STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Bagga Singh,

s/o Sh. Kasham Singh,

Balmik Road, 

Bharat Nagar,

Ferozepur City.







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.







 
  …Respondent

CC- 1630/13
Order

Present:-
None for the parties.


In this case, vide RTI application dated 24.01.2013 addressed to the Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab, Sh. Bagga Singh had sought allotment of two acres of land to Balimik community, as the Nishan Sahib installed by it in the Golbagh area of Ferozepur City had been removed by the Administration on 15.12.2012 and consequently, the allotment of land was promised in a meeting with the Deputy Commissioner, SDM, DSP (Hqrs) etc. Ferozepur.


Office of the Chief Minister, Punjab transferred the request of the applicant to the Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab vide memo. dated 04.02.2013.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 23.04.2013.


In the hearing dated 04.07.2013, the Dealing Assistant, office of the FCR told that the matter related to Secretary, Department of Home Affairs and Justice; and that they had transferred the case to the said department. The PIO, Deptt. of Home  was ordered to be substituted as respondent in this case.  He was directed to do the needful before the next date fixed. 


On 21.08.2013, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present. No communication from either of the two had been received.    Same is the position today.    It appears the complainant is no longer interested in pursual of the case.

As such, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ajay Kumar Sehgal,

339, Chhoti Baradari Part I,

Near Medical College,

Jalandhar City.







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary, 

Local Govt. Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.







 
  …Respondent

CC- 1634/13

Order

Present:-
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, Undersecretary.

Vide RTI application dated 02.02.2013 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Ajay Kumar Sehgal had sought information on five points pertaining to his complaint dated 15.09.2012 concerning allotment of two plots bearing No. 647-A and 670-A of 250 Sq. yards each situated at Development Scheme 170.00 acre (Surya Enclave) Jalandhar, by the Improvement Trust, Jalandhar. 


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 23.04.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 04.07.2013, Sh. Ram Jattan, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had stated that the request of the applicant had already been transferred to Improvement Trust Jalandhar.    However, since the same had not been done according to the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, respondent present was directed to collect the information from the Jalandhar Improvement Trust and present it before the Commission.


In the hearing dated 21.08.2013, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present. No communication from either of the two had been received.


Since the directions of the Commission contained in the order dated 04.07.2013 had not been complied with, the respondent-PIO – Sh. Ramesh Verma, Undersecretary, Office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh was directed to appear before the Commission personally, today, to explain the position. 



In compliance with the directions of the Commission, Sh. Ramesh Verma, Undersecretary has come present on behalf of the respondent.   However, he informed the Commission that he is not the designated PIO and his name has crept in through inadvertence.     He further informed the Commission that necessary response has already been communicated to the applicant-complainant Sh. Ajay Kumar Sehgal vide letter no. 112605/1 dated 22.10.2013 a copy whereof has also been placed on record.


The complainant is absent without intimation for the third consecutive hearing.

 
The case file has been perused.     Due response has been provided by the respondent.  In a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 

At this juncture, it is relevant to refer to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011 [arising out of SLP (C) No. 32768-32769/2010] in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. 


Thus since it is a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue further directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 


Therefore, in this view of the matter, in case the complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

 If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.

In terms of the observations noted above, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.





   


        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

Senior Vigilance Officer,

Office of Director Local Govt. Punjab,

SCO 131-132, 

Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

Office of Director Local Govt. Punjab,

SCO 131-132, 

Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.





              …Respondents

AC - 1000/13

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Rohit Sabharwal in person.


For the respondents: Sh. Atul Sharma, Senior Vigilance Officer.

Vide RTI application dated 26.12.2012 addressed to the respondent no. 1, Sh. Rohit Sabharwal had sought certified copies of all the information regarding the action taken on the complaints filed by him vide letter dated 01.03.2012, 04.06.2012, 17.09.2012 and 01.11.2012 enclosing copies thereof.


First appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 18.02.2013 while the Second Appeal had been preferred before the Commission, received in its office on 25.04.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 04.07.2013, neither the appellant nor the respondent was present.


