STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98145-68530)

Sh. S.S. Bangarh,

Advocate,

Chamber No. 32,

Distt. Courts Complex

Nawan Shahar. 

 




  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Moga.








    …Respondent

CC- 3916/2010
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Faqir Chand, clerk (98726-03421)



Complainant, on 23.09.2010, had sought the following information from the respondent: -

“1.
I have sent a Fard Jamabandi to your office which shows 9 Marla land under the ownership of Karnail Singh son of Sher Singh.  However, his house is over an area of 22 Marla and he is in possession of this 22 Marla of land.   Please provide me details of the remaining 13 Marla of land as to its owner and as to how this land came to be under possession of said Karnail Singh.

2.
Fard reflecting complete Khasra No. 97/2//218 to know by whom this 13 Marla land is owned.

3.
I am sending a site plan wherein 12 Marla land is shown in the name of Darshan Kaur widow of Karnail Singh but this is not reflected in the Fard.  Please provide me Fard of complete Khasra No. to know by whom this 13 Marla land is owned.”



When no information was provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 27.12.2010).



Respondent present states that complete information as per original application has been dispatched by registered post on 21.02.2011.  Despatch register in original along with the postal receipt, whereby this information was sent has been brought to the court.


A letter dated 09.03.2011 has been received from the complainant wherein it is stated that he is satisfied with the information provided on 22.02.2011.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  









Contd…..2/-

-:2:-

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 

Moga-1.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Moga-1.






  …Respondents
CC- 125/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh assisted by Sh. H.S. Rathee (97805-57163)


None for the respondent.



Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far.
 

Ms. Harmel Kaur, Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 (98153-08967) has again appeared in the case today.  She is not able to answer the queries properly and no information has been provided by her.



In the earlier hearing dated 23.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Respondent, vide letter dated 25.11.2010 transferred the application of the complainant dated 22.11.2010 to Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1, within the stipulated time limit of five days, as per provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.    This transfer being in time is accepted.

Accordingly, Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 is impleaded as respondent and directions are given that complete information as per original application be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Secretary Panchayat was impleaded as party since the original application of the complainant had been transferred to him under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.
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Since Ms. Harmel Kaur who states she is appearing on behalf of the Panchayat Secretary, is not able to provide any information and to answer the queries of the Commission, the original respondent i.e. Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga is also directed to appear in the next hearing and provide the necessary information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.  


For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 

Moga-1.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Moga-1.






  …Respondents
CC- 126/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh assisted by Sh. H.S. Rathee (97805-57163)


None for the respondent.



Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far.

 

Ms. Harmel Kaur, Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 (98153-08967) has again appeared in the case today.  She is not able to answer the queries properly and no information has been provided by her.



In the earlier hearing dated 23.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Respondent, vide letter dated 25.11.2010 transferred the application of the complainant dated 22.11.2010 to Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1, within the stipulated time limit of five days, as per provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.    This transfer being in time is accepted.

Accordingly, Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 is impleaded as respondent and directions are given that complete information as per original application be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Secretary Panchayat was impleaded as party since the original application of the complainant had been transferred to him under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.










Contd……2/-
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Since Ms. Harmel Kaur who states she is appearing on behalf of  the Panchayat Secretary, is not able to provide any information and to answer the queries of the Commission, the original respondent i.e. Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga is also directed to appear in the next hearing and provide the necessary information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.  



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 

Moga-1.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Moga-1.






  …Respondents
CC- 127/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh assisted by Sh. H.S. Rathee (97805-57163)


None for the respondent.



Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far.

 

Ms. Harmel Kaur, Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 (98153-08967) has again appeared in the case today.  She is not able to answer the queries properly and no information has been provided by her.



In the earlier hearing dated 23.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Respondent, vide letter dated 25.11.2010 transferred the application of the complainant dated 22.11.2010 to Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1, within the stipulated time limit of five days, as per provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.    This transfer being in time is accepted.

Accordingly, Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 is impleaded as respondent and directions are given that complete information as per original application be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Secretary Panchayat was impleaded as party since the original application of the complainant had been transferred to him under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.
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-:2:-



Since Ms. Harmel Kaur who states she is appearing on behalf of  the Panchayat Secretary, is not able to provide any information and to answer the queries of the Commission, the original respondent i.e. Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga is also directed to appear in the next hearing and provide the necessary information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.  



