STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

                                                      (www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Gurmeet Singh, s/o Shri Sadhu Singh,

Anand Bhawan Kothi, near T-4 Complaint Cell,

R.S. Dam Colony, Shahpur Kandi,  

Teh.Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur-145029.


            Complainant





               Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,

O/O Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Gurdaspur.                                                                                 Respondent.

                                                               CC No.  3126 of 2011
 Present:
Shri Gurmeet Singh , Complainant, in person.
Shri Tejinder Pal singh, PIO –cum- SDM Gurdaspur, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties through Video Conferencing.

2.

Complainant Shri Gurmeet Singh, s/o Shri Sadhu Singh, Anand Bhawan, Kothi  , near T-4 Complaint Cell, R.S. Dam Colony, Shahpur Kandi,  Teh. Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur made an application dated 21.4.2011 under the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005 before the PIO –cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate, Gurdaspur,  for seeking information on 3 points pertaining to the distribution of joint holdings  amongst partners. Failing to get any response, he made a complaint dated 20.10.2011 before  the Commission. Notice for hearing through  Video Conferencing were issued to both the parties. 

Contd..p/2

-2-
CC No.  3126 of 2011
3.

Both Shri Tejinder Pal Singh, PIO –cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate, Gurdaspur as well as the complainant Shri Gurmeet Singh  have been heard through Video Conferencing.
                                                                             
4.

Shri Tejinder Pal Singh, PIO –cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Gurdaspur  has stated that he has provided the requisite information to the complainant and the same has been acknowledged by the complainant. Shri Gurmeet Singh has stated that he is satisfied with the provided information

4.

In view of above facts, complaint is disposed of.

5.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




     ( B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

                                                      (www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Sukhdev Singh, Senior Citizen,

Vill. & P.O.  Ghadian wali , Gali Kahnuwan 

Distt. Gurdaspur-143528.

                                    Complainant






               Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

O/O Block Development  & Panchayat Officer,

Block Samiti Kahnuwan, Distt.Gurdaspur.                       Respondent.
                                                               CC No.  3166 of 2011
Present:
Shri  Sukhdev Singh , Complainant, in person.


None is present, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Sukhdev Singh, V.P.O. Kahnuwan, district Gurdaspur made an RTI application on 27.6.2011, before the B.D.P.O. Block Samiti Kahnuwan, district Gurdaspur for seeking certain information relating to Gram Panchayat Kotli Harchanda. On having no response, he made another application before the Commission, on 24.10.2011 and accordingly notice of hearing through Video Conferencing were issued to both the parties.  

2.

None is present on behalf of the respondent, i.e.the Public Information Officer, O/O Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Block Samiti Kahnuwan, Distt. Gurdaspur. 

                                                                                                contd…p 2







-2-
CC No.  3166 of 2011
3.

Perusal of the application made by the complainant shows that his request dated 24.10.11 which is regarding the construction of streets and drains etc. in village Kotli Harchandan is in a form of a complaint, which does not constitute information under the provisions of section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Besides mentioning the poor condition of constructed streets and drains in vill. Kotli Harchanda, he seeks information on expenditure incurred but does not specify the period. Hence this information is denied being not specific in nature.

4.
He is advised to make a fresh application before concerned PIO, for seeking information if any, which should be specific, concise, in terms of information.


5.

In these circumstances, the instant case is disposed of.

6.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/- 

Place: Chandigarh




     ( B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

           STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurmeet Singh Saini, 

H.No. 3130, sector 70, 

S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali..





          Appellant




                                  Vs. 

1. The Public Information Officer,

    O/O Executive Engineer, PWD B&R 

    Construction Division No. 1,  Ludhiana.
2.  F.A.A.O/O Executive Engineer, 

     PWD B&R, Construction Division No.1,
     Ludhiana.                                                                                   Respondents.   

AC No. 1106 of 2011
Present:
None on behalf of  Shri Gurmeet Singh Saini, the complainant.
Shri  Navroop Singh, Assistant Engineer on behalf of the Executive Engineer, Construction Division No. 1,Respondent.