When the case came up for hearing on 21.08.2013, a telephonic message had been received in the office the previous evening from Ms. Sukhjinder Kaur, Advocate, counsel for the appellant regretting her inability to attend the hearing today on account of Raksha Bandhan.


Sh. Atul Sharma, Senior Vigilance Officer, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had brought the information to the Commission for onward transmission to the appellant.   He had been directed to mail the same to Sh. Rohit Sabharwal per registered post.   Appellant was advised to intimate the Commission if he was satisfied with the response received.   
Respondent-PIO was directed to be personally present today.

In compliance with the directions of the Commission, Sh. Atul Sharma, SVO has put in appearance.   He submitted that though the relevant information has been collected, the same is yet to be compiled and is, as such, likely to take some time.   He prayed for an adjournment, which is granted with the consent of the applicant-appellant.


Adjourned to 03.12.2013 at 2.00 PM.










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Darshan Lal

s/o Sh. Prabh Dayal,

House No. 1847, Sector 6,

Bahadurgarh,

Distt. Jhajjar (Har)  







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.







 
  …Respondent
CC- 1703/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Darshan Lal in person.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Deepanker, ATE; and Gursewak Singh, Sr. Asstt.

In this case, vide RTI application dated 19.11.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Darshan Lal had sought attested copies of the documents towards the following information: -

1.
Action taken on the letter no. 1749 dated 13.07.2012 issued by the Improvement Trust, Bathinda regarding allotment of excess area of 73.65 Sq. yards adjacent to plot no. 166 under the 25.57 acre Scheme;

2.
Detailed particulars of the excess area allotted to various allottees including their names, area allotted and rate thereof;

3.
When is the area of 73.65 Sq. yard likely to be allotted and at what rate?

 
It is further the case of Sh. Darshan Lal that he had sent a reminder on 05.01.2013 as well. 


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 02.05.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 22.08.2013, a communication bearing no. 65430/2 dated 21.06.2013 addressed to the applicant-complainant had been received from the respondent whereby the requisite information was stated to have been provided to him.    However, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent. 


Sh. Darshan Lal had stated that the information provided was not to his satisfaction.  He further informed the Commission that the said letter had been delivered to him only on 29.07.2013.


In the interest of justice, another opportunity was afforded to the respondent-PIO to appear before the Commission and explain the matter to the satisfaction of the complainant.


Today, during the hearing, vide endorsement no. Spl.-1 dated 30.10.2013, the latest position in the matter has been provided to the applicant-complainant and a copy thereof has been placed on record as well.


Both the parties heard and the case file perused.     Due response has been provided by the respondent.  In a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 

At this juncture, it is relevant to refer to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011 [arising out of SLP (C) No. 32768-32769/2010] in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. 


Thus since it is a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue further directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 


Therefore, in this view of the matter, in case the complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority namely Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

 If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.

In terms of the observations noted above, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baldev Raj Joshi

63-1-B, New Kitchlu Nagar,

Opp. Radha Soami Satsang Ghar,

Dr. Partap Singh wala,

Ludhiana-141008







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Kapurthala.








…Respondent

Complaint Case No. 2989 of 2013

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Karamjit Singh, ASI.


Vide RTI application dated 11.02.2013 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Baldev Raj Joshi had sought the action taken report on his representation dated 27.07.2011 sent by registered post, from 14.11.2011 to 18.01.2013.   He further sought the names of the officials posted as In charge, PS Sadar, Phagwara; and In charge, PS Chaheru posted during the above period. 

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Sh. Joshi filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 13.08.2013.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.


The complainant is not present today.   No communication has been received from him either.


Sh. Karamjit Singh, ASI, appearing on behalf of the respondent, tendered a letter bearing no. 999 dated 25.10.2013 annexing therewith copies of letter no. 278 dated 21.03.2013; and no. 793 dated 24.10.2013 addressed to the applicant-complainant Sh. Baldev Raj Joshi, whereby the requisite information as per his RTI application is stated to have been provided.   He was, however, unable to answer the queries of the Commission.


