STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. C.L. Pawar,

Kothi No. 599,

Phase 2,

Mohali








  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Social Welfare, Punjab,

SCO No. 128-129, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent
CC- 646/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Karamjit Singh Brar, Supdt. (98147-78811)



In the earlier hearing dated 25.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Respondents submit letters dated 20.04.2011 whereby the relevant respective information has been sent to the complainant by the office of Director, SC & BC Welfare Department, Punjab and by the Directorate of Social Security and Child & Women Development, Punjab.

Complainant is not present nor has any communication been received from him. 

One more opportunity is granted to the complainant to inform the Commission if he is satisfied with the information provided.  If nothing is heard from him before the next hearing, it shall be presumed that he is satisfied and further step taken accordingly.”



Today, the complainant is again not present nor has any communication been received from him either by the respondent or the Commission.  Therefore, it seems he is 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: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(95305-62832)

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

850, Urban Estate Phase II,

Focal Point,

Ludhiana-141010.





     
       … Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.

Punjab,

Chandigarh 


2.
First Appellate Authority,



O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.


Punjab, Chandigarh.




  …Respondents
AC- 382/11
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia in person.


None for the respondent.



Vide original application dated 31.12.2010, Sh. Bhatia had sought the action taken report on letter dated 10.10.2007 from the office of Prime Minister of India for forwarding the case for CBI enquiry to punish the fraudulent and their supporters and to deliver justice to more than 100 poor small shop-keepers, the real owners of the property. 



The first appeal was filed with the Chief Secretary, Punjab on 11.02.2011 while the present second appeal has been preferred with the Commission on 15.04.2011 when no information was provided. 


The first appeal was forwarded by the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab to the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. for providing the relevant information.   However, Sh. Bhatia submitted that no information has been provided to him so far.



None is present 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 appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission and appear before the Commission on the next hearing to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11 A.M. in the Chamber.
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
 

After the hearing was over, Sh. Rajeev Kumar, Senior Asstt. (97791-86464) came present on behalf of the respondent and submitted a letter dated 30.05.2011 addressed to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and reads as under: -

“A copy of AC No. 382/11 received from the State Information Commission, Punjab is forwarded herewith along with the enclosures.  Since you are the appellate authority in this matter, the relevant information is to be provided by your office which should be done under intimation to the Commission and this office.   You are also directed to depute an officer to attend the hearing in this case on 31.05.2011 before the State Information Commission, Punjab.”

 

Sh. Rajeev Kumar has been informed of the proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 

 

As already noted above, for further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11 A.M. in the Chamber.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98140-25578)

Sh. Tejinder Singh,

# 27, Phase 3BI,

Mohali








   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.

Punjab,

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent

CC- 678/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Ashok Kumar, Supdt.-APIO (96465-88003)



In the earlier hearing dated 02.05.2011, it was recorded: 

“Sh. Tejinder Singh also states that vide letter dated 06.01.2011, information was sent to him in respect of file at serial no. 1.  However, as the remaining information was not provided, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission on 11.03.2011.

Complainant present states that information only on point no. 1 has been received.  Respondent Sh. Ashok Kumar states that during shifting of their office from Sector 17 to Sector 9, some of the records went missing are not traceable.   On enquiry if there is any record of the missing file, he informed that no register of taking over the stocks after shifting the office has been maintained / traced.

Respondent is granted one more opportunity to carry out a thorough search and try to locate the files and provide the information sought to the complainant at the earliest.

However, respondent shall submit an affidavit regarding the untraced files in the next hearing, so that the matter could be proceeded further.”



