STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98767-16851)

Sh. Paramjit Singh

s/o Sh. Mukhtar Singh,

VPO Sathiala Patti Dhabia Di,

Tehsil Baba Bakala, Distt. Amritsar 


              …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar

     
   



             ..…Respondent

CC No.  1064/11

Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Paramjit Singh in person. 

For the Respondent: Ms. Anjuman Bhaskar, DFSC-cum-PIO
 along with Sh. Harmandeep Singh, Food & Supplies Inspector             (95018-33622).
Heard via Video Conference.  



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 07.04.2011 by Sh. Paramjit Singh, when, in response to his application dated 18.10.2010, no information was provided.  The applicant had sought the following information: -

“That a card bearing No. 3604 (survey list no. 8613) has been issued in favour of Jasbir Singh son of Kahan Singh, Caste Suniara, resident of 1, Sathiala, Tehsil Baba Bakala, Distt. Amritsar.    Please provide me a copy of the survey report of the concerned enquiry officer, name of the enquiry officer, address, name of the person recommending the issuance of card, name of reporting Patwari, Depot holder no., name, address, details of ration provided and a list of the family members.   Whether name of the daughter who got married namely Navdeep is deleted or is continuing?  Whether this card has been issued under the Adda-Dal scheme to people belonging to a particular caste?  Details be provided.  What are the pre-conditions for issuance of this card?”


During the hearing today, the Respondent Sh. Harmandeep Singh states that the part of the information as per the original application dated 01.03.2011 has already been provided. This was regarding the BPL/Atta Dal Scheme and the remaining information pertains to the BDPO and hence the same is available with them only. 


It is pointed out that as the respondent has not transferred the application of the complainant to the office of BDPO within five days as provided under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, he is directed to procure this
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information from the said office and provide it to the complainant within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission.



Ms. Anjumam Bhaskar assured the court that the pending information shall be provided at the earliest, as directed by the Hon’ble Commission.


 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011


       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94170-10035)

Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali,

16, Shiv Nagar,

Batala Road,

Amritsar 






              …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust,

Amritsar


        



             ..…Respondent

CC No.  1205/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 


For the Respondent: Sh. Sonu Mohindroo, ATP (98143-27724)

Assisted by Sh. Sh. S.K. Sharma, advocate (98140-18737).

Heard via Video Conference.  



Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali has filed the present complaint with the Commission on 20.04.2011 when, in response to his application dated 07.02.2011, no information was provided by the respondent.  It is also asserted by the applicant that vide communication dated 04.03.2011, a fee of Rs. 100/- was towards cost of the documents to be provided.  It is further submitted that the applicant wrote letters to the respondents on 19.03.2011 and 21.03.2011 contesting the charges demanded.   Sh. Bali had sought the following information: -

“Approved site plan from Improvement Trust, Amritsar for the construction of residential building on plot no. 510, Scheme Mall Maqbool Road, Jethuwal Distributary and Circular Road (Green Avenue), now known as 510, Green Avenue, Amritsar measuring area 969.8 Sq. mts.  Transferred vide sale deed dated 24.09.1978 in favour of Sh. Kewal Krishan Verma, Sushil Kumar Verma and Pushpa Mehra.”



A communication dated 22.06.2011 has been received from the respondent wherein it is submitted that vide communication dated 08.03.2011, they had demanded requisite fee amounting to Rs. 100/- for the documents to be provided towards information.  However, this was not complied with and a complaint has been filed before the Hon’ble Commission on 20.04.2011.  He further submitted that APIO-cum-Asstt. Town Planner has provided the information vide letter dated 29.04.2011.  



Complainant is not present today.  However, Sh. S.M. Bhanot appeared on his behalf and tendered a written request seeking an adjournment stating that he (the complainant) is away to Delhi in connection
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with some other case before the Central Information Commission.  The request of the complainant is granted.

 

In view of the submissions made by the Respondent, the complainant is directed to inform the Commission if the information provided to him, as conveyed by the respondent, is to his satisfaction.


 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98156-98971)

Sh. Satnam Singh 

s/o Sh. Karnail Singh 

Kotli Amb,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Amritsar.






                   …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Distt. Education Officer (EE)

Amritsar 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (EE)

Chandigarh





             …Respondents

AC - 357/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Satnam Singh in person.