ORDER

1. Appellant Shri Gurmeet Singh Saini, H.No. 3130, Sector 70,

S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali, made an application dated 29.3.2011 before the PIO –cum- Executive Engineer, Construction Dev. No. 1, PWD B&R, Ludhiana for supply of information on 9 points under the provision of RTI Act, 2005. Under the provision of section 19(3) of the R.T.I. Act, 2005, he made 2nd appeal on 22.10.2011  before the State Information Commission in which he has mentioned that he had also made an appeal before the first appellate 
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authority but of no avail. Notice of  hearing through Video Conferencing was issued to both the parties for today. Neither the appellant nor any one  on his behalf is present.

2.

During the hearing through Video conferencing Shri Navroop Singh Assistant Engineer, present on behalf of PIO –cum- Executive Engineer, Construction Div. no. 1 PWD B&R , Ludhiana has stated that the information was quite voluminous which  diverted the resources of the public authority ,  still information sought by appellant which was 17 kg. in weight has been sent to him through courier  without charging any additional fee. Shri Navroop Singh, Asstt. Engineer, has been directed to send all these facts /details in writing regarding  sending of information. 

3.

Since the information already stands provided by the PIO to the appellant, the appeal is disposed of.  
4.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                        Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




     ( B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurmeet Singh Saini, 

s/o Sh. Baldev Singh Saini, 

H.No. 3130, Sector 70, 

S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali..       






Appellant




                                  Vs. 

1. The Public Information Officer,

    O/O Executive Engineer, PWD B&R 

    Construction Division No. 3,
     Ludhiana.
2.  F.A.A.O/O Executive Engineer, 

     PWD B&R, Construction Division No.3,
     Ludhiana.                                                                                    Respondents.

AC No. 1105 of 2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of the appellant.
Shri  Satish Vohra, S.D.E., Construction Div. No. 3, Doraha, PWD B&R Ludhiana, on behalf of the PIO,  Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard  through Video conferencing.

2.

Appellant Shri Gurmeet Singh Saini s/o Shri Baldev Singh Saini, H.No. 3130, Sector 70, Mohali made an application dated 29.3.2011, under the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005  before the Executive Engineer, Construction Div. No.3  B& R   for seeking information  pertaining to his division on the following points:-

“1.
 Numbers and names of works tendered and bid by all A class  contractors contractor since 2002 till date in your office.
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2.
Papers/documents submitted by these contractors in technical bids while submitting tenders for various works advertised by your office from the year 2002 till date.”

3.

On having no response, he made first appeal vide his application dated 4.6.2011 before the first appellate authority i.e. Superintending Engineer, PWD B&R construction Div. No. 3, Ludhiana and second appeal before the Information Commission on 22.10.2011.  Accordingly the notice of hearing  dated 14.10.2011 through Video Conferencing was issued to both the parties for today                                                                                                               

Shri Satish Vohra is present on behalf of PIO –cum- Executive Engineer, Construction Div. no. 3, PWD  B&R, Ludhiana. Neither the appellant nor any other person is present on his behalf. During the course of hearing,  Shri Satish Vohra, Sub Divisional Engineer, Doraha has informed that the information sought runs into 34854 pages for which the additional fee amounting to Rs.69708/- as document charges was asked from the appellant vide letter No. 966 dated 1.7.2011. But no fee has been deposited till date.  

4.

After hearing the S.D.E. Doraha, present on behalf of the PIO, it is presumed that the information  sought by the appellant is quite voluminous therefore shall certainly disproportionally divert the resources of the Public authority, as per provision of section 7(9) of RTI Act, 2005 which provides that “an Information shall originally be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionally diverts the resources of Public authority or would be 
                                                                                              contd…p/3
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detrimental to the safety or preservation of record. 

5.

It is therefore directed that the appellant shall inspect the relevant record pertaining to the information desired by him in the o/o PIO –cum- Executive Engineer, Div. No. 3, PWD B&R, Ludhiana on mutually agreed dates within 15 days  and shall demand  the specific information required by him not exceeding 250 pages with the deposit of additional fee.. P.I.O. is directed to convey the date for inspection of the record to the appellant immediately so that the relevant information could be obtained by him.