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 

Moga-1.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Moga-1.






  …Respondents
CC- 128/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh assisted by Sh. H.S. Rathee (97805-57163)


None for the respondent.



Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far.

 

Ms. Harmel Kaur, Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 (98153-08967) has again appeared in the case today.  She is not able to answer the queries properly and no information has been provided by her.



In the earlier hearing dated 23.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Respondent, vide letter dated 25.11.2010 transferred the application of the complainant dated 22.11.2010 to Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1, within the stipulated time limit of five days, as per provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.    This transfer being in time is accepted.

Accordingly, Sh. Surjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka, Moga-1 is impleaded as respondent and directions are given that complete information as per original application be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Secretary Panchayat was impleaded as party since the original application of the complainant had been transferred to him under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.










Contd……2/-

-:2:-



Since Ms. Harmel Kaur who states she is appearing on behalf of  the Panchayat Secretary, is not able to provide any information and to answer the queries of the Commission, the original respondent i.e. Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga is also directed to appear in the next hearing and provide the necessary information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.  



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Chhajju Singh,

# 21, Ward No. 9,

VPO Banur,

Distt. Mohali






     
  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director General of School Education,

SCO 104-106,

Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 362/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Chhajju Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Prabhcharan Singh, General Manager, Midday Meals (98880-32270)



The instant complaint has been filed by Sh. Chhajju Singh with the Commission (received in the office on 09.02.2011) when no information was received by him from the respondent in response to his form A dated 06.09.2010.  By enclosing a copy of his letter dated 22.06.2010, the complainant, under the RTI Act 2005, had sought to know the action taken on the same. 



In this case, complainant had challenged the appointment of District Manager in the department and vide his letter dated 22.06.2010, he sought to know what was the status of his query.



Respondent presents a letter No. 898 dated 16.03.2011 wherein it is stated: 

“Kindly refer to your office notice no. PSIC/Legal/2011/2279 dated 24.02.2011.
The desired information / documents as asked by Sh. Chhajju Singh were sent to yhim vide this office letter No. MDMC/GM/2010/4354 dated 06.07.2010, No. 6463 dated 15.09.2010 and No. 8008 dated 09.11.2010 along with enclosures and copies of the same were handed over to him in person on the day of last hearing i.e. 10.01.2011.  Since the documents asked for by Sh. Chhajju Singh were given to him to his satisfaction, the case was closed and disposed of by your good self.  Copies of the order is enclosed.”



Respondent was not clear about the information sought and has come to know of it in today’s hearing.  He assured the court that within a week’s time, complete information shall be provided to the complainant.
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Complainant is satisfied with the assurance of Sh. Prabhcharan Singh. 



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
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


This case was last taken up on 16.02.2011 when S/Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO Patiala and P.S. Sodhi, DRO Fatehgarh Sahib appeared on behalf of the respondent.   However, none put in appearance on behalf of the complainant.  After hearing the arguments, the case was deferred to date i.e. 28.03.2011 for pronouncement of the order. 



In the case in hand, it has been observed in response to application for information dated 17.01.2009, the information was provided on 30.06.2009 whereas the original application for information had been filed on 17.01.2009.  Thus a delay of approx. six months had already taken place before the information was provided.   No reply to the show cause notice had been provided.  Consequently, a penalty of Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand only) was imposed on 18.03.2010 for the delay in providing the information.  


In the hearing dated 24.06.2010, it was recorded: 

“In case PIO wishes to challenge the Order of the Commission, he is free to do so.  Till a stay is granted by the court, the order of the Commission stands and is to be implemented by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib.”



The following came to be recorded in the hearing dated 03.08.2010:

“In view of the position explained as above by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala, it has been substantiated that Sh. PS Sodhi is responsible for causing delay in supply of information to the complainant.
In view of above, Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO, Patiala (now posted as DRO Fatehgarh Sahib) is directed to deposit the amount of penalty Rs. 10,000/- imposed on him vide order dated 18.03.2010, within a period of 15 days failing which Deputy 









Contd……2/-
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Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib is directed to deduct this amount from the salary of Sh. P.S. Sodhi for the month of August 2010 and deposit the same into the Government treasury.”





In the hearing dated 15.11.2010, it was also recorded: 

 “I am sending this order to the Chief Secretary, Punjab to look into the matter and inform the Commission as to who is liable for payment of the penalty.  Order passed in this case can be downloaded from the website of the Commission.   The respondent should submit his application to the PIO of the Commission if copy of any document is required.

Complainant states that he had handed over the complaint to Sh. P.S. Sodhi at Patiala who threw away the same and he (Sh. Sodhi) is also aware of several other complaints filed by the complainant.” 



 A letter No. 2/RTI dated 03.01.2011 had been received from the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala addressed to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala in the hearing dated 06.01.2011. The letter from Deputy Commissioner, Patiala stated as under: 



“Ref. your office Memo. no. RTI/10416 dated 13.12.2010.

It is submitted that I was directed to again enquire into the matter in case CC No. 2441-42, regarding recovery of penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- from the salary of Distt. Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib.

It is submitted that similar direction was given by the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide order dated 15.07.2010.  Accordingly, the enquiry was conducted by the D.C. Patiala.  Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO, Fatehgarh Sahib (at present) has been found responsible for not providing the information.  As directed, report of this enquiry has already been forwarded to the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide letter no. 1206 dated 02.08.2010.  A copy of the same is attached with this letter for further necessary action please.”



Yet another communication no. 34/RTI dated 12.01.2011 was addressed by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to the ld. Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala which states: 

“It is submitted that the undersigned has again conducted an investigation into the entire matter with all the relevant facts.  The original application dated 17.01.2009 from Ms. Simran Kaur does not appear to have been received in this office.   A sitting was conducted by the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner on 28.05.2009 in the Circuit House, Patiala and Ms. Simran
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Kaur had also been called.   DRO-cum-APIO Sh. P.S. Sodhi; the-then Tehsildar, Patiala Ms. Vinay Sharma; and the dealing clerk Ms. Jasbir Kaur were also present.   On directions of the Hon’ble Commission, copies of the relevant documents including the application dated 17.01.2009 of Ms. Simran Kaur, were handed over to the officers on the spot, and on 29.05.2009, these had been received by the dealing clerk.  

In her complaint dated 29.05.2009 before the Hon’ble State Information Commission wherein it was asserted that when she visited the dealing clerk Ms. Jasbir Kaur on 29.05.2009, she took her to the DRO.  It was further stated that the DRO Sh. Sodhi declined to provide the information saying the application was not in proper format.  She further stated that Sh. Sodhi used foul and indecent language and remarks while refusing to accept the application.

It is clear that when the matter regarding non-supply of information to Ms. Simran Kaur was taken up before the Hon’ble Information Commissioner (at Patiala), Sh. Sodhi himself was present there besides others.  Thus he was in the knowledge of the case.  He did not handle the matter properly.  It is just impossible that he did not know anything about the case.  For two consecutive days, the complainant was present before him.

Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, in the order dated 06.01.2011 has held Sh. P.S. Sodhi responsible, based on the communications dated 02.08.2010 and 03.01.2011 by this office and a copy of the order had been sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh directing recovery of Rs. 10,000/- from the salary of Sh. P.S. Sodhi and depositing the same in the State Treasury.  A copy of the order is enclosed.  Report is submitted for necessary action please.” 



Apart from above, various representations have been received from Sh. P.S. Sodhi from time to time contending he was not responsible.  It is noted that till the imposition of penalty, Sh. Sodhi never attended any of the hearings.  It is only thereafter that he started putting in appearance in the subsequent hearings.  Thereafter, the matter was referred to the Chief Secretary, Punjab and on the information received with his concurrence; the matter has been dealt with.


In view of the above revelations made from time to time, Sh. P.S. Sodhi, D.R.O. (presently posted at Fatehgarh Sahib) is liable for payment of penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- imposed vide order dated 18.03.2010 and this should be deposited in the State Treasury within a month, under intimation to the Commission.