For the Respondent: Sh. Nirmaljit Singh, Supdt. (99150-47711)

Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 05.08.2010 (as stated in the complaint while the application does not bear any date), Sh. Satnam Singh sought the following information from the D.E.O. (EE) Amritsar:-

“Regarding presence marked of Navdeep  Kaur, teacher, for the period from 2002 to 2003 in Govt. Elementary School, Gujjarpura Block, Ajnala and from 2004 till date in Govt. Elementary School, Dinewali Block, Ajnala  and pay drawn by here for the said period and who signed at the time of withdrawing the pay.”


It has been asserted that vide communication dated 24.08.2010, the B.E.O. (SEE) Block Ajnala-II informed the applicant that the relative file has been sent to the office of DEO (EE) Amritsar for in an enquiry matter; however, vide order no. E-4-2009-7354-58 dated 27.07.2009.


One part of the information regarding salary of Ms. Navdeep Kaur sought by the complainant has been provided on 24.08.2010. Complainant wants detailed information about Ms. Navdeep Kaur’s salary, but the respondent submits that this is third party personal information and thus not permissible under the Act.  Respondent also made the following written submissions: -

“With reference to the notice of hearing received in the above
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noted case, it is respectfully submitted that the information sought by the applicant Sh. Satnam Singh pertains to third party and therefore, the same is not permissible, as provided under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, which reads as under: -



“8  (1)
 Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, there shall be no obligation to give any citizen,—




(j)
information which relates to personal information the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authority, as the case may be, is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information.”

Further, the applicant has not disclosed any reasons as to how a larger public interest is involved in the personal information sought in this case which pertains to third party.

Even if the applicant submits convincing and valid reasons in support of his contention, the prior written consent of the third party shall also be required to be sought, before parting with any such information, as provided under Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005.

In view of the above submissions, it is respectfully prayed that the present complaint deserves dismissal and hence the same be closed and disposed of accordingly.”



Complainant states that salary was being drawn by Navdeep Kaur but she was not attending the classes.  He has been informed that it does not explain that the information sought on salary of Navdeep Kaur was in larger public interest.  


It is observed that the information sought in this case is third party and the same should have been declined by the respondent.   Besides, the provisions of Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005 have also not been complied with.  


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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswant Singh 

s/o Sh. Tarlok Singh 

835/2, Chandigarh Road,

Khanna (Distt. Ludhiana).
  




        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University 

Amritsar 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar

             …Respondents

AC - 364/11

Order

Present:
None for the parties.
Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 16.12.2010, Sh. Jaswant Singh sought the following information from the respondent: 

“i)
Copies of all attendance register of all subject of semester IIIrd (LL.B III years) w.e.f. the start of IIIrd semester till completed i.e. subject & name of professors are these: 
a)
Administrative Law

(Sh. Vimaldeep Singh)

b)
IPC



(Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh)

c)
Transfer of Property Act
(Ms. Gunisha)

d)
Labour Law


(Ms. Rachna Arora))

e)
Public Interest Litigation
(Smt. Sukhbir Kaur & 

 Smt. Mamta)

ii)
Copies of all orders / proceedings, whereby withheld the Roll Number of applicant & others of LL.B IIIrd semester and provide reasons, How many members, attended the meetings, their names & designations, date of all meetings, minutes of all meetings, results of all meetings. 

iii)
Names of all members of Committee, those withheld the Roll Number of applicant & others. 

iv)
Reasons / Grounds for withheld the Roll Number of applicant & others. 

v)
When, How & by whom brought to the notice of Vice Chancellor regarding the withheld or Roll Number of applicant & others. 
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vi)
Whether every month intimated the student regarding their short lectures. If so, method of intimation & copy of method/list of names. 

vii)
How many lectures given to applicant regarding his duty performed in Youth Festival, if not, given any lecture provide reasons.”


As the information provided vide letter dated 03.02.2011 was not found to be satisfactory, the first appeal was preferred before the First Appellate Authority on 15.02.2011.  Terming the response from the appellate authority dated 14.03.2011 as wrong, the present second appeal has been filed before the Commission on 05.04.2011.


Today neither the appellant nor the respondent is present nor has any communication been received from either of the two. 



