STATE  INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com

Anuj Ashwani


s/o Late Sh. Vinod Kumar,


No. 6, Street No. 1,


New Adarsh Nagar,


Ferozepur-152022.






             …Appellant 


Versus


1.
Public Information Officer, 


O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Ferozepur.

2.
First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.






       …Respondents 

Appeal Case no. 1226/2012

ORDER

Present :
Mr.  Anuj Ashwani,  appellant, in person.



Mr. Gurcharan Singh, Sale clerk, on behalf of the respondent. 



The representative of the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur submitted a letter dated 21.08.2013 stating that that the PIO has been assigned some important task following floods in parts of Ferozepur district and he can’t attend today’s proceeding of the Commission. Meanwhile, the PIO has submitted rejoinder which is taken on record. A copy of the same is provided to the appellant during the course of hearing. 



The case is adjourned to 11.09.2013 at 10.00 AM. 
 

Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hans Raj, 

S/o Sh. Parmatma Dass,

VPO – Jarag, Tehsil – Payal,

District – Ludhiana. 



   

 
 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Pb.,

Sector -17, Chandigarh.      





 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2446/13
ORDER

Present: 
Mr. Hans Raj, complainant in person. 
Mr. Rohit Sharma, Sr. Asstt., and Mr. Ram Pal, Sr. Asstt, on behalf of the  respondent. 

RTI  application filed 

:
05.03.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 Nil 
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
05.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:
Denial of information 


Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks information on two points enquiry report regarding Inspector, Jarmail Singh. 
 
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The respondent-PIO invoked u/s 11 of the RTI Act as the information concerns third party and the third party dissuaded the PIO from providing the information.    

                      The complainant has sought information regarding an enquiry report in which the third party is  found to have misappropriate public funds. Such an enquiry report is a public document. Hence it can’t be denied especially if the enquiry itself was trigged by the representation of the complainant. The respondent-PIO is directed to supply the requisite information within seven working days. 
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Complaint Case no- 2446/13
 

The respondent-PIO has not informed the complainant of the fate of the RTI application. 
Therefore, the PIO Mr. Naresh Goyal, Asstt. Registrar office of Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab 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  upon him for delaying  and denying  the supply of  information to the  complainant.  


The 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 Commission further directs the PIO, to be personally present on the next date of hearing with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant failing which  the  matter will be decided ex-parte.  
Decision:- 
 
 The case is adjourned to 16.09.2013 at 10.00 AM.
 

Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

  Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ramandeep Singh Ahluwalia,

R/o Ward No. 12, Street no. 2, 

Kartar Nagar, Amloh road, Near Mann Market, 

Khanna - 141401 



   

 
… Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Samrala Block,

 Rural Cooperative House Building Society, Ltd.,

Dabbi Bazar, Near Pani Wali Tanki, 

Samrala. 







 …Respondent
Complaint Case no- 2459/13

ORDER
Present: 
Mr. Ramandeep Singh Ahluwalia, complainant in person.
Mr. Harinder Singh, Secretary-cum-PIO o/o The Samrala Block, Rural Cooperative  House Building, society, Mr. S.S. Maan, Project Officer-cum-PIO o/o House Fed and Mr. Mohan Singh, Supdt. o/o ARCS, Samrala, on behalf of the respondents. 

RTI  application filed 

:
02.05.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 28.05.2013
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
08.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:
Denial of information on the grounds that the case is 







Pending with the court. 


Information  sought:- 

Seeks information regarding one time deposit scheme (O.T.S)of the House-Fed Society, during the year 2012-13. The information is on nine points.  
 
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 
 

The respondent-PIO office of the Samrala Block,  Rural Cooperative House Building Society states that he got the instructions from the head office that the information cannot be provided as there is a case pending in Honb’le Punjab and Haryana High Court, to adjudicate whether the  House-Fed is a public authority or not. But the complainant pointed-out that the House-Fed is different from the Samrala Block,
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Complaint Case no- 2459/13

Rural 
Cooperative House Building Society which is totally financed by the House-Fed and the representative of the PIO in  House Fed conceded this fact. Since there is already a PIO in the House-Fed, it can’t escape the responsibility of furnishing information which is held in its custody. 

 
The respondent-PIO is directed to provide the requisite information before the next date of hearing.

Decision:- 
 
 

The case is adjourned to 16.09.2013 at 10.00 AM.
 

Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101



  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Deputy Commissioner, 

Jalandhar. 
  







 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2477/13

ORDER

Present:
 
None for the complainant.



