assistant Commissioner Technical, cum PIO on the behalf of the respondent.
RTI  application filed 

:
27.01.2014
PIO’s  response


:    
 Nil
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
28.03.2014
Ground for complaint

:
No response, hence denial of information.


Information  sought:- 
 
 Seeks information on seven points related to persons who had died while cleansing the sewerage system.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The respondent PIO stated that he had provided the information to the complainant on 17.04.2014 but the complainant argued that the information was incomplete and incorrect too. The PIO assured that complete information would be provided to the complainant within next 10 working days. 
                        The RTI application was dispatched through speed post on 27.01.2014 which must have been received in the office of the respondent PIO within next two three days, maximum before 01.02.2014. But the office of PIO responds on 17.04.2014, 
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Complaint Case No. 1077/14
roughly 40 days after the mandatory period of 30 days.
                                The responded-PIO submitted that he had recently joined therefore he was not responsible for the delay in furnishing the information and instead his predecessor was accountable for the delay.  Therefore, former  PIO Mr. K.P. Singh, Superintendent, Hq. o/o of Municipal Committee, Ludhiana,  and present PIO Mr. Balwinder Singh are   hereby issued show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 as to why  penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on them till the information is actually  furnished.  

 
 
The respondent-PIOs are   directed to submit their reply in the form of affidavit giving reasons for delaying and denying the supply of requisite information to the applicant before the next date of hearing.


 
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. 

 

Former PIO Mr. KP Singh and present PIO are further directed to be present on the next date of hearing along with the information and reply of show cause notice. 

Decision :

 

The case is adjourned to 26.06.2014 at 10.00 AM.

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

# B-31/6618, Street No. 5,

Aadarsh Nagar, Near Samrala Chownk,

District Ludhiana.





   
 
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1345/14
Order

Present:
Mr. Vinod Kumar, appellant in person.


Mrs. Rajvir Kaur, Building Inspector (Technical), on the behalf of the 
respondent.
RTI  application filed on


:   
10.01.2014

PIO replied




:   
Nil (11.03.2014)

First appeal filed



:   
17.02.2014
Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
26.03.2014
Information sought : 

Seeks information regarding his request for refund of extra money deposited by him inadvertently.
Grounds  for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
Denial of complete information.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing : 




The representative of the PIO assured that the requisite information would be provided to the appellant within next 10 working days. The PIO is  directed to be  personally present on the next date of the hearing.
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Decision :

 

The case is adjourned to 23.06.2014 at 10.00 AM.

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Ramandeep Singh Ahluwalia,

Ward No. 12, Street No-2, Kartar Nagar,

Near Mann Market, Amloh Road, Khanna.

District Ludhiana-141401





   
   … Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Superintending Engineer / DS Circle,

Punjab State Power Corporation Limited,

Khanna.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Chief Engineer,

EIC/DS Central, Ferozepur Road,

Ludhiana.







 …Respondents
Appeal Case no. 1346/14
Order 

Present:
Mr. Ramandeep Singh, appellant in person.



None for the respondent.
RTI  application filed on


:
09.01.2014   

PIO replied




:   
24.02.2014
First appeal filed



:   
19.02.2012

Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
27.02.2014
Information sought : 

Seeks information on three points regarding a file and its status and the action taken on the same .

Grounds  for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
Denial of information.
Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing : 


                  The respondent PIO is absent without intimation to Commission. 
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The   PIO Mr. Bhupinder Singh, Superintendent Engineer, office of Punjab State Power Corporation Circle, Khanna, is hereby issued show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 as to why  penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is actually  furnished.  

 
 
The respondent-PIO   is directed to submit his reply in the form of affidavit giving reasons for delaying and denying the supply of requisite information to the applicant before the next date of hearing.


 
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. 

 

The PIO is further directed to be present on the next date of hearing along with the information and reply of show cause notice. 

Decision :

 

The case is adjourned to 26.06.2014 at 10.00 AM.

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Er. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal,

1732/60, Mohalla Sujapuria,

Jagraon, District Ludhiana






 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.








 …Respondent
Complaint Case No.-1092/14
Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 



Mr. Gurpreet Singh, Clerk, on the behalf of the respondent.

RTI  application filed 

:
07.03.2014
PIO’s  response


:    
 Nil
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
31.03.2014
Ground for complaint

:
No response, hence denial of information.