He is directed to comply with the directions of the Commission within a month’s time.  
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For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 04.05.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Santosh Kumari
w/o Late Sh. Thakur Dass,

C/o Er. Sunil Kumar Mallan,

S.K. Model School,

Street No. 3, Putlighar,

Amritsar-143001






        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Chandigarh


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh.


  …Respondents
AC - 132/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Kanwaljit Singh, Inspector (98148-11760)



Appellant, vide application dated 24.06.2010, sought the following information: 

1.
Procedure for registering an FIR by your department (provide section of Law);

2.
Which complaints can be registered under what section of law by your department?

3.
Status of my complaint dated 25.05.2010 bearing Diary No. 16521 dated 27.05.2010.  Which department is dealing with the said complaint and why? If some other department other than vigilance department is dealing with the said complaint, please tell me the name of department and reason thereof (why Vigilance Department is not dealing direct).

4.
Why vigilance department cannot deal with this complaint for registering FIR?”



Respondent, vide letter dated 12.07.2010 (sent by hand on 17.09.2010), informed the appellant that information sought at serial no. 1, 2 and 4 is not covered under Section 2(f), (i) and (j) and hence cannot be provided.   Regarding information on point no. 4, it is advised that the application, after consideration, has been forwarded in original to the office of DGP, Punjab, Chandigarh for doing the needful, vide letter no. 22287 dated 05.07.2010.  The reasons for the complaint not being dealt with by the Vigilance Bureau, such questions are not admissible as per section 2(f), (i) and (j) of the RTI Act. 
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First appeal was filed on 25.08.2010 which was responded to, vide letter dated 29.09.2010.  The instant (Second) appeal has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 07.02.2011 (received in the office on 10.02.2011)



Complainant is advised to point out specific discrepancies in the information provided before the next date of hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 18.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

s/o Santa Singh,

VPO Bhinder Kalan,

Sub Tehsil Dharamkot,

Distt. Moga






             … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Dharamkot at Ise Khan,

Distt. Moga







    …Respondent

CC- 388/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Vide form A dated 10.12.2010, Sh. Jaswinder Singh had sought the following information: 



“Regarding Haddan Rori:

1.
Contract for 2009-10 for Haddan Rori, name of contractor and amount contracted and paid by the contractor. 

2.
Contract for 2010-11 for Haddan Rori, name of contractor and amount contracted and paid by the contractor. 

3.
Copy of resolution for contract 2009-10 and for contract 2010-11 regarding Haddan Rori;

4.
Copy of cash book for the period 01.04.2009 to 31.03.2010 and copy of cash book from 01.04.2010 to 30.11.2010.”



Respondent, vide letter no. 3478 dated 20.12.2010, wrote to Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary, Block Kot Ise Khan to provide the information to the applicant, without any delay.  A copy of the said letter was also marked to the complainant. 



The instant file has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 05.02.2011 (received in the office on 10.02.2011) when no information was provided. 



Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Secretary Panchayat (98154-12559) Block Kot Ise Khan, appeared in the office this morning and handed over a written acknowledgment dated 11.03.2011 from Sh. Jaswinder Singh, the complainant which reads as under: 

“Respectfully, it is submitted that various information sought by me under the RTI Act for the period 2009-11 has been received by me to my satisfaction.   No part of the information is pending.  My complaint may kindly be closed.”
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Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sumeet Grover,

Advocate,

House No. 397, 2nd floor,

Sector 9,

Panchkula






     
  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary, Municipal Committee,

Sangat Mandi,

Distt. Bathinda






    …Respondent

CC- 387/11 
Order

Present:
Sh. Sardavinder Singh, advocate for the complainant (98783-63984)

For the respondent: Sh. Hari Singh (94173-02383)



This complaint has been filed with the Commission by Sh. Sumeet Grover when, in response to his application dated 03.01.2011 under the RTI Act 2005, no information was provided.  Sh. Grover had sought the following information: -

“1.
Furnish copy of record showing how much grant in total has been received by the said Committee from 2005-2011, and also regarding actions of said Municipal Committee, till date.  

2.
Furnish copy of record showing how much grant in total has been received by the said Committee for the purpose to build roads and for sewerage systems, from time to time. 