5.

Adjourned to 21.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the chamber,  3rd Floor of  SCO no. 84-85, , Sector 17-C, Chandigarh. The PIO –cum- Executive Engineer, PWD B&R Construction Div. no. 3, shall be present in person on the next date of hearing at Chandigarh. Appellant may submit his version if any on next date of hearing, failing 

which,  it shall be presumed that he has nothing to say and ex-parte order would be passed.

6..

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




     ( B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurmeet Singh Saini, 

s/o Sh.Baldev Singh Saini, 

H.No. 3130, Sector 70, 

S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali..       






Appellant




                                  Vs. 

1. The Public Information Officer,

    O/O Executive Engineer, PWD B&R 

    Construction Division No. 4,
     Ludhiana.
2.  F.A.A.O/O Executive Engineer, 

     PWD B&R, Construction Division No.4,
     Ludhiana.                                                                                      Respondents.   

AC No. 1104 of 2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of the appellant. 



Shri Angrez Singh, Executive Engineer, PWD B&R Construction 

Division No. 4, Ludhiana  of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The facts of the case are that the appellant Shri Gurmeet Singh Saini s/o Shri Baldev Singh Saini, H.No. 3130, Sector 70, Mohali made an application under provisions of RTI Act, 2005,  before the PIO for seeking information relating to :-

“1.
 Numbers and names of works tendered and bid by all A class  contractors contractor since 2002 till date in your office.

2.
Papers/documents submitted by these contractors in technical bids while submitting tenders for various works advertised by your office from the year 2002 till date.”
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2.

Shri Angrez Singh, P.I.O. –cum-Executive Engineer, during hearing through Video Conferencing stated that on the receipt of this application dated 31.3.2011, he wrote letters dated 27.4.2011 and 4.6.2011  to the appellant for the deposit of additional fee amounting to Rs. 19052/- (rupees nineteen thousand and fifty two only) as the information to be provided ran into 9526 pages.But he has not deposited the additional fee till date. Appellant  could not be heard due to non-appearance. . 

3.

In view of above facts , the appellant Shri Gurmeet Singh Saini is   directed to deposit the additional fee  as  document charges,  as has been sought by the PIO under the provisions of section 7(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 within 15 days, failing which it shall be presumed  that the information is no longer required by him. The case is  fixed for further hearing on 21.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the chamber,  3rd Floor of  SCO no. 84-85, , Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
5.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 



    Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




     ( B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jasbir Singh,

Village: Bolapur Jhabewal,

P.O.: Ramgargh, District: Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer-cum-
Commissioner,

 Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.




          Respondent
CC - 3149/2011

Present:
Shri  Jasbir Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri  Harpreet Singh Ghai, ATP-cum-APIO; Shri Krishan Lal Kakkar, Fire Station Officer and Shri Iqbal Singh, J.E., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Today, hearing has been held through Video Conferencing. 
2.

In this case, Shri Jasbir Singh filed an application dated 22.09.2011 with the PIO-cum-Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  for seeking certain information regarding photo copies of building/parking plans,  House Tax charged for area in sq. feet and No Objection Certificate issued by Fire Brigade Office. APIO(O & M), Municipal Corporation Ludhiana sent a reply to Shri Jasbir Singh vide letter No. 152(O&M Cell) 2N-D, dated 28.11.2011. Not satisfied with the said reply, Shri Jasbir Singh filed a complaint with the Commission on    24.10.2011, which was received in the Commission on 28.10.2011. Accordingly,
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 Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.
3.

Parties have been heard. During hearing it comes to the notice of the Commission that the information asked for at Points No.5 and 6,  relating  to Shri Iqbal Singh, J.E. and Shri Krishan Lal Kakkar, Fire Station Officer,  has  been supplied to the Complainant and he is satisfied. The information asked for at Point No. 4 relates to House Tax Wing of the Corporation and none is present from that Section though the same is also to be supplied by the PIO to the Complainant.  At  Points No. 1, 2 and 3 photo  copies of building/parking plans have been sought. This information relates to  Town Planning Wing of the Corporation . In a letter dated 28.11.2011 written to the Complainant by Shri Harpreet Singh Ghai, it has been stated  that the Complainant has not informed the numbers and dates of the said Plans without which it is not possible to supply the photo copies of the said Plans.  The Complainant states that photo copies of certain other building Plans have been supplied by the Corporation without intimating the numbers and dates of the Plans.
4.