 
Mrs. Romi, Addl. HRC, on behalf of the respondent. 
RTI  application filed 

:
04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 14.07.2013
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
09.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:
Information not received. 
Information  sought:- 

Seeks information regarding evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12, details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account. 

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 

 
The respondent-PIO office of Deputy Commissioner has transferred the RTI application u/s 5(4) & 5(5) to sub-registrars and joint sub-registrars to supply the information directly to the complainant. 
  

The representative of the respondent stated that all the sub-registrars’ have sent their information on their part to the complainant.  


In the instant case, the complainant had filed his application to the PIO o/o  Deputy Commissioners who, in turn, sought assistance u/s 5(4) and 5(5) from the Sub-registrars and Joint Sub registrars in the district who were actually holding or controlling the information.
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Complaint Case no- 2477/13
                   The provisions u/s 5(4) and 5(5) of RTI Act enables a PIO to obtain information from his sub ordinates and certainly not from those who themselves are already notified as PIOs. Also, PIO u/s 5(4) and 5(5) is not expected to direct the subordinate officers to provide information directly and absolve himself of the responsibility of providing the information. The PIO is to collect the information u/s  5(4) and provide the same to complainant/ appellant as the case may be.

         In the instant case, the PIO has erred in directing the other PIOs to provide information though the PIO can only transfer the RTI application or part thereof to another PIO who is holding the information or subject matter of which is more closely connected with the functioning of another public authority. 
              The applicant/complainant was aware that Registrars and Sub-Registrar at tehsil and sub-tehsil level respectively were holding and controlling the information but for sake of his convenience, he consciously approached the PIO in the office of DC so that the information is gathered at one place by senior administrative officer and furnished to him instead of making multiple applications to the different PIOs. And interestingly, the PIO in the office of DC obliged the complainant / applicant by transferring the application to various PIOs who were under his normal administrative control. The RTI recognizes only one hierarchy  i.e. PIO and First Appellate Authority (FAA) and then the State Information Commission and any applicant or complainant / appellant can’t approach the superior officer in administrative hierarchy if he is aggrieved by the decision of the FAA.  


            
  If the PIO in the o/o senior officer in the administrative hierarchy start transferring the RTI applications to the subordinate offices who themselves are PIOs, 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.
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               Alternatively, if the PIOs in the o/o senior offices in administrative hierarchy direct the PIOs of the subordinate officers to send information to them and they, in turn, 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, 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.  

 

Surely this was not the intention of the law makers. 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.     


                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 Commissioner or 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.
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                     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 : 

“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.
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     In the light of above, the PIO is advised to transfer the RTI applications to one public authority and not to multiple public authorities even if these are under his administrative control and instead direct the applicant to directly approach the public authorities by filing separate independent applications to these authorities who hold and control the requisite information to ensure speedy disposal of the RTI application within the mandated period of 30 days as specified in section 7 of the RT Act.

 

In the instant case, the information has been provided to the complainant. And if  not satisfied with the same, he can approach the first appellate authority(FAA). However, where the PIOs in the office of the Registrar or Sub-registrar of any tehsil has not furnished information, the complainant is free to file a fresh RTI application.

Decision:-
 

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


Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101


   
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Deputy Commissioner, 

Nawanshahr  
  






 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2483/13
ORDER

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Mr. Shiv Kumar, DRO-cum-APIO and Mr. Jitender Kumar, Reader on behalf of the   respondent. 

RTI  application filed 

:
04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 Denial of information
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
09.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:
Denial of information 


Information  sought:- 
 
 
Seeks information regarding action evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12 details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account. 


Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The representative of the respondent-APIO stated that all the sub-registrars’ has sent their information on his part to the complainant.  If the complainant is not satisfied with the information provided, he is at liberty to approach the first appellate authority(FAA).
Decision:-
 

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


Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101


   
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Naib Tehsildar, 

Narot Jaimal Singh, Pathankot. 





 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2484/13
ORDER

Present: 
None for the complainant. 



Mr. Lachhman Singh, Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent. 

RTI  application filed 

:

04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 
Nil 
Complaint  received in SIC 
:

09.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:


Denial of information.
Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks information regarding action evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12 details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The representative of the respondent-PIO submitted a letter dated 16.08.2013 stating that the information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is absent without intimation to the Commission. If the complainant is not satisfied with the information provided he can approach the first appellate authority. 
Decision:-

 

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


Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101


   
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Naib Tehsildar, 

Bamial, Pathankot. 





