STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Singh Rai,

Municipal Engineer (Retd.)

Sante Majra Colony,

Near Sarv Hitkari Flats,

Kharar (Distt. Mohali)





   …Complainant

Versus




Public Information Officer, 

O/o Cabinet Minister Local Bodies, Punjab, (LG3)

Chandigarh





 

    …Respondent
CC- 1919/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Tarsem Singh Rai in person.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearing dated 14.09.2011, no one came present on behalf of the respondent while the complainant was present in person.  Same is the case today.  Complainant had informed the Commission no information had been received by him till then.   However, one more opportunity was granted to the respondent to provide the relevant information to Sh. Rai at the earliest. 



As the two visits of the complainant to the Commission have not fructified, the sole reason being non-appearance on behalf of the respondent, the Commission hereby awards a compensation of Rs. 500/- (Rupees Five Hundred Only) in favour of Sh. Tarsem Singh Rai, the complainant, which is payable by the Public Authority namely Department of Local Govt. Punjab, LG3 Branch, within two weeks under his acknowledgement.  An attested copy of the receipt obtained from Sh. Rai is directed to be produced before the Commission, for records and to note compliance of the directions given today.


It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 









Contd……2/-

-:2:-

 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 12.05.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Tarsem Singh Rai 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

The Principal Secretary,

Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98724-76300)

Ms. Manju Dhingra

House No. 891, Kaamra Gali,

Fazilka,

(Distt. Fazilka)


  



   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 2554/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Rakesh Singla, J.E. (99888-24664)



Vide application dated 12.07.2011, Ms. Manju Dhingra had sought the following information from the respondent, under the RTI Act, 2005: -

“1.
A copy of the action taken on the objections pertaining to the tenders invited by Nagar Council, Fazilka on 20.05.2011.

2.
What is the action taken by each of the dealing officers?  Attested copy of the relevant notings should also be provided.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 18.08.2011 contending that no information has been provided so far despite a reminder sent on 16.08.2011.  



The respondent present, however, made assertions which were altogether contrary to the ones made by the complainant.   Sh. Rakesh Singla, JE, appearing on behalf of the respondent stated that the original application of the applicant-complainant was received in their office on 05.08.2011 and shortly thereafter, the relevant information had been mailed to Ms. Dhingra.   He even stated that upon receipt of notice of hearing from the Commission, another copy of the information was sent to the complainant on 07.09.2011.


Complainant is not present today.  However, a letter has been received from her on 11.11.2011 wherein she has regretted her inability to attend the hearing today due to personal reasons.  She has further intimated that no information has so far been received by her.



It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.









Contd……2/-

-:2:-


 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 12.07.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Ms. Manju Dhingra 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

The Principal Secretary,

Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98724-76300)

Ms. Manju Dhingra

House No. 891, Kaamra Gali,

Fazilka,

(Distt. Fazilka)


  



   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 2556/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Vide application dated 12.07.2011, Ms. Manju Dhingra had sought the following information from the respondent, under the RTI Act, 2005: -

“1.
A copy of the action taken on the objections pertaining to the tenders invited by Nagar Council, Fazilka on 20.05.2011.

2.
What is the action taken by each of the dealing officers?  Attested copy of the relevant notings should also be provided.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 18.08.2011 contending that no information has been provided so far despite a reminder sent on 16.08.2011.  



In another case, being CC 2554/11 which came up for hearing today filed by this very complainant i.e. Ms. Manju Dhingra, the information sought therein is also exactly the same.   Since the CC No. 2554/11 has been remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh who also happens to be the respondent in the instant complaint case, the case in hand becomes infructuous and hence, is hereby ordered to be dismissed.   


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhupinder Singh s/o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Village Bari, P.O. Manoli,

Distt. Mohali






           …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kharar.







    …Respondent
CC- 2751/11
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Manphul Singh (98728-07553)


For the respondent: Sh. Harpinderjit Pal (98155-30404)



Vide application dated 07.12.2010, Sh. Bhupinder Singh sought certain information on six points, under the RTI Act, 2005 and upon not getting the same, he filed a first appeal before the FAA and ultimately preferred the second appeal before the Commission on 11.03.2011 being AC 220/11 (inadvertently, it is mentioned as AC 220/10).  This appeal was disposed of by Hon’ble Ms. Jaspal Kaur, State Information Commissioner, vide order dated 11.07.2011.