On the next date fixed, either the respondent-PIO or the APIO shall appear personally along with complete relevant records pertaining to the information sought by the applicant vide his RTI application dated 11.02.2013 and an action taken report on the said application, for perusal of the Commission.


Complainant is also afforded an opportunity to intimate the Commission if he is satisfied with the response received.


Adjourned to 18.12.2013 at 2.00 PM.









      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Inderjit Singh

s/o Sh. Nahar Singh,

Village Hussainpur,

Distt. Ropar.








…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Director Industrial Training & Technical Education, Punjab,

Chandigarh.








…Respondent

Complaint Case No. 2991 of 2013
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Harpal Singh, Deputy Director (Indl. Training); Amrik Singh, Asstt. Director (Indl. Training); and Ms. Daljit Kaur from the office of Secretary Technical Education, Punjab.


Vide RTI application dated 04.06.2013 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Inderjit Singh sought information on two counts related to Sh. Rajiv Kumar son of Sh. Joginder Pal working as Math Instructor in the ITI, Nangal.


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Sh. Inderjit Singh filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 13.08.2013.

Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.
 
S/Sh. Harpal Singh, Deputy Director (Indl. Training); Amrik Singh, Asstt. Director (Indl. Training); and Ms. Daljit Kaur from the office of Secretary Technical Education, Punjab, appearing on behalf of the respondent submitted that third party information has been sought by the applicant-complainant without pleading any larger public interest in seeking the same and as such, the same is barred under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.


The case file has been perused.    In a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 

At this juncture, it is relevant to refer to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011 [arising out of SLP (C) No. 32768-32769/2010] in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. 


Thus since it is a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue further directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 


Therefore, in this view of the matter, in case the complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

 If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.

In terms of the observations noted above, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. H.S. Hundal,

No. 3402, Sector 71,

Mohali.


  





       … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District & Sessions Judge,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District & Sessions Judge,

Patiala.




 

 
 …Respondents
AC- 1627/12

Order

Present:
None for the Appellant.

For the respondents: Sh. Lakhvir Singh, Clerk.


The appellant is not present today.   No communication has been received from him.


Sh. Lakhvir Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondents, reiterated the earlier stand that the complete information according to RTI application dated 13.08.2012 already stands provided to the applicant-appellant.


Submissions of the respondent taken on record.


Order reserved; to be pronounced and communicated to the parties.










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Kewal Kumar Goyal,

H. No. 2602, Urban Estate,

Phase II,

Patiala.
  







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Tehsildar,

Budhlada

(Distt. Mansa)






 
  …Respondent

CC- 1753/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Kewal Kumar Gupta in person.



None for the respondent.


In the present case, vide RTI application dated 22.03.2013 addressed to the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, Sh. Kewal Kumar Goyal had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

“On the application dated 23.07.2012 moved by Kusam wife of Kewal Kumar before worthy Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, an enquiry was conducted by SDM, Budhlada.  During enquiry, statements of the applicant were recorded on 03.12.2012 and 17.12.2012.    Kindly supply attested copies of the statements of the applicant dated 03.12.2012, 17.12.2012, application of Kusam dated 23.07.2012, statements of other witnesses recorded during enquiry, enquiry report of SDM, Budhlada and the final order passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Budhlada.”


The request of the applicant was transferred by the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa to the Tehsildar, Budhlada vide endorsement no. 976 dated 04.04.2013.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 07.05.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 22.08.2013, Sh. Gupta, the complainant, while referring to his written submissions dated 01.07.2013, informed the Commission that vide Memo. no. 176/RTI dated 26.06.2013, Tehsildar, Budhlada had provided him incomplete information.   He had further stated that the following information was still pending: -


(i)
Statement of the applicant / complainant dated 17.12.2012;

(ii)
Statements of other witnesses recorded during enquiry by the SDM, Budhlada;

(iii)
Enquiry report of SDM, Budhlada; and

(iv)
Final order passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, on the enquiry report of SDM, Budhlada.