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant, under intimation to the Commission, within two weeks.


 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Sukha Bai, Sarpanch,

w/o Sh. Jangi Ram,

Village Pattrewala,

Tehsil Fazilka, Block Khuian Sarvar,

Ferozepur



  



        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o B.D.P.O

Block Khuian Sarvar at Abohar,

Distt. Ferozepur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer 

Ferozepur  






  …Respondents

AC - 406/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Ms. Sukha Bai in person alongwith her son Sh. Varinder (99886-77914)


For the Respondent: Sh. Mahabir Sharma, Superintendent (97811-00406)
Heard via Video Conference.   


Vide application dated 13.10.2010, the applicant sought the following information from the Public Information Officer, office of Director Panchayat, Punjab, Sector 62, Mohali: -

“1.
A no-confidence motion was passed on 30.09.2010 pertaining to Gram Panchayat, Village Patrewala, Tehsil Fazilka.  Please provide me copies of the notice of meeting sent to various Panches of the village. How many Panches were communicated about the said meeting?  Signatures in the village were obtained through Panchayat Secretary on 27.09.2010.  A copy of the same should  also be provided. 

2.
While moving the no-confidence motion for removal of the Sarpanch from the office, details of objections, affidavits, statements etc. presented by various persons present in the meeting etc. be provided.”


It has been submitted that the said office, vide letter dated 08.11.2010, transferred the request of the applicant under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 to BDPO,  Block Khuian Sarvar at Abohar,  Distt. Ferozepur. 



When no information was provided, the first appeal was
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filed before the First Appellate Authority – Nodal Officer, Rural Development & Panchayat Department, Mohali on 22.11.2010.  The instant second appeal has been preferred before the Commission on 21.04.2011 as still no information was provided. 

 
Respondent submits that the information sought by the complainant has already sent by registered post.   However, Ms. Sukha Bai states she has not received the same. 
 

Respondent is directed to mail another copy of information to the complainant by registered post with copy to the Commission.   

 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sahib Ram

s/o Sh. Thakar Ram,

VPO Netewali Police Post,

Chunagarh,

Tehsil & Distt. Sri Ganganagar (Raj)

  

        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police 

Ferozepur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o I.G. Police,

Bathinda Division, Bathinda.



  …Respondents

AC - 227/11

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Sahib Ram in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Beant Singh, ASI (95939-98760)
Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 09.03.2010, Sh. Sahib Ram sought the following information from the respondent:

“A complaint was sent to the SHO PS Khui Khera, vide registered post dated 09.01.2010.   It was informed that Sh. Vinod Kumar, son of Dali Ram resident of village Ramsukhpura cast three votes, in village Ramsukhpura and in village Netewali, Tehsil and Distt. Sriganganagar by getting a ration card in his in the above three villages and has thus defrauded the Govt.  It was requested to register an FIR against him.  A copy of the complaint along with relevant voters lists (voter no. etc.) and ration cards are annexed herewith.   Please provide the present status of the complaint.”



First appeal with the first appellate authority was preferred on 14.06.2010 which was forwarded to the SSP, Ferozepur vide letter dated 16.08.2010.  In reply, the appellate authority was informed by the SSP Ferozepur vide letter dated 25.08.2010 that action on the application had already been taken.  The second instant appeal has been filed before the Commission on 11.03.2011 as no information was provided.  



Respondent submits that vide letter dated 16.08.2010 from the I.G. Police, Bathinda Zone, Bathinda was received in their office on 25.08.2010 wherein it was directed: -
“Sahib Ram son of Sh. Thakar Ram resident of village Netewal, 
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Tehsil & Distt. Ganganagar (Raj.)  has submitted an appeal stating that he had sought information from your office asserting that Sh. Vinod Kumar, son of Dali Ram resident of village Ramsukhpura cast three votes, in village Ramsukhpura and in village Netewali, Tehsil and Distt. Sriganganagar by getting a ration card in his in the above three villages and has thus defrauded the Govt.  It was requested to register an FIR against him.”



He further submitted that the same day i.e. vide letter dated 25.08.2010, they had sent the following reply to the Inspector General of Police, Bathinda Zone, Bathinda where it was submitted: -



“Ref. your letter dated 16.08.2010.