The applicant-complainant has approached the Commission vide his letter dated 14.09.2011 pleading that despite the fact of having remitted a sum of Rs. 2,000/- towards charges as demanded by the respondent, no information whatsoever had been provided to him; and rather the appeal filed earlier has been disposed of on 11.07.2011.


Respondent present submits that the information is ready.  However, Sh. Baljit Singh, the dealing Superintendent has met with a road accident and has, therefore, cannot come present as he is on leave.  However, he assured the complainant and the Commission that the relevant information will be provided within a week’s time.



Complainant, with the above assurance of the respondent, felt satisfied.  However, he requested for another date so that he gets time to study the information and satisfy himself, before disposal of the case, which is granted.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 20.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98037-25072)

Sh. Baljit Singh

s/o Sh. Gurbachan Singh,

VPO Mehumuana,

Tehsil & Distt. Faridkot – 151203.




.  …Complainant

Versus




Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

Faridkot




 


    …Respondent
CC- 1780/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the Respondent: Sh. Chhatarpal Singh Brar, BDPO



In the earlier hearing dated 13.09.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present submitted that the relevant information along with requisite lists has been provided to the complainant on 25.08.2011.  Complainant pointed out to the respondent certain shortcomings in the information.

Respondent is directed to remove the shortcomings received from the complainant, at the earliest.”



Today, Sh. Chhatarpal Singh Brar, respondent submitted a letter dated 11.11.2011 wherein it has been stated that in respectful compliance of the directions of the Hon’ble Commission, the discrepancies / shortcomings in the information pointed out by Sh. Baljit Singh have since been removed and he has acknowledged receipt of complete relevant information to his satisfaction.  A photocopy of the acknowledgment dated 19.10.2011 obtained from Sh. Baljit Singh is annexed herewith for your kind records.


In the light of above observations, the present complaint merits closure; and hence, the same is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94644-80107)

Capt. Lakhvir Singh

s/o Sh. Hardev Singh,

Village Bhagwanpura,

Tehsil Talwandi Sabo, 

Distt. Bathinda






   …Complainant

Versus




Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Talwandi Sabo




 

    …Respondent
CC- 1863/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 14.09.2011, it was recorded: -

“Complainant stated that information has been provided to him vide communication dated 11.05.2011 which, in fact, has been delivered to him only on 20.10.2011.  He further submitted that the information is incomplete. 

Upon perusal of the documents, complainant pointed out to the respondent one discrepancy which, the respondent assured, will be removed well before the next date fixed.”



A letter No. 2186 dated 08.11.2011 has been received from the complainant Capt. Lakhvir Singh, wherein it is stated: -


“1.
Please refer to your Notice / Complaint No. CC-1863/11.

2.
This is submitted for your information that all the issues have been settled (i.e. complete satisfactory information has been received).”



Accordingly, seeing the merits, this case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94175-70000)

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram,

Ludhiana







   …Complainant

Versus




Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA)

PUDA Complex, Ferozepur Road,

Ludhiana





 

    …Respondent
CC- 1925/11
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Deepak Khullar (94172-00500)

For the respondent: S/Sh. Charanjit Singh, SDE (98720-24278); Shiv Kumar Gupta, AO-APIO (98551-55137); along with Ms. Rajwinder Kaur, Law Officer (97790-21122)


Today, complete information spread over 84 pages has been provided to the complainant by the respondents.  Sh. Deepak Khullar, who is present on behalf of the complainant, seeks time to study the same, which is granted.   He, however, laments that the information has been unduly delayed and hence prays for imposition of penalty on the respondent PIO.


Therefore, PIO Sh. Shiv Kumar Gupta, Accounts Officer, GLADA, is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



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



Reply to the show cause notice be submitted well before the next date fixed.



For further proceedings, to come up on 20.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 










Contd………2/-
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(0181-3241938)

Sh. Puneet Gupta

305-WE, Ali Mohalla,

Jalandhar City.