No one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent-PIO.   In the interest of justice, another opportunity was afforded to him to provide the remainder information to the applicant, under intimation to the Commission.  

A communication bearing no. 295 dated 23.10.2013 has been received from the respondent, annexing therewith a copy of letter no. 261 dated 23.09.2013 addressed to the applicant-complainant. 


Sh. Kewal Kumar Goyal, the applicant-complainant stated that the complete information according to his RTI application has yet not been provided by the respondent. 


The case file has been perused.     Due response has been provided by the respondent.  In a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 

At this juncture, it is relevant to refer to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011 [arising out of SLP (C) No. 32768-32769/2010] in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. 


Thus since it is a complaint case, the Commission is unable to issue further directions to the respondent(s) for providing the information. 


Therefore, in this view of the matter, in case the complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority – Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

 If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.

In terms of the observations noted above, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.





   


 …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Construction Sub-Division,

PWD (B&R)

Nabha (Distt. Patiala)

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Superintending Engineer,

PWD (B&R)

Circle No. 2,

Patiala.






       …Respondents

AC - 1040/13

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.



For the respondents: Sh. Gurmit Singh, Sr. Asstt.

In the case in hand, vide RTI application dated 08.01.2013 addressed to respondent No. 1, Sh. Yogesh Mahajan had sought attested copies of the following regarding grants received / utilized in its office from 01.04.2012 till the date of information: -

1.
Financial / comparative statements approved by the competent authority for the works by e-tendering undertaken / carried out;

2.
Financial statements approved by the competent authority for the tender works undertaken / carried out;

3.
Tender Register of the Division;

4.
List of work order book number issued to the S.D.E. in the Division.


First appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 14.03.2013.  The Second Appeal has been preferred before the Commission, received in its office on 30.04.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 22.08.2013, Sh. Rakesh Ranchan, appearing on behalf of the respondents, stated that he had brought the information to the Commission for onward transmission to the applicant-appellant.   Since Sh. Mahajan was not present, respondent was directed to send the same to him by registered post and present a copy of the relevant postal receipt before the Commission, today, for its perusal and records. 

A letter no. 4547 dated 29.10.2013 has been received from Respondent No. 1 annexing therewith a copy of its letter no. 2980 dated 24.09.2013 addressed to Sh. Mahajan whereby the requisite information is stated to have been forwarded to him per registered post, on 15.10.2013. 


Sh. Mahajan, vide his letter dated 23.10.2013, has pointed out certain deficiencies / shortcomings in the information provided, a copy whereof has been handed over to Sh. Gurmit Singh, present on behalf of the respondents.   Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same at the earliest, under intimation to the Commission. 


Appellant Sh. Mahajan shall inform the Commission if he is satisfied with the response, when received.


Adjourned to 18.12.2013 at 2.00 PM.










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Surinder Bhanot,

Office Royal Associates,

Sangam Palace Market,

College Road,

Pathankot-145001




   


 …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Construction Division No. 1,

PWD (B&R)

Ludhiana.
2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Superintending Engineer,

Construction Circle,

PWD (B&R)

Ludhiana.






       …Respondents
AC - 1056/13
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

For the respondents: Sh. Peeyush Aggarwal, SDO.


In this case, vide RTI application dated 29.11.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Bhanot sought had the following information: -

1.
Photocopies of cash book from 01.10.2011 to 31.03.2012 in respect of payments made;

2.
List of works as per work orders with dates, from 01.10.2011 to 31.03.2012 along with names of contractors and cost of each work respectively undertaken by your office and a list of payments made to them; 

3.
List of works as per agreement from 01.10.2011 to 31.03.2012 along with names of contractors and cost of each work respectively undertaken by your office and a list of payments made to them; 


Respondent, vide Memo. No. 2740 dated 09.01.2013 called upon the applicant to visit the office on 21.01.2013, inspect the records, identify the documents required and obtain the statement on payment of requisite fee.


First appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 05.03.2013.  The Second Appeal had been preferred before the Commission, received in its office on 30.04.2013.