 

 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2485/13

ORDER
Present: 
None for the complainant. 



Mr. Lachhman Singh, Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent. 

RTI  application filed 

:

04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 
Nil 
Complaint  received in SIC 
:

09.07.2013 
Ground for complaint

:


Denial of information
Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks information regarding action evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12 details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


The representative of the respondent-PIO submitted a letter dated 16.08.2013 stating that the information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is absent without intimation to the Commission. If the complainant is not satisfied with the information provided, he can approach the first appellate authority. 

Decision:-

 

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


Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101


   
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Naib Tehsildar, 

Dharkala, Pathankot 




 

 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2486/13
ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant. 

Lachhman Singh, Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO  and Mr. Tilak Raj, Registry Clerk,   on behalf of the respondent. 

RTI  application filed 

:

04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 
Nil 
Complaint  received in SIC 
:

09.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:


Denial of information. 
Information  sought:- 
 
Seeks information regarding action evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12 details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 
 

The representative of the respondent-PIO submitted a letter dated 16.08.2013 stating that the information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is absent without intimation to the Commission. If the complainant is not satisfied with the information provided, he can approach the first appellate authority. 

Decision:-

 

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


Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, 

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave, 

Barnala, Tehsil & District Barnala – 148101



… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Sub Registrar, 

Pathankot.

 






 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2487/13

ORDER 

Present: 
None for the parties. 

RTI  application filed 

:
04.06.2013
PIO’s  response


:    
 Nil 
Complaint  received in SIC 
:
09.07.2013
Ground for complaint

:
Denial of information 


Information  sought:- 

 
 
 Seeks information regarding evasion of stamp duty during 2008-09 and 2011-12 details of recovery and outstanding amount on this account.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:- 


None is appeared from both the parties. 



Decision:- 
 


The case is adjourned to 16.09.2013 at 10.00 AM. 

 
Announced  in the open court.


Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

  (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.    

   

  State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ranjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Sadhu Singh, 

R/o Village – Moga, 

P.O – Bhogpur, 

Tehsil & District – Jalandhar. 


   

 
… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Bhogpur, Cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd.

Bhogpur, District – Jalandhar.     





 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2344/2013

ORDER

Present :
Mr. Ranjit Singh, complainant,  in person.



None for the  respondent.





-----


RTI  application filed on

:   27.05.2013. 

PIO  replied



:   19.06.2013.  That information cannot be  provided.

Second complaint  recd.  in
:   28.06.2013. 

Information Commission on.

Information sought : 



Seeks  copy of order   under which  his  pay  during the season 2012-2013 was not paid. The information  sought is on three points.

Grounds  for  appeal. 



Denial  of information.  

Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing :




The  respondent-PIO is absent without  intimation to the  Commission.



The Respondent –PIO is absent without intimation to the Commission.  The Respondent has defied the Commission’s directives.  Neither the information has 

Complaint Case no. 2344/2013                 -2-

been supplied to the  complainant nor  has  any reply been sent to the Commission’s notice.  Thus, the  PIO has  wilfully and deliberately  delayed and denied the  information  as demanded  by the applicant in his RTI application. The Commission takes a serious note of this lapse on the part of the PIO and  is  constrained to  serve a show-cause notice on him.


The PIO o/o General Manager is hereby served 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  upon him for delaying  and denying  the supply of  information to the  appellant.  



The PIO - respondent 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-complainant before the next date of hearing.




 


In addition to the written reply,  PIO o/o General Manager 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 Commission further directs the  PIO  to be personally present  on the next date  of hearing  along with a copy of the information supplied to the  complainant failing which  the  matter will be decided ex-parte.



The case is adjourned to 16.09.2013 at 10:00 AM.



 

Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

 Nazar Singh, 

S/o Sh. Joginder Singh, 

Village – Gobindgarh, 

PO – Sahnewal, Distt. – Ludhiana 


     

… Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Secretary, Industries & Commerce, 

Punjab, Sector -17, Chandigarh.  





 …Respondent

Complaint Case no- 2468/2013

ORDER

Present :
None for  the   complainant.



Mr.  Gurdial Singh, Supdtt. and Mrs. Parminder Kaur,  Sr. Assistant, 



for  the  respondent.







-----


RTI  application filed on

:   5.06.2013. 

PIO  replied



:   1.8.2013.

Second complaint  recd.  in
:   8.07.2013. 

Information Commission on.