   …Complainant

Versus




Public Information Officer, 

O/o Jalandhar Development Authority,

S.C.O. No. 41, PUDA Complex,

Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar







    …Respondent
CC- 1964/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Sumitter Singh, D.E. (PH)-PIO (99152-93610); and Sh. Sham Lal, Sr. Asstt. (98723-14552)



In the earlier hearing dated 14.09.2011, it was recorded: -

“Since the complainant is not present today, one more opportunity is granted to him to inform the Commission if he has received complete information to his satisfaction well before the next date fixed.  Discrepancies, if any, should also be communicated to the respondent with a copy to the Commission.

In the next hearing, either Sh. Sumitter Singh, Divisional Engineer (Public Health)-cum-PIO or Sh. Dinesh Kumar, Asstt. Estate Officer-cum-APIO shall appear in person to explain the matter.”



In compliance with the directions of the Commissioner, Sh. Sumitter Singh, DE (PH) has put in appearance and made the following written submissions: -

“To know the status of the Plot No. 155 measuring 300 Sq. yards in the Urban Estate, Kapurthala, the representative of the applicant-complainant visited our office between April to June, 2011 and he had duly been apprised of the factual position.  It is further submitted that the order of Hon’ble State Consumer Commission, Chandigarh is under challenge before the Hon’ble National Commission, New Delhi and is now fixed for 23.01.2012.  This position has already been communicated to the applicant-complainant vide our letters no. 422 / 432 dated 02.06.2011.”









Contd………2/-
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I have gone through all the points and am satisfied that complete relevant information stands provided in this case.   


The complainant had been, in the earlier hearing, directed to inform the Commission if there were any deficiencies in the information provided.  However, he has neither come present nor communicated anything contrary.   Therefore, it appears 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: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(99887-00906)

Sh. Pritam Singh Nagra,

Nagra House,

Ward No. 10, Near Aam Khas Bagh,

Bassi Road,

Sirhind-140406

(Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib)





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Fatehgarh Sahib.






   …Respondent
CC- 2780/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Pritam Singh Nagra in person.


For the respondent: Dr. R.K. Sood (01763-232135)



Vide application dated 19.07.2011, Sh. Pritam Singh Nagra sought the following information, under the RTI Act, 2005: -
“1.
Please intimate if on 09.07.2008 and 10.07.2008, the following officials were present in the office or on casual / earned leave (In case of leave, type of leave be specified)


(i)
Dr. S.S.S. Sidhu, Civil Surgeon, Fatehgarh Sahib;

(ii)
Dr. Amarjit Singh Sidhu, Asstt. Civil Surgeon, Fatehgarh Sahib;

(iii)
Sh. Harish Kumar, Asstt. Controller, Finance & Accounts, office of Civil Surgeon, Fatehgarh Sahib;
2.
Name the officer in the office of Civil Surgeon, Fatehgarh Sahib presently exercising the powers of DDO;”




This complaint has been filed before the Commission by Sh. Pritam Singh Nagra on 29.08.2011 when no information was provided by the respondent.



It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Dr. Devinder Singh, Civil Surgeon, Fatehgarh Sahib.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint 









Contd……..2/-

-:2:-

(enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 


Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 19.07.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Pritam Singh Nagra 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Dr. Devinder Singh,

Civil Surgeon,

Fatehgarh Sahib.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(011-26223281)

Sh. Jagdish Chander Leekha,

114, Deshbandhu Apartments,

Kalkaji,

New Delhi-110019.






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan,

Jalandhar







    …Respondent
CC- 2825/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagdish Chander Leekha in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sumitter Singh, D.E. (PH)-PIO (99152-93610); and Sh. Sham Lal, Sr. Asstt. (98723-14552)



This complaint has been filed before the Commission on 21.09.2011 by Sh. J.S. Leekha.   The relevant part of the complaint reads as under: -
“That I paid Rs. 1,500/- as earnest money on 11.11.1971 for 500 Sq. yds of plot @ Rs. 30/- per sq. yd. which was refunded after 25 years & three months. I pray you, sir, that PUDA, Jalandhar should give reply of my application attached herewith pl. and may not send back with one excuse or the other.   My letter dated 12.04.2008 was sent back with the remarks “Addressee Left” whereas letters sent at the same address by State Information Commission Pb. Chandigarh are being received by Public Information Officer, PUDA Jalandhar. May I pray you, sir, to send the application to PIO PUDA, Jalandhar and oblige.   PUDA is requested to give reply by Regd. Post. Rs. 40/- have already been paid in advance for expenses.” 