 
On 22.08.2013 when the case came up for hearing, S/Sh. Peeyush Aggarwal, SDO; and Mishra Singh, Supdt. appearing on behalf of the respondents, stated that the relevant information had since been provided to the applicant-appellant vide letter no. 333 dated 06.05.2013 a copy whereof had also been placed on record. 


Since the applicant-appellant was not present, he was afforded an opportunity to intimate the Commission if he was satisfied with the response received. 


Appellant is not present today nor has anything to the contrary been heard from him.    Apparently, he is satisfied with the response received. 


The case, as such, is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ram Sharan Dass,
No. 2849, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh.




        


    
 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

Local Registrar, Births & Deaths,

O/o Municipal Council,

Nabha. (Patiala) 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director,

Local Govt. Pb.

Sector 17,

Chandigarh





    
  …Respondents

AC- 997/12

Order

Present: 
Appellant Sh. Ram Sharan Dass in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Amandeep Singh, Court-Clerk.


In the case in hand, vide application dated 02.03.2012 addressed to Respondent No. 1, Sh. Ram Sharan Dass had sought copy of entries on register of Cremation Ground of  Nabha for 29.06.1996 and 30.06.1996, under the RTI Act, 2005.


Respondent, vide its letter no. 382 MD dated 14.03.2012 had returned the application in original to the applicant suggesting him to contact the Cremation ground concerned for the information as this was not available with their office.   Sh. Ram Sharan Dass wrote back to respondent no. 1 vide letter dated 27.03.2012 reiterating his request, whereupon, respondent no. 1 had written to the In charge, Cremation Ground, Alohran Gate, Nabha forwarding the original application of the applicant, with a request to provide the information to  the applicant direct.


First appeal with the First Appellate Authority was filed on 12.06.2012 and the present Second Appeal had been preferred with the Commission, received in its office on 20.07.2012. 

In the hearing dated 08.01.2013, SDM, Nabha Ms. Poonamdeep Kaur was requested to assist the applicant-appellant Sh. Ram Sharan Dass to which she agreed and the applicant was advised to contact the SDM the next day i.e. 09.01.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 26.03.2013, Sh. Ashwani Kumar, appearing on behalf of respondent no. 1, had submitted that with the assistance of the SDM, they had been able to get the requisite document containing entries of death from 27.06.1996 to 02.07.1996 and had passed on the same to the appellant.


However, since the appellant was not present, he was afforded one last opportunity to intimate the Commission if he was satisfied with the information provided, failing, it was made clear it would be presumed to be so and the case would accordingly be disposed of.


On 14.05.2013, Dr. Hardeep Kaur, appearing on behalf of respondent no. 3, had submitted that neither the application for information had been made to their office nor had one been provided to them to look into the matter.   However, copies of the documents tendered by Sh. Ashwani Kumar, present on behalf of respondent no. 1 in the hearing dated 26.03.2013 were shown to the appellant who stated that the same had not been received by him.   As such, respondent No. 1 was directed to mail another set of the said documents to Sh. Ram Sharan Dass, duly attested, by registered post, within a week’s time, and to present a photocopy of the relevant postal receipt before the Commission for its perusal and records, today.


Respondents No. 2 and 3 were exempted from further appearance in the matter. 


In the hearing dated 20.06.2013, Sh. Jagdish Kumar, appearing on behalf of respondent No. 1 stated that in compliance with the directions of the Hon’ble Commission, the requisite documents had been forwarded to the applicant-appellant per registered post on 24.05.2013.  He also presented a photocopy of the relevant postal receipt, which is taken on record.


Since the appellant was not present, he was afforded one last opportunity to inform the Commission if he was satisfied with the response received. 


Today, the entire matter was once again discussed in the presence of both the parties, whereafter, it transpired that complete information according to RTI application dated 02.03.2012 since stood provided to the applicant-appellant.    Further steps in the matter are now to be taken at the end of the appellant. 


As such, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.  










       Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  30.10.2013




    State Information Commissioner 