It is submitted that the applicant had submitted the original complaint before the SHO, PS Khui Khera against above said Sh. Vinod Kumar.   Now the same investigation on the same is pending with the SHO Fazilka.  Vide this office letter dated 04.06.2010, the applicant was duly informed.  Taking cognizance of the above complaint, directions for initiating necessary against Vinod Kumar, have already been issued.”

 

With the above, the complainant felt satisfied.


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: 29.06.2011



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

Sh. Jaspal Singh

s/o Sh. Prithi Singh,

village Kundal,

Tehsil Abohar,

Distt. Ferozepur

 



              …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Abohar Canal Division, Ferozepur

     
             ..…Respondent

CC No.  882/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jaspal Singh in person.


None for the respondent.

Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 04.08.2010, Sh. Jaspal Singh sought the duly attested photocopies of the complete file of New Kundal Minor, Village Kundal, Tehsil Abohar (newly created) along with proposal, plan and all other relevant maps.  It is also stated that vide letter dated 19.08.2010, the applicant was advised to specify the documents required so that requisite fee be calculated and intimated.  Complainant wrote back to the respondent vide letter dated 23.08.2010 to intimate the number of pages and the requisite fee to remitted.    Respondent informed the applicant vide letter dated 08.09.2010 that the necessary steps are being taken and he would be informed as soon as the information sought is collected and compiled.


The present complaint has been filed before the Commission on 22.03.2011 as no information had been provided. 



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



No one has appeared on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.  One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, under intimation to the Commission, within two weeks.


 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98886-23711)

Sh. Sulakhan Singh 

s/o Sh. Mahinder Singh,

Village Peere Ke Utaarh,

P.O. & Tehsil Jalalabad (W)

(Ferozepur) 


 




   …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Food & Supplies Officer, Ferozepur


  ..…Respondent

CC No.  1061/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Kashmir Singh, DFSO 

Heard via Video Conference.  



This complaint has been filed before the Commission by Sh. Sulakhan Singh on 07.04.2011 when no information was provided to him in response to his application dated 20.01.2011 whereby he had sought the following: -

“How much ration was delivered to Reshma Bai, Depot Holder, Depot No. 308, Village Peere Ke Utar, from 01.01.2010 to 31.12.2010 and the details of the sale of these items, with complete details.”



Respondent submits that complete and relevant information has already been provided to the complainant against his acknowledgment.



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.   Nothing to the contrary has been communicated by him either.  Therefore, it appears he is satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98558-66481)

Sh. Kewal Krishan

Kamrewali Road,

Opp. Telephone Exchange,

Aggarwal Colony,

Jalalalabad (West)

Distt. Ferozepur


 



   …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur


     
  ..…Respondent

CC No.  846/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Kewal Krishan in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Subhash Khatak, DRO (96462-40089)

Heard via Video Conference.  



This compliant has been filed with the Commission by Sh. Kewal Krishan on 18.03.2011 when satisfactory information was not provided to him in response to his application dated 07.09.2010 whereby he had sought the following: -

“1.
Copies of appointment letters issued to various Kanungos appointed direct, from 1985 onwards.
2.
A copy of appointment letter pertaining to Sh. Jagsir Singh son of Nachhattar Singh who has been appointed on compassionate grounds.

3.
Complete file pertaining to the promotion of above said Jagsir Singh.

4.
Relevant rules pertaining to the compassionate appointment given to above Sh. Jagsir Singh.  If no such rules exist, how was he appointed as a Kanungo direct?

5.
Date of joining, date of promotion as Kanungo-Naib Tehsildar along with relevant orders.
6.
The roster register of Patwaris / Kanungos in district Ferozepur existing at the relevant time, based on which the above promotions were effected.

7.
What was the basis of above promotion from Kanungo to Naib Tehsildar?  Was it based on roster or on seniority?
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8.
What is the ratio of direct recruits and by promotion, to the post of Kanungo in district Ferozepur?

9.
A copy of the seniority list existing at the time of promotions of officials mentioned at No. 1 and 2 above.

10-14.

Details not legible.



Respondent, vide letter dated 19.01.2011 provided the information sought.  However, not being satisfied, Sh. Kewal Krishan has filed the instant complaint with the Commission on 18.03.2011. 