Today, an affidavit has been submitted by Sh. Ashok Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of Principal Secretary, Local Govt.   The affidavit reads as under: -
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“1.
That the following order was passed by the Hon’ble Commission on 02.05.2011: 

‘Respondent PIO shall submit an affidavit regarding the untraced files in the next hearing, so that the matter could be proceeded further.’
2.
Sh. Mohinderpal Singh, Senor Asstt. LG-II Branch is the custodian of the records pertaining to the information sought by Sh. Tejinder Singh.   A separate Superintendent is also posted in this branch.   As per the report, the office was functioning in Sector 17, Chandigarh up to 2001.  In the year 2002, it was shifted to the Punjab Mini Secretariat.  Thereafter in the year 2005, the said office was again shifted to Sector 17 and on 12.10.2009, the office was once again shifted to Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.   During such frequent shifting, some record of this branch including the one regarding which information has been sought in this case, has been misplaced.  In these circumstances, this office is not in a position to provide the applicant the records pertaining to file no. 10/240/06-(12) 1LG2/ and No. 5/316/05-(12) 1LG2/.  Information regarding file no. 8/251/08-(12) 1LG2/ has already been provided to the applicant.
Therefore, it is requested that in view of the above submissions, the present case may kindly be disposed of.”



Complainant submitted that movement of the file has to be recorded and hence the records cannot be misplaced like that.


One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to carry out another diligent search and try to locate the missing papers and provide the information to the complainant.


Secretary Local Govt. Sh. S.S. Rajput, also to submit a report regarding the records gone missing, before the next date fixed.



For further proceedings, to come up on 02.08.2011 at 11 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dinesh Chadda, (Advocate)

V.P.O- Badwa,

District- Ropar 





             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Secretary, 
Punjab, Chandigarh  





    …Respondent
CC- 1034/11 
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Subhash Mahajan, OSD-PIO (95013-04500).



Vide application dated 19.08.2010, the complainant sought the following information from the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab: -



“1.
When was the education cess introduced in Punjab?


2.
Has such cess generated upto date has been spent towards education or some part is still to be spent?  Please provide yearwise details of the cess received and spent.

3.
On what activity in the education field has the cess generated been spent? Year wise and activity-wise details of the expenses met out of the education cess be provided. 


Respondent present submits that this information was provided to the complainant vide their letter dated 26.11.2010.



From the letter dated 23.05.2011 addressed to the DPI (SE) Punjab with a copy to the Commission, it is observed that in his complaint to the Commission, the complainant has submitted that information available with the office of DPI has been provided while the rest which is available with the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab has not been provided to him so far.  However, through oversight, the registry has treated the DPI as respondent whereas it should have been the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh. 



It is directed that PIO, Office of DPI (SE) Punjab be substituted with the Public Information Officer, office of Chief Secretary, Punjab Chandigarh.



PIO, office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh shall appear in the next hearing and explain the matter.   In the matter, relevant
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information is directed to be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.P.S. Bhardwaj, Advocate

C/o Chamber Cum Office,

Backside Canteen,

District Court’s,

Hoshiarpur  





     
                  … Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) 

Punjab, Chandigarh  





    …Respondent
AC- 350/11
Order

Present:
Sh. Mandeep Sodhi, Advocate (9217774199) on behalf of the Appellant. 

For the Respondent: Sh. Jagtar Singh, o/o DPI (SE) Pb. (98148-10988) 



Vide application dated 27.11.2010, Sh. R.P.S. Bhardwaj had sought on a proforma enclosed with the application, information regarding promotion of Maths, Physics, Chemistry Masters in Punjab, to the grade of Lecturers, for the period 01.01.2001 to 31.10.2010.



It has further been submitted by Sh. Bhardwaj that when no information was provided, the first appeal was filed before the First Appellate Authority, on 18.01.2011.  The present second appeal has been preferred with the Commission on 05.04.2011 as no response / information was received to his original application. 



Sh. Jagtar Singh, appearing on behalf of the Respondent has submitted copy of a letter dated 24.03.11 whereby, the information has been declined in terms of Section 7(9) of the RTI Act.  

 

It is pointed out that Section 7(9) of the Act does not apply in the instant case since the information is not voluminous.  Moreover, such denial has been conveyed to the appellant only on 24.03.2011 while the original application is dated 27.11.2010.  Notwithstanding, this denial at this belated stage is not tenable and hence not accepted.  
 

Respondent is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.  

