STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mandeep Singh,

S/o Shri Karam Singh,

R/o Village: Saifalpur, 

Tehsil & District: Roopnagar.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Roopnagar.








 Respondent

CC - 3791/2010

Present:
Shri Mandeep Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Roop Singh, B.D.P.O.; Smt. Gurdev Kaur, Superintendent and Shri Sher Mohammad, Panchayat Secretary and Shri Baljit Singh, Sarpanch, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 20.01.2011, when a Show-cause Notice was issued to Shri Roop Singh, B.D.P.O. Roopnagar for imposing penalty for the delay in the supply of the  information.
2.

Shri Roop Singh, B.D.P.O. Roopnagar  places on record his written submission vide letter No. 329, dated 09.02.2011 in which he has inter-alia stated as under:-
”  fi; d/ ;pzX ftu fôekfJs eosk Bz{ fJj dZf;nk iKdk j? fe fgzv gZXo s/ gzikp gzukfJsh oki n?eN 1994 dh Xkok 10 dh T[g Xkok 1 nXhB rokw ;Gk 
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d/ t'NoK tb'A dh wkB:'r gzikp oki u'D efwôB ih tb'A ikoh ehsh rJh nfX ;{uBk w[skfpe rokw gzukfJs dh u'D ehsh iKdh j?. rokw gzukfJs dh u'D 
T[gozs rokw gzukfJs d/ u[D/ j'J/ B[wkfJzd/ rqkw ;Gk J/ohJ/ ftu jo fe;w d/ ekoiK bJh fizw/tko jz[d/ jB. i/eo fgzv d/ fe;/ ftnesh tZb'A fgzv ftZu ;KMk M'Nk SZfvnk ikDk ;h sK M'Nk SZvD tkb/ ftnesh Bz{ gfjbK rokw gzukfJs dh fbysh, ;fjwsh b?Dh pDdh ;h ns/ nfij/ SZv/ rJ/ M'N/ tb'A fgzv ftu i/eo  fe;/ soQK Bkb ikBh iK wkbh B[e;kB gjz[ukfJnk iKdk j? sK rokw gzukfJs nkgDh whfNzr ftu wsk gk; eoe/ e'Jh th ekotkJh eo ;edh j?. gqzs{ rokw gzukfJs bJh T[; gfotko Bz{ fi; gfotko tZb'A M'Nk SZfvnk frnk j't/ Bz{ Go';/ ftu b? e/ nfijh eotkJh eoBh io{oh jz[dh j?. “

The B.D.P.O. states that the application of the Complainant dated 10.06.2010 has not been received in his office as it has not been diarised in the Receipt Register of his office. He has brought original Receipt Register for the perusal by the Commission.  The Complainant has submitted  office copy of his application submitted in the office of B.D.P.O. Roopnagar to the Commission,  which has been received by Shri Gurmukh Singh, Clerk. It appears that Shri Gurmukh Singh has not put up the application to the concerned officer/official. A photo copy of this application is handed over to the B.D.P.O.
3. The B.D.P.O. further states that Shri Mandeep Singh has not 
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approached any officer/official  with regard to his RTI application. The Complainant states that he was not allowed to visit the office of B.D.P.O. by Shri Som Nath, Panchayat Officer, who used un-parliamentary language about the 
Information Commission. The B.D.P.O. states that as and when he came to know about the application of the Complainant from the Hearing Notice  received from the Commission, he immediately supplied information  to the Complainant. 
4.

After hearing arguments of both the parties, it is directed that Shri Mandeep Singh will submit an affidavit to the effect that Shri Som Nath, Panchayat Officer did not allow him to enter the office of B.D.P.O. to see the concerned officer/official with regard to his RTI application and also that Shri Som Nath used un-parliamentary language about the Information Commission. .
5.

The B.D.P.O. Roopnagar is directed to conduct an inquiry to ascertain the fact as to why Shri Gurmukh Singh did not put up the application of the Complainant to the PIO/APIO. He is directed to submit the Inquiry Report to the Commission on the next date of hearing and take appropriate necessary action under the Rules. 
6.

As regards Show-cause Notice issued to the B.D.P.O.  for imposing penalty, I am fully convinced with the submission made by  him with regard to delay in the supply of information. Therefore, no penalty is imposed upon him. 

7.

Shri Som Nath, Panchayat Officer,  is directed to be present in 
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person on the next date of hearing to explain his  conduct.


8.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23. 02. 2011 at 10.30 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Singh,

H.No. 12, Sector: 04, 

Gur Gian Vihar, New Jawaddi Kalan,
P.O.: Basant Avenue, Near Dugri,

 Urban Estate Phase-II, Ludhiana.




Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal 

Government Girls Senior Secondary School,

Katani Kalan, District: Ludhiana.





 Respondent

AC - 1139/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri  Naresh Kumar, Principal, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 4503, dated 08.12.2010 and a due receipt has been taken from him. He further states that a copy of the said receipt has also been sent to the Commission vide letter No. 2011/017, dated 18.01.2011. A perusal of the file reveals that the letter and the receipt have been received in the Commission.
2.

The Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him regarding non-receipt of the information, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 








Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kailash Chander,

S/o Shri Bihari Lal,

H.No. 8236, Near Sidhi Vinayak Mandir,

Durgapuri, Haibowal Kalan, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Markfed, Sector: 35, Chandigarh.




 Respondent
CC - 3336/2010
Present:
None is present on behalf of the  Complainant as well as the  Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 20.01.2011, when a compensation of Rs. 3000/-(Three thousand only) was awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him,  to be paid by the Public Authority within 15 days and the case was fixed for today for   confirmation of compliance of the  orders.
2.