Respondent states that the copies of appointment letters issued to various Kanungos are bound and contain a number of volumes and hence it is not possible to take out copies of the same.   He further submitted that the complainant remained posted in this office and he can visit and inspect the relevant record on any working day during the office hours. 



Respondent further submitted that the roster register of Patwaris / Kanungos has not been updated for the last 30-35 years and hence it is not possible to provide this information.   If the complainant has any objections to this submission of the respondent, he is advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 



With this, the complainant is satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94640-92752)
Sh. Satwantbir Singh 

B-II/1122,

Near Ashoka Model School,

Bathinda Road,

Kotkapura (Faridkot) 

 


              …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur

     
             ..…Respondent

CC No.  869/11
Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. Satwantbir Singh in person 


For the Respondent: Sh. Subhash Khatak, DRO (96462-40089)

Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 30.08.2010, Sh. Satwantbir Singh sought information pertaining to Kanungos and the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission on 21.03.2011 as satisfactory information had not been provided.



Today, the respondent submits that regarding information on point no. 1 regarding the seniority list of Kanungos from 1986, the same is pending since 1986. Accordingly, complainant is advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 


Complainant submits that he has received complete information on point no. 2 as per the original application.  



Under point no. 3, complainant wishes the order dated 23.05.1984 passed in Civil Writ Petition by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court to be implemented.  Respondent has submitted that the same is pending.   Therefore, the complainant is advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 


Complainant also sought a copy of the register, which the respondent submits, has not been completed so far.  He has been directed to provide a copy of the register as such.


Complainant further sought the information regarding appointment of Kanungos.  Respondent informed the Commission that one post under ‘physically handicapped’ category was vacant whereas a candidate was taken on deputation.  Sh. Satwantbir Singh stated that the candidate taken on deputation was not from the said quota.   He has been advised that this is not in the domain of the RTI Act, 2005 and hence should approach the higher competent authority.   With this, the complete information

 







Contd…….2/-

-:2:-

as per his original application stands provided to the complainant. 


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: 29.06.2011



  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hans Raj Doda

s/o Sh. Khem Chand Doda,

B.S. Colony,

Backside J.C. Nagpal Park,

Malout Road,

Abohar-152116



  


        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Abohar 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director Local Govt., Ferozepur

  …Respondents

AC - 228/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Hans Raj Doda in person (94653-15176)


For the Respondent: Sh. Kulbir Singh, (99883-78780)
Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 27.07.2010, Sh. Hans Raj Doda sought the following information from the respondent: -

“1.
What was the annual licence fee of hand cart before and after coming in existence of the Municipal Council?  What is the current fee?

2.
What facilities are available to the existing hand cart puller?

3.
Any other terms and conditions and rules etc. pertaining to the hand card.

4.
What is the Teh Bazari tax (Chulha Tax) charged from the shopkeepers?

5.
How much space can be utilised by a shop keeper within the municipal limits, upon payment of tax?”



Terming the response dated 30.08.2010 as unsatisfactory, the first appeal was filed before the first appellate authority on 21.09.2010.  The appellate authority, vide communication dated 15.10.2010 directed the Municipal Council, Abohar to provide complete information.



The instant second appeal has been preferred before the Commission on 11.03.2011 as the relevant information had not been provided.


Sh. Kulbir Singh, while appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted a letter dated 30.06.2011 wherein it is stated: 
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“1.
The licences which were being issued for using hand carts at the time of inception of the Municipal Council are not available with us.  The licence is issued on annual basis.  Thus the total number of hand carts keeps on changing year after year.  The hand cart pullers are provided a token for the Municipal Council.

2.
The existing hand cart pullers are granted licence by the Municipal Council.   They are permitted to take the hand carts into the streets and sell the goods by hawks so that the traffic is not disrupted.   They are not allowed to park the cart at any particular place.

3.
Conditions for issuance of licences to hand cart owners have been stated in Para No. 2.     

4.
No Teh Bazari (Chulha Tax) is being charged from the shopkeepers in terms of Punjab Govt. letter no. 8/115/98-LLG-III/665 dated 15.01.1999.