 

In the next hearing, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Assistant Director-cum APIO shall appear personally and explain the matter.
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For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Late Davinder Kaur,

# 426/2, 

 Ghear Sodhiayan,

Patiala- 147001  





                  … Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh  







    …Respondent
AC- 353/11
Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant.

For the Respondent: Sh. Harish Kumar, Sr. Asstt. o/o DPI (SE) Pb. (94640-48534) & Sh. Davinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. o/o Secy. Education-5. (98149-21611)



Vide application dated 25.10.2010, Sh. Amandeep Singh sought the following information from the office of Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh: 

“1.
Complete details regarding appointments provided to the kin of the employees working in various fields of the Education Department who died while in service and his spouse was also in government service.

2.
The matter concerning appointment of Sh. Amandeep Singh son of Late Smt. Devinder Kaur, Jr. Asstt. Govt. In-Service Training Centre, Patiala.  Various proceedings and the latest position.” 


First appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 16.12.2010 which was transferred to DPI (SE) Punjab under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 vide letter 05.01.2011.



Today, the respondent present submitted that the information sought is voluminous and in terms of section 7(9) of the RTI Act, the same cannot be provided.



It is pointed out that Section 7(9) of the Act does not apply in the instant case since the information is not voluminous.  Moreover, plea of such denial is being taken only today i.e. 31.05.2011 and this fact has not been communicated to the applicant-appellant so far, while the original application is dated 25.10.2010.  Notwithstanding, this denial at this belated stage is not tenable and hence not accepted.  
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Therefore, respondent is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant, within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.



In the next hearing, Mr. Madan Lal, Establishment Officer shall appear personally and explain the matter. 

 

For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajiv Gulia

Advocate

Chamber No. 191,

District Courts,

Rohtak-124001 (Har)





        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 




  …Respondents
AC - 365/11
Order

Present:
None for the Appellant. 


For the Respondent Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh, Nodal Officer cum 

PIO. (90418-02613)



Vide application dated 10.07.2010, Sh. Rajiv Gulia sought a copy of Joint Punjab Govt. letter no. 3608-Edu-I(1)-65/15565 dated 21.08.1965 regarding extension in service beyond age of superannuation, from the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh.  The application of the appellant was transferred to the office of Secretary Education, Punjab vide communication dated 23.07.2010.  As no information was provided, the first appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 18.12.2010 while the present second appeal with the Commission has been filed on 08.04.2011.


Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh, Nodal Officer present on behalf of the respondent, made the following written submissions: 

         “Please refer to the aforesaid case which came up for hearing in 

your Hon’ble court today. Pertaining to the case, it is humbly                                            

that the original application of the applicant Adv. Rajiv Gulia dated 10.07.2010 was addressed to the Chief Secretary, Punjab from where the same was transferred to the Principal Secretary, School Education (Punjab) under rule 6(3) of the RTI Act. The office of the Principal Secretary School Education further transferred the application to the DPI (SE), Punjab in the month of December, 2010. After going through the contents of the application wherein copy of a letter dated 21.08.1965 (nearly 46 year back) regarding incentives to the National/State Awardees
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beyond the age of their superannuation has been sought for, the RTI cell in the office wrongly marked to Establishment- III  branch which deals with teachers (by designations there are different categories namely lecturers masters and teachers etc.). The same was further marked to Establishment- II branch when no relevant information could be available in Establishment- III.  It was only after the receipt of the notice of hearing from the Hon’ble Commission on 11.05.2011, when the concerned file was shown to the undersigned being the Nodal Officer, it was marked to the concerned branch i.e. Secondary Education Branch. 


Further, the application of Adv. Rajiv Gulia has been properly dealt with in the concerned branch and it is hereby mentioned that the letter for which the copy is sought for belongs to a period nearly 46 years back, is not available in the office. The same could not be available in the office of the Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab from where the same seems to be issued. However, copies of other letters regarding the subject mentioned by the applicant which shall serve his purpose. Copy of this office letter no. 22.03.2011 SE(2), already submitted in the Hon’ble Commission on date of hearing.” 