3.
Furnish copy regarding estimated cost for building and repair roads falling under said Municipal Committee. 

4.
Furnish copy regarding estimated cost for sewerage system.

5.
Furnish copy of lowest tender for sewerage system, specifically showing the date and amount of tender. 

6.
Furnish copy of checking report of sewerage system, if done, after the completion of work.

7.
Furnish the list of material used for sewerage, whether the material has been used as per the instructions of the State Govt.?

8.
Copy of last lowest tender for the purpose to build and repair roads of Municipal Committee, Sangat Mandi. 

9.
List of reasons for not building and repairing the roads;

10.
Total amount of expenditure from 2005-2011 by said Municipal Committee, year-wise;

11.
Name of the Engineer for road works, for different periods of time.

12.
Estimated consumption of time in completion of the work for roads;
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13.
The funds provided to MCs for development of their respective Wards from time to time.

14.
Total amount in the account of Municipal Committee at the time of joining the office by present MCs and President. 

15.
Total amount left in the account of Municipal Committee at present.”



Information containing 24 pages has been provided to the complainant in the court today, who seeks time to study the same, which is granted. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 18.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94179-69814)

Sh. Lal Singh

s/o Late Sh. Khazan Singh,

# 413/16, Shekhupura Basti,

Opposite Sunami Gate, 
Sangrur – 148001

   




  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Manager,

CDAC,

A-34, Industrial Area Phase 8,

Mohali








    …Respondent

CC- 386/11 
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Daljit Singh Jolly, PIO (94636-89707)



In the case in hand, complainant, vide his letter dated 18.08.2010, sought the following information from State Project Director, RMSA, Punjab, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh:

“1.
Information of clerks / Data Entry Operators in Adarsh Model Schools type test on 1, 2, 8, 9 May and appeared for written test, under the Handicapped category (Visual);
2.
Attested copies of answer sheets of clerks / Data Entry Operators in Adarsh Model Schools type test on 1, 2, 8, 9 May and appeared for written test, under the Handicapped category (Visual);

3.
Photocopies of the solutions of the tests taken by RMSA clerks / DEOs in Adarsh Model Schools, handicapped (visual) category written test.”



Project Director, Rashtriya Madhyamik Shisksha Abhiyan, Punjab, forwarded the request of the applicant to the Manager, CDAC, Mohali for providing the information, vide letter dated 20.09.2010.  A copy of the said forwarding letter was also sent to the complainant.   Manager, CDAC vide communication dated 29.09.2010 demanded a fee of Rs. 1,000/- per answer sheet etc.   This was contested by the complainant vide his letter dated 18.10.2010.  CDAC once again wrote to the applicant vide letter dated 11.11.2010 to deposit the requisite fee.   When no information was provided, the present complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 17.01.2011 (received in the office on 09.02.2011)


Respondent present states complete information has already been dispatched to the complainant vide letter no. 4005 dated 03.03.2011 by registered post.  He has also submitted a letter no. 4006 dated 03.03.2011 addressed to the Commission, which reads as: 
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“Ref. No. PSIC/Legal/2011/2287 dated 24.02.2011:

Most humbly, I wish to acknowledge that we are in receipt of your above referred letter. 

Sir, I would like to state that we have received above notice of hearing on 28.02.2011 regarding RTI application of Mr. Lal Singh.

Most humbly I wish to acknowledge that Mr. Lal Singh has sent his application to State Project Director, RMSAA, Chandigarh which was forwarded to STD department of CDAC, Mohali.  In reply, Head of Department (STD, CDAC Mohali) asked candidate to pay Rs. 1,000/- as a required fee towards supply of Question Papers and answer sheets.  This is not RTI fee, CDAC Mohali used to charge this fee in routine as per approval of competent authority (Copy of approval is attached).  This facility is available to all the candidates who have appeared in the examination.  However, we are supply desired information to the candidate after receiving this noticed.”



Complainant is not present nor have any discrepancies been pointed out.  Therefore, it appears he is satisfied. 



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94171-91026)

Sh. Mohinder Goyal

Advocate,

H. No. 248, Advocates Society,

Sector 49-A, Chandigarh





  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. 

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 409/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mohinder Goyal in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Ashwani Kumar.