Information  sought:- 
 
 Seeks information related to of an inquiry report on the complaint dated 19.06.2013.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The complainant was  absent without intimation to the Commission. The representative of the respondent-PIO stated that the information had been provided to the appellant to his satisfaction and submitted an acknowledgement of the same to  the Commission, which is taken on record. 



Since the information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Alankar Arora, (Advocate),

S/o Sh. H. R. Arora,

Chamber No. 407,

Yadwindra Complex,

District Court,

Patiala.





   

 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.








 …Respondent
Complaint Case No.- 730/14

ORDER
Present:
Mr. Alankar Arora, complainant in person.

None for the parties. 
RTI  application filed 

: 
06.01.2014
PIO’s  response


: 
18.02.2014    
  

Complaint  received in SIC 
: 
20.02.2014

Ground for complaint

: 
Denial of information.
Information  sought:-  

 

 Seeks information on four points regarding resolutions passed for  the development works in Patiala district.   

Facts emerging during the hearing:

 
The RTI application was initially addressed to the PIO in the o/o Deputy Commissioner who in turn transferred the same to the Commissioner cum PIO , Municipal Corporation, Patiala  under 6(3) on 16.01.2014  with an endorsement to the complainant /applicant.
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Complaint Case No.- 730/14

 

The PIO o/o MC Patiala in his letter dated 02.04.2014, which is diarized in the commission’s office on 03.04.2014, stated that the information has been provided to the complainant well within stipulated period on 18.02.2014 and had also annexed a copy of the reply too.

 

However, the complainant protested that the information was delayed. The PIO in the o/o Deputy Commission transferred the application on 16.01.2014   though belatedly by three-four days which is understandable. But the respondent PIO in the o/o MC promptly provided the information within stipulated period of 30 days and hence, the protest of the complainant was unwarranted.

 
However,  if the complainant had any reservations on the information provided, he is at liberty to approach the first appellate authority (FAA) ie.  Commissioner MC, Patiala within a period of one month.

With this the instant complaint case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in open court.
Copies of the decision to be sent to both the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh                                        


Surinder Awasthi

Date: 22.05.2014                   
    


State Information Commission 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Alankar Arora, (Advocate),

S/o Sh. H. R. Arora,

Chamber No. 407,

Yadwindra Complex,

District Courts,

Patiala.





   

 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.








 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.- 731/14

ORDER
Present:
Mr. Alankar Arora, complainant in person.

None for the parties. 
RTI  application filed 

:
 01.01.2014
PIO’s  response


:    
  Nil

Complaint  received in SIC 
:
20.02.2014
Ground for complaint

:
No response, hence denial of information.


Information  sought:- 
 

Seeks information on eight points related to different schemes, etc. in Patiala District related to multiple PIOs. 

1) Provide information about blocks in District Patiala along with names of Block and their respective BDPO with telephone numbers /Mobile numbers.

2) Provide information about total number of villages in District Patiala along with name of villages and their respective sarpanches with telephone numbers /mobile numbers.

3) Provide the information about schemes for development of city.
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4) Provide me information about number of schemes running for the development of Patiala City.

5) Provide certified copy of details of funds or income generated and expenditure incurred along with purpose of Expenditure done by Municipal Corporation, Patiala.

6) Certified copies detail expenditure done by Municipal Corporation, Patiala for development of wards in District Patiala ward wise along with purpose for expenditure.

7) Provide certified copy of resolutions passed by Municipal Corporation, Patiala for development of Ward no 19.

8) Information about area under Nazool land in district Patiala, village wise.
Facts emerging during the hearing:-
 

 The complainant had addressed his RTI application to the PIO in the o/o Deputy Commissioner, Patiala on 01.01.2014. 

  

The additional Deputy Commissioner cum PIO in the o/o DC had transferred the RTI application albeit erroneously to three PIOs ie. Commissioner, MC, Patiala, Additional Chief Administrator, PUDA cum PIO and District Development Officer cum PIO, Patiala.

on 16.01.2014 and directed them to directly supply the requisite information related to their offices to the complainant.

                
The PIO in the o/o Deputy Commissioner had grossly erred in transferring the RTI application to multiple PIOs, three in this case while he could transfer it to only one PIO. If the information relates to more than one PIO other than whom the RTI application is addressed, then the concerned PIO should provide the information which is his custody and for the remaining information, he should transfer the RTI application to the concerned PIO. However, if the remaining information relates to multiple PIOs other than himself, he should return the RTI application to the applicant with the direction that he should approach different PIOs by filing separate RTI applications. 
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Complaint Case No. - 731/14

However, he should provide whatever information is available with him.

               
   It is pertinent to note that under the Right to Information Act, 2005, a request for information needs to be addressed to the PIO of the public authority which holds or controls the information. Though on the administrative side a Head of the Department (in this case the  Deputy commissioner) is a superior authority over its subordinate offices, but under the Right to Information Act, 2005 each subordinate office, if it is a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Act, is an independent legal entity.    

                   
The only legal obligation cast on a public authority under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 where an application for seeking information is made to a public authority not holding information or where the subject matter is more closely connected with the functions of another public authority, is to transfer the request for information to that public authority which holds the information.  The law makers have 

consciously used expression “ another public authority (an other)” in Section 6(3) and not “other public authorities”.  Therefore, the obligation to transfer a request for information received by a public authority not holding the information is to transfer the request to only one public authority and not to many public authorities. 

                     The objective of 6(3) is just to facilitate the information to the information- seekers by empowering PIO- who inadvertently receives a request pertaining to another PIO- to forward the same to the concerned PIO. However, if the applicant /complainant consciously files a single RTI application to senior administrative officer- as in this case- to avoid filing of multiple applications, the senior administrative officer has no choice but to direct the applicant to apply directly to the concerned public authorities.    

          
 
    Also, in para 3(ii) of the directions of the Department of Personnel and Training (DOPT) of the Ministry of Personnel and Public Grievances and Pensions letter No 10/2/2008 dated June 12, 2008 clearly states the same as reproduced below : 
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“If no part of the information is available with it (PIO) but is scattered with more than one public authorities, the PIO should inform the applicant that the information is not available with the public authority and the applicant should make separate applications to the concerned public authorities for obtaining information from them.

“It may be noted that the Act requires the supply of such information only which already exists and is held by the public authority or held under the control of the public authority. It is beyond the scope of the Act for the public authority to create information. Collection of information, parts of which are available with the different public authorities would amount to creating information which a public authority under the Act is not required to do”

“At the same time, since the information is not related to any one particular public authority, it is not the case where the application should be transferred u/s 6(3) of the Act .It is pertinent to note that sub-section  (3) refers  to another public authority  “ and not” other public authorities. Use 

 
          of singular form in the Act in this regard is important to note.

 
          Therefore, if the PIO in the o/o senior officer in the administrative hierarchy start transferring the RTI applications to the subordinate offices, which may be in dozens or scores, and directing them to furnish information to the applicant directly, then for every RTI application there would be multiple PIOs appearing before the Commission and creating unwarranted confusion as has happened in this case.

             
 Moreover, given the size, number of subordinate offices and logistics of the operations, it would be difficult to respond/ furnish information to the RTI applicants within statutory deadline of 30 days provided u/s 7 of the RTI Act. 

 
             In  view of the above, the Commission warns the respondent PIOs, especially those at higher position in administrative hierarchy, not to  out step their jurisdiction and   restrict to transferring the RTI application to only another PIO and not to multiple PIOs even if they are under their administrative control. 


             
 Coming to the specifics of the instant case after the RTI application was transferred to multiple PIOs of different public authorities, the PIO in the o/o MC, Patiala 
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has sent a  letter diarized in the Commission on 19.05.2014 states that the information related to the case has been sent through two separate letters dated 05.03.2014 & 03.03.2014. Also, he had annexed the copies of these two letters and also the information provided to the complainant.

               On perusal of these letters, it was evident the respondent PIO in the MC office had provided the information related to it query No 3, 4 & 5.

               Interestingly, the PIO in o/o DDPO has transferred the RTI application to the extend it related to his office to his multiple subordinate offices i.e BDPOs who themselves are independent PIOs-thus creating a further confusion.,  One of the BDPO - BDPO, Patran has provided the information related to query No 1& 2. 

                 Since the RTI application has been erroneously transferred, the complainant is advised to approach the different PIOs by filing separate RTI application

               But the appellant protested arguing that the PIO in the Deputy Commissioner’s office should collect and provide the information to him. He argued that it was the job of PIO in the Deputy Commissioner’s office to collect the information from his subordinates and provide to him.