Copy of the letter dated 26.05.2011 mentioned above is requested below which serves the purpose in providing information to the complainant.
“As per you demand for a copy of the letter dated 21.08.2010 regarding extension in service beyond the age of superannuation to the school teachers who are in receipt of National/State awards, it is hereby mentioned that the letter being of the period nearly 46 years back, is not available in this office. The same could not be available in the office of the Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab (Education- 1 Branch) from where the same seems to be issued. However, copies of the letters regarding the subject mentioned by you, issued by Punjab Govt. Education Department vide no. 19/29/79-2  Edu-IV/2979 dated 28.02.1985, No. 19/29/79-2 Edu-IV (New Cell) 2288-2289, dated 9th October 1989 and No. 4/10/99 – 2 Edu-6/11048 dated 16.06.2003 are attached herewith which shall serve your purpose.”


Appellant is not present today.  He has sent a fax message regretting his inability to attend the hearing today.  



Appellant is directed to inform the Commission if the information 
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provided is to his satisfaction.  If nothing is heard from him by the next hearing, it shall be presumed that satisfactory information has been provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhraj Singh

s/o Sh. Gobinder Singh,

Village Dhanaula Khurd,

P.O. Handiaya – 148107 (Distt. Barnala)



        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 




  …Respondents
AC - 362/11
Order

Present:
Sh. Malkit Singh for the Appellant. (98765-16513)

For the respondent: Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh, Nodal Officer-PIO (90418-02613)

 

In this case, vide application dated 25.10.2010, Sh. Sukhraj Singh sought the following information from the office of Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan Authority, Punjab, Chandigarh: -

a)
Under 19 – boys

b)
Under 19 – girls

c)
Under 17 – boys

d)
Under 17 – girls

e)
Under 14 – boys

f)
Under 14 – girls

g)
Under 11 – boys

h)
Under 11 – girls.”



The said application was transferred to the Director Sports, Punjab vide letter dated 01.11.2010.



It is also noted that the office of Director Sports transferred this request to the DPI (SE) vide communication dated 11.11.2010.



However, when no information was provided, the first appeal was preferred by Sh. Sukhraj Singh with the First Appellate Authority, Sarva Shikshan Abhiyan Authority, Punjab on 22.11.2010.



The present second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 07.04.2011 as no information had been provided. 
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It has also come to light that through oversight, the application for information and complaint received in some other case had been tied with the notice of hearing sent to the Respondent.  Therefore, a set of correct documents has been handed over to Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh in the hearing today.   Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh made the following written statement: -
“It is humbly brought to your kind notice that this office has received wrong documents along with the notice of hearing in the aforesaid case.  The same came to the notice of the undersigned during the hearing of the case today in your Hon’ble court.  The reply as per the documents received was also brought along with.  However, copies of the proper documents have been received in your Hon’ble court and necessary action shall now be taken accordingly.”


Complete and relevant information be provided to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98159-14958)

Sh.  Madan Lal

s/o Sh. Sai Dass,

Kashmiri Mohalla,

Near Amar Palace,

Sujanpur,

Pathankot (Gurdaspur)





  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.) 

Punjab, Chandigarh 





    …Respondent
CC- 1046/11  
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Madan Lal in person.



None for the Respondent.



Vide application dated 21.09.2010, Sh. Madan Lal sought the following information: -

“In the annual examination March, 2008 for 8th, 10th and 12th classes, number of teachers deputed in the examination centres in district Gurdaspur and no. of the teachers who reported for such duties be provided.  Out of the absentee teachers, no. of teachers who tendered the medical certificates from the SMO.  What action was taken against those who abstained without submitting such medical certificates?

Copy of enquired report submitted by Sh. Pawan Kumar in October 2004 in G.H.S.  Kathlor.”



When no information was provided, the first appeal was filed with the DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh on 17.02.2011.



Through inadvertence, notice was sent to PIO, office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh in stead of sending the same to the District Education Officer (SE) Gurdaspur.  



Accordingly, PIO, office of District Education Officer (SE) Gurdaspur is also impleaded as Respondent who is directed to appear personally in the next hearing.  In the meantime, complete and relevant information should also be provided to the complainant under intimation to the Commission, within a fortnight. 
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For further proceedings, to come up on 28.06.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Navjit Singh

s/o Sh. Karam Singh,

VPO Mano Chahal Kalan,

Tehsil & Distt. Tarn-Taran-143401.



  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.) 

Punjab, Chandigarh 





    …Respondent
CC- 1068/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Vide application dated 17.01.2011, the complainant sought the following information: -

“Names, addresses of the candidates who appeared for the counselling of vocational master electrical under category Code No. 102, 104, and 106 during 28.04.2010 to 15.12.2010 along with a copy of the merit list.”

 

Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present and no communication has been received from them either.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.



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



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(90414-74734)

Sh. Varun,

S/o Sh. Ashwani Kumar, 

PGD Journalism

Near Shashi Sharma Diary,

Kabir Mandir,

Anandpur,

Pathankot





     
        
       … Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (EE) 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh  







    …Respondent
AC- 348/11
Order

Present:  
Appellant Sh. Varun in person


For the Respondent: Sh. Nachhattar Singh Supdt.-cum-APIO (98143-23823) 



In the instant case, Sh. Varun, vide his application dated   24.01.2011 sought the following information:-

“On 1st February, 2010, an advertisement was released for recruitment of ETT teachers.  I am B.A., ETT.  Nothing has been conveyed to me till date.   Please provide me a list of the candidates selected for the said post.  The State from which the selected candidates passed their ETT exam. should also be intimated.” 
 

As no information was provided, the first appeal with the First Appellate Authority was filed on 24.02.2011 and the instant second appeal has been filed before the Commission on 01.04.2011 when still no information was provided. 



Today, the appellant states that no information has been received by him so far.



Respondent present has submitted copy of a letter dated 31.03.2011 addressed to the applicant informing him that his original application dated 24.01.2011 has not been received in their office.  It has further been communicated that Appointing Authority of the ETT teachers is the respective District Education Officer (EE) in the State and the information sought is available with them and be obtained from that quarter.
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It is pointed out that if the information sought was not available with the respondent, the application of Sh. Varun should have been transferred to relevant PIO, within 5 days as provided in Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been done.  Therefore, it is now the responsibility of the present respondent to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and provide the same to the appellant, within a month, under intimation to the Commission.


Appellant shall also intimate the Commission if the information, when provided, is to his satisfaction. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(0175-2370301)

Sh.  Jagjit Singh Dardi

Editor-in-chief,

Daily Charhdikala

H. O. 593, SST Nagar,

Rajpura Road,

Patiala.







  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Local Bodies 

Punjab, Chandigarh 





    …Respondent
CC- 1140/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagjit Singh Dardi in person.



For the Respondent: Sh. Gautam Kumar, PIO (98727-88805)



Vide application dated 19.01.2011, complainant sought the following information: -

“1.
Copy of notification vide which building bylaws in the State of Punjab have been amended vis a vis height of buildings, FAR ratio, covered area, basements etc. etc. 

2.
Why the orders of change in building bylaws have not been circulated to the Improvement Trusts, in the State of Punjab whereas the orders of these amendments have been sent to the Municipal Corporations / Municipal Committees?”



The present complaint ahs been filed with the Commission on 15.04.2011 as the information was not provided.



Today, Sh. Gulshan Kumar, PIO is present on behalf of the respondent and information on point no. 1 has been brought to the court which was handed over to the complainant during the hearing.   Regarding point no. 2, it has been stated by the respondent that the building bylaws are applicable to all the Municipal Corporations / Councils / Nagar Panchayats and has the circular has been sent to such Local Bodies only. 



With this, the complainant feels satisfied.



Therefore, 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: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Gora Singh 

s/o Sh. Chand Singh,

Village Ghuda,

Distt. Bathinda.





              … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Bathinda 







    …Respondent
CC- 1226/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gora Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Manjit Singh, Clerk (97800-14179)



When no information was provided to the complainant in response to his original application dated 19.07.2010, the instant complaint has been filed with the Commission, on 21.04.2011.



The complainant had sought the same information which had earlier been provided to him vide respondent’s letter dated 13.07.2010 in the related Complaint Case, being CC 1858/10 which was disposed of by ld. SIC Sh. Kulbir Singh vide his order dated 16.07.2010.   He had sought to know why a separate ‘tak’ (specific part of the land) had not been provided to him.


Today, the complainant stated that no information has been provided to him so far.



Sh. Manjit Singh is present on behalf of the respondent.  He has submitted an authority letter from the PIO as he has been assigned some other urgent task.  Written submissions have been made by the respondent wherein it is stated: -

“It is submitted that the information sought has already been provided to the applicant-complainant, as detailed below: 

	S. No.
	Information Sought
	Report

	1
	Applicant submitted an application on 22.12.2009 wherein he sought to know why a separate ‘tak’ (specified part of the land) has not been provided in his name, during the partition proceedings of the joint land.
	Upon receipt of the request, vide this office letter no. 40/RTI dated 27.01.2010, applicant was intimated that file respecting the partition of land of Sito, Karamjit Kaur etc. has been sent to the Hon’ble Financial Commissioner, Punjab in an appeal case, vide this office letter no. 1397/R1 dated 14.11.2008. The applicant may, therefore, obtain the information from the said office.
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	2
	Another application of the complainant addressed to the office of Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab was transferred by the Revenue & Rehabilitation Deptt. (Land Revenue Branch) Punjab to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda on 14.01.2010, in terms of section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   From there, it was sent to the SDM, Bathinda vide letter dated 22.01.2010 who, in turn, sent it this office vide letter dated 09.02.2010 and the information sought in the same has already been provided.
	On receipt of this application, the applicant was informed vide this office letter dated 16.02.2010 that the relevant information already stands provided to him vide this office letter dated 27.01.2010.

	3
	Thereafter, the applicant filed a complaint with the Hon’ble State Information Commission, being CC No. 1858/10.
	Upon perusal of the documents sent by the applicant-complainant, It has been observed that the court of Ld. Assistant Collector II Grade, Bathinda decided the case of the complainant vide order dated 03.07.2003 when the complainant himself was also present.   The complainant had recorded a statement before the court that he had no objection if ‘Naqsha Bay’ as proposed is finalised.   Despite this, the applicant was informed that this file is now in the court of Hon’ble Financial Commissioner, Punjab.  This fact was conveyed to the applicant vide this office letter dated 13.07.2010.

Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, after hearing both the parties, disposed of the said complaint case i.e. CC 1858/10 vide orders dated 16.07.2010.

	4
	Another application has been filed by the applicant for the same information with the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda
	Vide this office letter dated 24.03.2011, the report was sent to the Addl. D.C. Bathinda with a copy to the complainant. 


Therefore, it is submitted that the applicant is seeking the same information time and again and the same has already been provided too.   He seeks to know how the decision in his land case was taken vide order dated 03.07.2003 by the court of Asstt. Collector II Grade, Bathinda.
The request of the applicant is not maintainable since the issue involved pertains to court proceedings.   He can file a revision or review in the court of competent jurisdiction.”   
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From a thorough perusal of the documents produced on record, it is observed that the complainant had recorded a statement before the Asstt. Collector II Grade, Bathinda that he took back his request for a separate ‘tak’ (specific part of land).   It is also noted that appeal in this case is pending with the Financial Commissioner, Punjab.


As per the documents submitted by the respondent, it is also clear that the complainant had sought this very information earlier also and the related case, being CC No. 1858/10 was disposed of by ld. SIC Sh. Kulbir Singh vide order dated 16.07.2010 and at that time also, respondent had communicated this position to the complainant i.e. the fact of the file being with the ld. Financial Commissioner since 2008.



Respondent present submitted that the complainant can obtain the copies of the relevant documents from the file with the ld. Financial Commissioner by getting the file inspected through his advocate / counsel, which is a usual routine in the courts. 



However, to mitigate any hardship to an old, uneducated and rustic villager, respondent is directed to procure a copy of the relevant document(s) from the office of the Financial Commissioner, Punjab and provide the same to the complainant, within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh




   
     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 31.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 