This complaint by Sh. Mohinder Goyal has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 11.02.2011 when no information was received by him in response to his application dated 29.09.2010 under the RTI Act, 2005.  Complainant had sought the following information: 

“1.
Copy of enquiry report in my complaint dated 23.05.2008 against E.O. M.C. Bathinda and other officials of MC.

2.
Copy of all the proceedings and documents submitted during the inquiry by the respondents;

3.
Acton taken against the officials till date, if found guilty.”



Complainant present states that no information has been provided to him till date.  


Sh. Ashwani Kumar, who is present on behalf of the respondent, has no knowledge of the case and is not aware of the RTI Act, 2005.



Respondent is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within fortnight under intimation to the Commission, since already a delay of six months has taken place.



In the next hearing, PIO, office of Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab shall appear in person to present the case.



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(01676-272859)

Ms. Ritika

D/o Late Sh. Raj Kumar,

Ward No. 13, Near Balaji Gas Agency,

Bye Pass Road,

Lehragaga

Distt. Sangrur – 148031





 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh





   …Respondent

CC- 425/11 
Order

Present:
Complainant Ms. Ritika in person.
For the respondent: Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, Sr. Asstt. (98722-86869)



Vide application dated 23.11.2010, the complainant had sought information regarding reimbursement of tuition fee which was sent by the DEO Sangrur to DPI (S) on 16.03.2009.



The present complaint with the Commission has been filed on 14.02.2011 when no response was received. 



Complainant is present today who states that no information has been provided to her so far. 



Ms. Manjit Kaur who has appeared on behalf of the respondent states that there is no record of the application received from the complainant.  She further said that probably, the same was in the record room, which happens to be in the same premises.  She also stated that they came to know of the case only on getting the notice of hearing from the Commission.  At this, the complainant presents acknowledgment on the copy of letter dated 16.03.2009 which is initialled by one Sh. R. Sidhu.



Respondent present also submitted that they are processing the case on the photocopy of application received from the Commission. It is noted that Ms. Manjit Kaur is the dealing clerk.  The notice of hearing from the Commission clearly states that only APIO / PIO should appear in the hearing.  Despite this, a clerk has been deputed which is not in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.



It is noted that the office of DPI is always taking the RTI matters lightly and no provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 are being complied with.



Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO was contacted
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over the telephone who assured that needful would be done by the next hearing.



In the next hearing, PIO / APIO should appear and explain the position. 



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



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Sandeep Gupta

s/o Sh. Raj Kumar Gupta,

989, Sector 15-A,

Opp. Bishnoi Colony Market,

Hisar








  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh





    …Respondent

CC- 406/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Bhupesh Gupta, Sr. Asstt. (99148-85719)


Vide form A dated 14.10.2010, the complainant sought the following information from the Director General of School Education, Punjab: 

“1.
Please provide me the number of school teachers and lecturers of Punjab who are getting their salary from the schools but are in fact deputed / posted to some other office (than their own school).  This information may be provided for all the schools located in the State of Punjab.

2.
Provide me list with complete particulars of each of the school teachers and lecturers of Punjab who are getting their salary from the schools but are in fact deputed / posted to some other office (than their own school).  The particulars must include the name, designation, detailed qualifications, original place of posting and present place of posting / deputation (work place) present profile of work.  This information may be provided for all the schools located in the State of Punjab.

3.
Please provide me certified copies of rules and regulations governing the transfers of the teachers of various schools located in Punjab.”


The said office vide letter no. 18/1-2008/SSA/RTI dated 21.10.2010 transferred the request of the complainant to DPI (SE) Pb. Chandigarh in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 11.02.2011) when no information was provided. 



A fax message has been received from the complainant wherein 
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it has been informed that no information has been provided to him so far.   He has further prayed for imposition of penalty and award of compensation.



Sh. Bhupesh Gupta, who is present on behalf of the Respondent, states that complete information has been dispatched to the complainant by registered post on 24.03.2011.    However, the fax message from the complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far.



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



Respondent is directed to bring the document in support of his assertion that the information has been dispatched by registered post, in the next hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.05.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.   



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.03.2011


 
State Information Commissioner