              The commission is of considered opinion that  if the PIOs in the o/o senior offices in administrative hierarchy direct the PIOs of the subordinate officers arrogate to themselves the role and responsibility of collecting, collating and supplying information held by various subordinate offices who are independent public authorities spread over the state or the district as the case may be,  then they would end up doing nothing else and thus compromising on their core duties. Also, collecting information amounts to creating information while under RTI Act, the PIO should restrain from it and provide only the existing information.  

            Moreover, in the instant case, the information sought by the complaint is not specific but too general encompassing every aspect of district and its development. Also, he is urging to supply him the number of blocks in the districts, names of all the 
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villages in the district, names of sarpanches along with their telephone numbers etc. is stretching too far and is not the objective of the act. The Apex Court of India in its judgment in a case titled as  Central Board of Secondary Education v/s Aditya Bandopadhyay reported as 2011 STPL(Web) 685 SC has nailed the tendency of looking for frivolous and vexation queries.

                     “The right to information is a cherished right information and right to information are intended to be formidable tools in the hands of responsible citizens to  fight corruption and to bring in transparency and accountability. The provisions of the RTI Act should be enforced strictly and all efforts should be made to bring to light necessary information under clause (b) of section 4(1) of the Act which related to securing transparency and accountability in the working of public authorities and in discouraging corruption…….

“ Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure of  all and sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the functioning of public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counter- productive as it would adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result in executive getting bogged down with non-productive work of collecting and furnishing information. “

                     “The nation does not want a scenario where 75 % of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in  collecting and furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties.”

                   In the light of the Apex Court judgment, the complainant should restrict himself to bare essential and not look for “all and sundry information”. Obviously, the list of the blocks and their respective BDPO and list of the villages along with the names of sarpanches and their mobile numbers have nothing to do with transparency or accountability. Moreover, the sarpanches are not provided official mobile phones and revealing these may be treated as invasion into their privacy as they (sarpanches or  
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BDPOs) may not like to place their private numbers in public domain.  These queries may be requirement for preparing a blocks’ or village directory but certainly not the objective espoused in the RTI ACT. 

                      The complainant is advised to seek remaining information from the concerned PIOs of public authorities by filing separate RTI applications to them but should exercise abundant caution of limiting queries to specifics and not to seek ‘ all and sundry information” in the light of the Apex Court judgment.

                        With these directions and advice, the instant complaint case is closed and disposed of. 

                  
In the light of the above, the instant case is dismissed.

Announced in open court.
Copies of the decision to be sent to both the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh                                        


Surinder Awasthi

Date: 22.05.2014                   
    


State Information Commission 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Ms Ritu @ Mansi,

D/o Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

H. No. 291, Street No. 9,

Near Sat Karyana Store,

New Shivpuri, Post Office Basti Jodhewal,

Ludhiana






 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1363/14
Order 

Present:
Mr. Surinder Pal, for the appellant. 


Mr. Parvinder Singh, Head Constable, on the behalf of the respondent.
RTI  application filed on


:   
04.01.2014
PIO replied




:   
14.02.2014
First appeal filed



:   
15.02.2014

Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
28.03.2014
Information sought : 

Seeks information  on 12 points regarding a complaint filed against her husband and father in law.

Grounds for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
The information is still awaited on the 
plea the investigation was still in 
progress.
Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing : 




The representative of the appellant submitted an authority letter for appearing on her behalf which is taken on record. The representative of the respondent-
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PIO was not well conversant with the facts of the case. The respondent PIO had deputed such a junior officer for attending the hearing who failed to understand the nuances of the case. Moreover, he was totally oblivious of the facts of the case. The Commission takes a serious note of it and directs the  PIO  to provide the information before the next of the hearing besides the Commission issues  him a show cause notice for having not furnished the information till date.


The   PIO Mr. Sukhwinder Singh Brar, PCS, ADCP Headquarter, Ludhiana,   hereby issued show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 as to why  penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on her till the information is actually  furnished.  

 
 
The respondent-PIO   is directed to submit his reply in the form of affidavit giving reasons for delaying and denying the supply of requisite information to the applicant before the next date of hearing.


 
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 her 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 her ex-parte. 

 

The PIO is further directed to be present on the next date of hearing along with the information and reply of show cause notice. 

Decision :

 

The case is adjourned to 26.06.2014 at 10.00 AM.