Respondent present states that they have not been able to trace the relevant record and this is the status of the file sought by the complainant.  Complainant, however, submitted that if respondent submits this status in the form an affidavit to the Commission and the same is provided to me, my purpose of seeking the information will be served and no further steps will have to be taken on the part of the respondent.


Respondent assured the complainant as well as the Commission that such affidavit shall be made available to Sh. J.S. Leekha, the complainant, within a week’s time, under intimation to the Commission.  
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Accordingly, respondent is directed to send the affidavit in question to the complainant per registered post with a compliance report to the Commission. 


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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Inderjit Sahni,

s/o Sh. Tilak Raj Sahni,

No. 1351, HIG Phase I,

Bathinda-151001.

  




   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Improvement Trust,

Bathinda







    …Respondent

CC- 2502/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Inderjit Sahni, in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Kumar, LA-cum-APIO (98147-99940)


The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 10.08.2011 by Sh. Inder Jit Sahni, when the information sought by him under the RTI Act, 2005 vide his application dated 07.06.2011, was not provided.  Sh. Sahni had sought the following information: -

“The Improvement Trust filed a court case at Supreme Court Delhi vide diary no. S (3802) dated 08.08.2007 and SLP (Civil) No. 13986/07 heard on 20.08.2007 titled ‘Improvement Trust Bathinda vs. Inderjit Sahni’ through advocate Mr. Yash Pal Dhingra.
Please supply me the present position of the case and copy of the case.”



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



Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Legal Asstt., appearing on behalf of the respondent, made the following written submissions: -

“In connection with the above said case fixed for hearing today, it is respectfully submitted that the original application had been filed by Sh. Inderjit Sahni on 26.04.2011.  He has, thereafter, filed the present complaint before the Commission.  It is respectfully submitted that as per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, the applicant was required to invoke the jurisdiction of the First Appellate Authority i.e. Deputy Director, Local Govt. Bathinda.  However, he has, bypassing the same, has filed a complaint before the Commission, which is against the provisions of the Act. 
It is respectfully submitted and prayed that in view of the above
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submissions, the present complaint merits dismissal, or in the alternative, it can be remanded to the First Appellate Authority, in the interest of justice.”



It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Sh. Mandeep Kumar, Deputy Director, Local Govt. Bathinda.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 07.06.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Inderjit Sahni 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Mandeep Kumar,

Deputy Director, 

Local Govt.

Bathinda. 










Contd…….3/-

-:3:-

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98722-00918)

Sh. Rohit Sharma,

Advocate,

No. 19891, Bibi wala Road,

Street No. 6,

Bathinda-151001.

  




   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda







    …Respondent

CC- 2503/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Kuldip Singh, Naib Tehsildar (99150-00212)



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 10.08.2011 by Sh. Rohit Sharma, when the information sought by him under the RTI Act, 2005 vide his application dated 05.07.2011, was not provided.  Sh. Sharma had sought the following information: -

“1.
Whether St. Xavier Convent School, Bathinda and St. Joseph Convent School, Bathinda are covered / come under the RTI Act, 2005?

2.
Whether both the above mentioned schools are bound to provide the information asked under the RTI Act, 2005 or not?”



Respondent present states that vide their office letter no. 1292 / RTI dated 18.07.2011, the complainant had been intimated that as no records pertaining to the information sought by him are available in our office, the information cannot be provided.



It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Sh. K.K. Yadav, Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.
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The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 05.07.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Rohit Sharma 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(96462-12078)

Sh. Gurtej Singh

s/o Sh. Harnam Singh,

Resident of Village Charhik,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga.