Information sought : 



Seeks  copy of  Act regarding  sand, earth and  gravel  applicable in Ludhiana  district and from what date. The information  sought is on  two points.

Grounds  for  appeal. 



Denial  of information.  

Relevant  facts emerging  during Hearing :




The   complainant  is absent without  intimation to the  Commission.



The  PIO submitted  that required information in respect  of point No.1, was supplied to the complainant vide  letter dated 1.8.2013 through registered post. 
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Regarding  information  on point No.2, the PIO stated that the complainant has been directed  to approach the General Manager, DIC, Ludhiana, as it related to that office.

The PIO should have transferred the application to this extent  within five  days on receipt of the application but he failed.  Now the  onus  is on PIO to collect the information and provide the same to the complainant within the next  10 (Ten) working days.



The case is adjourned to 11.09.2013 at 10.00 A.M.

Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Makhan Singh

s/o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Village Beeka,

Distt. Nawanshahr.







             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Nawanshahr.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Nawanshahr.           




     

 …Respondents 

Appeal Case No. 1202/2013

ORDER

Present :
Mr. Makhan Singh, appellant, in person.



Mr. Shiv Kumar, DRO-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondents.






 -----   



The  DRO-APIO handed over  the remaining  information  to the  appellant during the hearing today to his satisfaction.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Ajay  Mahajan,

Arun Nagar, Gali No. 1,

Near Mohan Singh Tubewell,

Sujanpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Pathankot.




    

         …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Pathankot.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o  Deputy  Commissioner,

Pathankot.






      …Respondents 

Appeal Case no.  1373/2013

     ORDER

Present :
Mr. Ajay  Mahajan, appellant, in person.

 

Mr. Lachhman Singh, Naib Tehsildar,   for the Respondents.






----



In defiance to the Commission’s directive the  PIO, Mr. Baljit Singh, Add. D.C., preferred not to attend the Commission‘s hearing today.  Moreover,  he did not  bother to inform the Commission regarding his absence and instead sent his subordinate, Mr. Lachhman Singh, N.T. The Commission takes a serious note of it and  directs  the PIO  to be present at the next date of hearing.  If  he  failed to appear at the next date of hearing, the Commission would be constrained to take  ex-parte decision.



The representative of the PIO, Mr. Lachhman Singh, N.T., submitted a letter from  Tehsildar,  Pathankot , which is unsigned, in response to the RTI application.  The PIO-Addl. D.C. is once again directed  to submit his reply to the show-cause  notice  before the next date of hearing and also be personally present at the next date of hearing  with a copy of the requisite  information  supplied to the  appellant.



The case is adjourned to 11.09.2013 at 10:00 AM.



 

Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dilbagh  Chand, Subedar, 

S/o Sh. Ramji Dass, 

Village – Hiyatpur Bet, Habowal, 

Tehsil – Samrala, District – Ludhiana. 

   



   

 



… Complainant

Versus

1)
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Panchayat Secretary,

Village – Hiyatpur Bet, 

Block – Machhiwara, 

District – Ludhiana.  

2)
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer, 

Machhiwara, 

District – Ludhiana.  





 …Respondent

Complaint Case no. 1912/2013

ORDER

Present: 
Mr. Dilbag Chand, complainant, in person.



Mr. Gurpreet Singh, BDPO-PIO,  for the   respondent.






----



The  PIO submitted that  the information on all the  four points has been provided to the complainant.   He also stated that the original RTI application was not received in his office. The requisite information was supplied  during the course of hearing and a copy  of the same is taken on record.  



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Rajinder Singh

s/o Sh. Ujagar Singh,

Ward No. 13-A, House No. 106,

Near Sukha Singh Gurudwara,

Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.






             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 


O/o District Manager,


Markfed,  Sangrur.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Managing Director,

MARKFED,  Sector 35-B,

Chandigarh.  






      …Respondents 

Appeal Case No. 1311/2013

ORDER

Present:
Mr. Rajinder Singh, appellant, in person. 



Mr. Harsh Kumar, Sr. Accounts Officer-PIO,  for the Respondents.






----





The PIO stated  that the information has been provided to the appellant.  However, the appellant is not satisfied. But the information which  he is looking for is not available on the record.  Since the information was not part of the record, it cannot be provided.



Also, the PIO  has submitted response to the show-cause notice issued vide order dated 8.07.2013, which is satisfactory  and further proceedings on the  show-cause notice are  dropped.



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

Announced in the open court.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.



  
      (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 22.08.2013.                  
                
    State Information Commissioner.