5.
No space can be utilised by any one within the municipal limits with payment of tax.  No shop or space is allotted to any shopkeeper / hand cart owner by charging any fees.”


With the above, the appellant feels satisfied.


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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpal Singh 

s/o Sh. Jangir Singh 

Village Mine Wala,

Tehsil Jalalabad (West), Ferozepur

  

        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Distt. Forest Officer,

Ferozepur 


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Conservator of Forests,

Ferozepur






  …Respondents

AC - 226/11

Order

Present:
For the appellant: Sh. Yashwant Rai Puri (94174-89344).

For the respondent: S/Sh. Daljit Singh, Distt. Forest Officer (94179-39339); 

Heard via Video Conference.  



Vide application dated 29.04.2010, Sh. Harpal Singh sought the following information: 

“The applicant retired on 31.12.2002 as Deputy Range Officer.  Regarding revision of his salary / pension according to seniority, please provide the following: 

1.
Attested copy of his entire file as to the above said matter.

2.
When his salary / pension will be revised as per his seniority and when due amount of his salary / pension will be given to the applicant and when his pension will be started according to his seniority?

3.
Due to fault of which person till today, his salary / pension has not been revised by you?”



It has been submitted that vide letter dated 15.06.2010, charges of Rs. 600/- were demanded and Sh. Harpal Singh filed the first appeal before the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Chandigarh on 08.07.2010, who vide letter dated 05.08.2010 conveyed that Conservator of Forests, Ferozepur is the First Appellate Authority.  Accordingly, Sh. Harpal Singh re-filed his first appeal to the said authority. 



Getting no response, the instant second appeal has been filed before the Commission on 11.03.2011.
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Information has been brought to the court today which has been handed over to the complainant.

 

Respondent submitted a written response reading as under: -
1. “As admitted by the complainant himself, application for seeking information under RTI Act received in the office of PIO (i.e Divisional) on 24.05.2010 through Conservator of Forest Ferozepur cum Ist Appellate Authority vide his letter no. 1180 dt. 20.05.2010.

2. Vide office letter no. 1411 dt. 15.06.2010, PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur asked the complainant to deposit Rs. 600/- towards Photostat charges of the record. In his application the complainant who has retired from the Respondent department i.e. Forest Department on 31.12.2002 has sought information from the year 2000 on wards, whereas record in the file pertains to both before 2000 & 2000. That’s why he was asked to clarify on specific information he actually wants. 

3. It is submitted that after the letter no. 1411 dt. 15.06.2010 of the Respondent (PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer) which is dully received by the complainant he has never contacted in person or in writing to the Respondents i.e. PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer, Ferozepur to get required information. In other words the complainant has not responded to the said letter of PIO CUM Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur.

4. Instead of responding to PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer, Ferozepur the complainant started correspondence with the higher officers of the Department whereas the information sought was with PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur was unaware of the correspondence of complainant with higher officer of the department. PIO cum Divisional Forest Office Ferozepur came to know about this only though your notice no. 6329 dt, 7.06.2011 which was enclosed by appellate Authority cum conservator of forests Feroepur to PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer vide his letter no. 2317 dt. 22.06.2011 received in office on 24.06.2011.

5. The complainant, who retired from the department of Respondents, knows well that his file is with the PIO
Contd…..3/-
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cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur, had he responded to letter dated 16.06.2010 of PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur. He might have got the required information well in time. At no point of time PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur delayed or refused to provide information to the complainant as alleged by him. Rather it is the complainant who wasted his time in doing correspondence with higher officers (without the knowledge of PIO) whereas record was lying in the office of PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur. Respondents came to know about such correspondence though your notice received by the appellant authority cum conservator of Forests Ferozepur. As a matter of fact PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur, has not received directly your notice mentioned above so far.

6. On receiving intimation from appellate authority cum Conservator of Forests Ferozepur vide his letter no. 2317 dt. 22.06.2011 received on 24.06.2011 PIO cum Divisional Forest Officer Ferozepur has provided required information containing more than 300 pages to the complainant free of cost vide office letter no. 1515 dt. 28.06.2011.”


Complainant seeks time to study the information provided, which is granted.   


 
The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, on 18.08.2011 at 11 A.M. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 29.06.2011



    State Information Commissioner