Under the situation saying that it does not constitute information under Section 2(f) is wrong.  Matter is therefore referred back to PIO-cum-Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to decide on the information asked for by the Complainant at  points No. 1 to 4 of his  application dated 2.09.2011,  within 15 days under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005,  by affording 
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him an opportunity of personal hearing  and apprise the Commission of the latest position on the next date of hearing.  In case the Complainant is still not satisfied, he is directed to file an appeal with the First Appellate Authority. 
5.

The case is adjourned and  fixed for further hearing on 21.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber  on the 3rd Floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




           (B.C.Thakur)


Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sat Pal Sharma,

#3623,  Street No. 1,  Durgapuri,

Haibowal Kalan, Ludhiana.






Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  Municipal Corporation(Zone-D),  Ludhiana.


Respondent
First Appellate Authority-cum-Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 





 Respondent

AC -1081/2011

Present:
Shri  Jagdish Ram, on behalf of the Appellant. 


None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
1.

In this case,  Shri Sat Pal Sharma sought certain  information from the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 5 points vide his application dated 19.10.2010. ATP-cum-APIO(Zone-D), Municipal Corporation Ludhiana informed the Applicant vide letter dated 06.12.2010 that the information sought, which pertains to the sanctions of building plans, cannot be located from the Municipal record unless at least numbers and dates of sanctions of building plans  are   known. At this Shri Sat Pal Sharma made an appeal before the First 
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Appellate Authority-cum-Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana 
vide application dated 15.12.2010.  A perusal of the case file reveals that a 
 personal hearing was given by the First Appellate Authority to the Appellant and 
then para-wise information alongwith certain enclosures was sent to the Appellant on 29.07.2011 by the ATP(Zone-D), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. Not satisfied with the provided information, Shri Jagdish Ram , on behalf of Shri Sat Pal Sharma, filed second appeal with the Commission on 22.10.2011. Accordingly, Notice of hearing  through Video Conferencing was issued to both the parties  for today.
2.

None is  present on behalf of respondent PIO despite the issue of Hearing Notice well in time. During hearing through Video Conferencing today. Shri Jagdish Ram points out that the information provided to him is incomplete and incorrect. 
3.

Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply correct and complete information to the Appellant within 15 days positively  after affording  an opportunity of personal hearing to him. He is also directed to explain the reasons as to why none is present today during hearing. He is also directed to depute APIO on the next date of hearing alongiwith a  copy of complete and correct information so supplied to the Appellant. 
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4.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 21.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber on the 3rd Floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.
5.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




           (B.C.Thakur)


Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Hari Singh Raghuvanshi,

#19846, Street No. 20, Ajit Road,

Bathinda – 151001.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Ludhiana.






 Respondent

CC - 3134/2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri A. S. Gujral, Secretary  Zila Parishad, Ludhiana on  behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Dr. Hari Parshad vide his  application dated 03.08.2011 sought  information on 3 points regarding appointment of Rural Veterinary Officers during the period 2006 to 2011 from A.D.C.(Development), Ludhiana.  The requisite information was supplied to the Complainant by C.E.O., Zila Parishad vide letter No. 55/RTI, dated 18.08.2011. At the same time, the Complainant sought some additional information on 4 points  from the ADC(Development) Ludhiana vide his application dated 31.08.2011. On getting no information he filed a complaint with the Commission vide his application dated 21.10.2011. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing through Video Conferencing was issued to both the parties for today.
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2.

Shri A. S. Gujral, Secretary-cum-Deputy C.E.O, Zila Parishad Ludhiana states that the additional information sought by the Complainant has also been provided to him. The Complainant is not present during hearing today and nothing has been heard from him regarding non-receipt of information, which  shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.

Since complete  information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
4..

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




           (B.C.Thakur)


Dated: 29.11. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