Now a photo copy of the Demand Draft No. 384591 dated 10.02.2011 for Rs. 3000/- in favour of Shri Kailsh Chander Sabharwal has been sent to the Commission by the Public Authority , which has been taken on record. 

3.

Since the orders of the Commission have been complied  with, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner                  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdish Singh,

Village: Korewala Kalan,

Tehsil & District: Moga.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Moga.









 Respondent
CC - 3198/2010
Present:
Shri Navinderjit Singh Dandiwal, Advocate, on behalf of the            , Complainant.


None is present on behalf of the  Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 20.01.2011, when a compensation of Rs. 4000/-(Four  thousand only) was awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him,  to be paid by the Public Authority within 15 days and the case was fixed for today for  confirmation of compliance of the  orders.
2.

Shri Navinderjit Singh, Counsel for the Complainant,  informs  that Shri Jagdish Singh, Complainant, has received a Demand Draft for Rs. 4000/- as compensation from the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Moga and submits that the case may be closed. 
3.

Since the orders of the Commission have been complied with, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner
      
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sohan Lal,

S/o Shri Sadhu Ram,

Village: Kalianpur,

Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib, District: Roopnagar.



Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Anandpur Sahib, Distrcit: Roopnagar.




 Respondent

CC - 3553/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 
ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent during second consecutive hearing,  one more opportunity is given to them to pursue their case. 
2.

A copy each of the order be sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Roopnagar and District Development and Panchayat Officer, Roopnagar to direct the B.D.P.O. Anandpur Sahib and the Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Kalianpur to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing alongwith requisite information to be supplied to the Complainant.
 3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M.
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in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

1.
The Deputy Commissioner, Roopnagar.



2.
District Development and Panchayat Officer, Roopnagar.
                       


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagir Singh Soni,

S/o Late Shri Inder Singh Soni,

VPO: Banur, Ward No. 12, 
Tehsil: Rajpura, District: Patiala.





Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o S.D.O., Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,
Banur, Tehsil: Rajpura, District: Patiala.




 Respondent

CC - 2720/2009
Present:
Shri Jagir Singh Soni, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case the Complainant filed an application with the Nodal Officer-cum-Deputy Secretary RTI Cell, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Patiala on 06.05.2010 for seeking certain information, who  transferred the application under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005,  to the PIO-cum-S.E., Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,  Mohali vide letter No. 8393 /RTI/1267, dated 11.05.2010 with a copy to the Complainant. The S.D.O. Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,  Mohali supplied  information to the Complainant vide Memo. No. ET/69/3031, dated 25.06.2010 regarding 8 points.  Not satisfied with the information supplied to him, the Complainant   filed a complaint with the Commission, which was received in the 
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Commission on 08.09.2010 against Diary No. 17463 stating  that the information supplied to him is incomplete. Accordingly Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for  today but inadvertently the Notice of Hearing  was sent  to SDO, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Banur in place of  PIO-cum-S.E., Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation  Ltd., Mohali.
2.

Since none is present on behalf of the Respondent, it is directed that  a copy of the order be sent to Superintending Engineer, Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Mohali alongwith a                                                                                                                                                                                              copy of the complaint filed with the Commission,  to supply the requisite information to the Complainant.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 11.03.2011 at 12.30 P.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both  the parties and to the Superintending Engineer, Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Mohali alongwith a copy of the complaint filed with the Commission by the Complainant. 








       Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner
CC:
The Superintending Engineer, Distribution Circle, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Mohali.
                  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harpreet Singh,

S/o Shri Balbir Singh,

News Bureau Chief Fatehgarh Sahib,

C/o Continental Alloys,  Motia Khan,

Mandi Gobindgarh, District: Fatehgarh Sahib.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Nawan Shahr.







 Respondent

CC -  2875/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Rajesh Chadha, B.D.P.O.; Shri Mukhtiar Singh, Panchayat Secretary; Shri Sukhmandar Singh, Panchayat Secretary; Shri Devi Dayal, Gram Sewak and  Shri Rakesh Rana, Gram Sewak, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Rajesh Chadha, B.D.P.O., Nawanshahr brings to the notice of the Commission that in the order dated 04.01.2011 his  name has been wrongly mentioned as Rajesh Tandon. Accordingly, it is directed that necessary correction be made. 
2.

Shri Rajesh Chadha states that  as per the directions of the Commission on 04.01.2011 he had made his written submission on 10.02.2011. A perusal of the written submission reveals that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant on the basis of the observations made by him 
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 during hearing on 04.01.2011. Shri Rajesh Chadha submits that since the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant by registered post, the case may be closed. 

3.

The  Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him regarding non-receipt of the information, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 
4.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

6.

After the hearing is over, Shri D. S. Virk, Counsel for the Complainant appears before the Commission.  The information,  submitted to the Commission by the B.D.P.O. Nawanshah, is handed over to the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant. The Counsel for the Complainant submits a photo copy of a letter from Shri S.C. Sharma, General Manager & Appellate Authority under RTI Act, Regional Office, Oriental Bank of Commerce, Sector:17-E,  Chandigarh addressed to the Complainant, which inter-alia reads as under:-
“ As regards the Cheque No. 076766 of Village Panchayat Kariam, we may inform that there is no such account of Village Panchayat Kariam with out Rahon Branch.”
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7.

Accordingly, Shri Rajesh Chadha, B.D.P.O. is contacted on telephone and is directed to clarify this ambiguity.  Shri Rajesh Chadha appears again and clarifies that the Gram Panchayat Kariam has account with Kariam Branch of Oriental Bank of Commerce not with Rahon Branch.

8.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.


                       


  

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 17. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner