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Karamjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

Village Gobindgarh, P O - Jugiana,

District Ludhiana







   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Block II

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Ludhiana.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1369/14
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

Mr. Surbjit Singh, BDO Block, Ludhiana II. & Mr. Gurmail Singh Panchayat 
Secy. Ludhiana II., on the behalf of the respondent.
RTI  application filed on


:   
30.03.2013

PIO replied




:   
Nil

First appeal filed



:   
Nil
Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
15.07.2013
Information sought : 

Regarding sanction level  and depth of drain constructed form the factory of Bhola Singh to plot of Bharpur Singh of village Gobindgarh.
          The case was decided by Ld Commissioner  Mr. Satinder Pal Singh on 30.01.2014. The appellant had filed a complaint for denial of information on  his RTI application dated 30.03.2013.  The case was disposed off with the directions that the respondent PIO i.e BDPO Ludhiana II  would provide the information and the complainant was directed to appear before him on 24.02.2014.

                   However, appellant asserts that the respondent PIO i.e. BDPO, Ludhiana II  was not present in his office on that day ie. 24.02.2014  and the appellant again rushed to the SIC. 
Grounds  for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
Part information still awaited.
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Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing : 





               The appellant is absent without intimation to the commission. The respondent PIO stated that he had responded to the RTI application on 13.05.2014 and copy of the same was sent to the commission on 15.05.2014. In its response, it was stated that there was no record available with regard to query No 1, 2, & 3. Since no record was available, it could not be furnished. 
Decision :-



In light of above, the case is  closed and disposed of. 

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Nazar Singh,

S/o Sh. Joginer Singh,

Village Jogiana, 

District Ludhiana.






   
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Ludhiana.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1377/14
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

Mr. Gurmail Singh Panchayat Secy. Ludhiana II., on the behalf of the respondent.
RTI  application filed on


:   
05.06.2013
PIO replied




:   
NIL

First appeal filed



:   

Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
08.07.2013

Information sought : 

Seeks information on four points regarding a village road.
 

In the instant case, the appellant had been furnished information on all  but point No 3 when he had approached the Commission and Lnd  Commisisoner Mr. Satinder Pal  Singh had disposed of the Complaint case 2477/13 on 30.01.2014 with the directions to the complainant that he should appear before that  the BDPO, Ludhiana II  to  procure the remaining information on 24.02.2014. The appellant allege that BDPO II Ludhiana was not present in his office when the later went to him on the fixed date and time.

Then the appellant approached the State Information Commission again.
Grounds  for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
Part of information still awaited.
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Appeal Case no. 1377/14
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing : 




The appellant is absent without intimation to the commission. 
                      The representative of the respondent –PIO stated that he had brought the remaining information i.e. information related to query No. 3  to be provided the appellant during the hearing. Since the appellant was absent and the information could not be furnished, the respondent PIO is directed to send the same through registered post to the appellant within next five working days.

Decision :-



In light of above, the case is closed and disposed of. 

Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Ms. Navtej Kaur ,

w/o Lt. Sep Baljinder Singh,

No C 1541, Village & Post Kilaraipur,

Tehsil & District Ludhiana







  

 
 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.








 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.-1072/14
Order
Present:
Ms. Navtej Kaur, complainant in person.



Mr. Parvinder Singh, Head Constable on the behalf of the respondent.

RTI  application filed 

:
06.01.2014

PIO’s  response


:    
 Nil

Complaint  received in SIC 
:
25.03.2014

Ground for complaint

:
Denial of information.

Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks record of her late husband who was earlier working in Punjab Police.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 





The representative of the respondent-PIO provided the requisite information to the appellant during the hearing. After perusal of the same, the complainant expressed satisfaction saying that she has got the requisite information to her satisfaction. 

                     Since the information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Isher Singh,

R/o H. No. 18-A,

Mohalla Gobind Nagar, Pakhowal Road,

Ludhiana






   
 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.








 …Respondent
Complaint Case No.-1043/14
Order 

Present:
None for the complainant. 



Mr. Parvinder Singh, Head Constable on the behalf of the respondent.
RTI  application filed 

:
07.01.2014
PIO’s  response


:    
 NIL (Earlier, part information had been 




provided on 23.04.2013)

Complaint  received in SIC 
:
26.03.2014
Ground for complaint

:
Information  awaited .


Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks certified copies of enquiry report and statements of witnesses  recorded in application No. 2286 dated 25.04.2011 . The enquiry was conducted by Paramjit Singh PPS, ADCP (North) who submitted report vide Zimni No. 34 dated 10.09.2011.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The representative of the PIO submitted a letter from the complainant wherein he is stated that he received the information. In his letter he has expressed his satisfaction over the information received by him and urged the commission to close the complaint case.



Since the information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Rishab Dhawan,

S/o Sh. Vijay Kumar Dhawan,

Sardar Colony, B/s Gupta Out Side Makhu Gate,

Ferozepur City - 152002




   
 
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Inspector General of Police,

Ferozepur







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1385/14
Order 
Present:
Mr. Dinesh Kapoor, representative of the appellant.



Mr. Ramesh Kumar, Head Constable 581, on behalf of the respondent.

RTI  application filed on


:   
19.12.2013
PIO replied




:   
Nil
First appeal filed



:   
30.01.2014

Second  appeal received  in SIC 
:   
31 03.2014
Information sought : 

Seeks copies of post mortems report of his father who had died in a road accident on 02.11.2013. 

Grounds  for  the Ist & IInd appeals
 :
Information awaited.
Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing : 


The representative of respondent PIO stated that the information has been provided to appellant on 26.04.2014. The representative of appellant conceded this adding that he was satisfied with the information provided to him.
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Appeal Case no. 1385/14
Decision :

Since the information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. N.K. Sayal, 

Member R.T.I. Activist Fed. Punjab,

Syal Street, Sarhind





   
 
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer, Construction Division no. 2

PWD ( B & R),

Mohali.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Superintending Engineer, Construction Division, 

Public Work Department B & R,

Patiala.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1185/14

ORDER

Present: 
None for the appellant.


Mr. N.S. Walia, XEN-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent.  



The appellant is absent without intimation to the commission. However, he has sent a letter diarized in the commission 14.05.2014 wherein he has stated that he had received the information and expressed satisfaction.

                    However, he had pointed out that the respondent PIO had demanded a requisite fee for the information.  The Commission feels the respondent PIO that the appellant was not expected to pay the requisite fee as the information has been provided much after the mandated period of 30 days. Moreover, the fee should have been demanded within ten days after the receipt of application as per 4(4) of  Punjab  Right to Information Rules(2007).
 

Since the information is supplied and the issue of the requisite fee is resolved, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 
Sh. Hariom Parkash, (Advocate),

C-37, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.




   


… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.- 696/14

ORDER

Present: 
Mr. Hariom Parkash, complainant in person.


Mr. Balwinder Singh, Assistant Commissioner Technical cum PIO on the 


behalf of the respondent.
                       The complainant conceded that he has received the information to his satisfaction. The show cause notice issued to the respondent too is dropped in the light of his oral explanation. 
In light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
 Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Hariom Parkash Jindal, (Advocate),

C-37, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.



   



 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.








 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.- 695/14

ORDER

Present: 
Mr. Hariom Parkash Jindal, complainant in person.

Mr. Anil Kumar Garg, DTO cum PIO on the behalf of the respondent. 
                       The complainant conceded that he has received the information to his satisfaction. The show cause notice issued to the respondent too is dropped in the light of his oral explanation. 


In light of above, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Hariom Parkash, (Advocate),

C-37, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.


   



 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.







 …Respondent

Complaint Case No.- 694/14

ORDER
Present: 
Mr. Hariom Parkash Jindal, complainant in person.

Mr. Anil Kumar Garg, DTO cum PIO on the behalf of the respondent. 

                       The complainant conceded that he has received the information to his satisfaction. The show cause notice issued to the respondent too is dropped in the light of his oral explanation. 


In light of above, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Pal Singh,

S/o Sh. Lachman Singh,

Dashmesh Nagar, 

Near Samadh Gajja Pir,

Village Eiali Khurd,

Ludhiana.


 

  

 
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Social Welfare Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Ferozepur Road, 

Near Bharat Chowk, 

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Social Welfare Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Ferozepur Road, 

Near Bharat Chowk, 

Ludhiana. 

 





 …Respondents

Appeal Case no. 982/14

ORDER

Present: 
None for the parties. 



Both the parties are absent for the third consecutive hearing. Neither they have turned up nor is anything heard from their quarters. It is assumed that both the parties are not interested to pursuing the case further.  

 

For non-prosecution of the case, the present appeal case is dismissed and closed.  
Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.05.2014    

   

    State Information Commissioner    