  


   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

Moga








    …Respondent

CC- 2555/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurtej Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Varinder Kumar, APIO (98559-47916)



Vide application dated 19.05.2011, Sh. Gurtej Singh sought the following information from the respondent under the RTI Act, 2005: -

“Ms. Chhinderpal Kaur w/o Sh. Gurtej Singh has applied for an advance of Rs. 1,00,000/- from her GPF account for the marriage of her son Kulwant Singh.  An attested copy of the application along with annexures be provided.  Also please provide me an attested copy of the objections taken on the said application along with relevant notings.  Ms. Chhinderpal Kaur is posted as a teacher in Govt. school, Charhik (Block Moga-I)”



The instant complaint before the Commission has been filed on 19.08.2011 stating that the information has not been provided. 



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



Respondent present is not aware of the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.  Further, while appearing in a court, one is expected to be polite and submissive while making a point or answering a query which, in the instant case, is lacking, if not missing.   Even he has given wrong answers to the oral queries regarding the communications of the respondent dated 03.11.2011 addressed to the complainant; and the one dated 15.11.2011 addressed to the Commission.


Since the visit of the complainant to the Commission’s office has not yielded any positive result to him owing to casual and cursory approach of the respondent, in the interest of justice, the Commission awards a compensation of Rs. 500/- (Rupees Five Hundred Only) which is payable by the Public Authority i.e. D.E.O. (EE), Moga.


It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of
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First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Sh. Baldev Singh, District Education Officer (EE), Moga.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 10.05.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Gurtej Singh 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. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Baldev Singh,

District Education Officer (EE), Moga.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98141-17887)

Sh. Devinder Mohan Khetarpal,

Retd. Lecturer (English)

Prem Basera,

Tej Enclave,

Nabha-147201.



  


   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

District Education & Training Institute,

Nabha








    …Respondent

CC- 2562/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Harminder Singh, Clerk (98785-30373)


The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 19.08.2011 by Sh. Devinder Mohan Khetarpal, stating that the information sought by him under the RTI Act, 2005 vide his application dated 01.06.2011 has not been provided so far.  He had sought the following information: -

“In response to Memo. No. 1/263/10-3E-2/366 dated 07.02.2011 of Punjab Govt. Education Department, Education-3 branch, I had submitted my request for change of option, on 24.03.2011 in your office.   Following information be provided in connection with the same: -

1.
Diary No. vide which the said letter was received.

2.
My Basic Pay consequent upon change of option;

3.
Date and dispatch no. vide which my case for fixation of ‘Pay’ was sent to the office of A.G. Punjab.

4.
Present status of the case.”



Complainant is not present today.  However, respondent has presented a letter dated 15.11.2011 addressed to the complainant whereby complete relevant information has been provided and Sh. Devinder Mohan Khetarpal, the complainant has acknowledged receipt of the same on a copy of this letter.



Accordingly, 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: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Baljit Singh s/o S. Harnek Singh,

VPO Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Moga-I.







    …Respondent
CC- 2630/11
Order

Present:
For the Complainant: Sh.  Nand Singh.


For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary 


This complaint has been filed before the Commission by S/Sh. Nand Singh and Baljit Singh on 29.08.2011 when no information was provided by the respondent to them sought vide their application dated 15.07.2011 under the RTI Act, 2005 whereby they had requisitioned the following information: -

“1.
Statement of account No. 1202301000033527 for the period 03.06.2008 to 20.07.2011 in the name of Gram Panchayat, Ramuwala Harchoka held with the Moga Central Co-operative Bank Ltd. Moga. 

2.
Statement of account for the period 03.06.2008 to 24.06.2011 in the name of Gram Panchayat, for Water Supply & Sanitation Committee held with the Axis Bank Ltd.” 



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



Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary, appearing on behalf of the respondent, made the following written submissions: -

“In connection with the above said case fixed for hearing today, it is respectfully submitted that the original application had been filed by Sh. Baljit Singh on 15.07.2011.  He has, thereafter, filed the present complaint before the Commission on 29.08.2011. 

It is respectfully submitted that as per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, the applicant was required to invoke the jurisdiction of the First Appellate Authority i.e. Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga.  However, he has, bypassing the same, has filed the complaint before the Commission, which is against the provisions of the Act. 

It is respectfully prayed that in view of the above submissions, the present complaint merits dismissal, or in the alternative, it
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can be remanded to the First Appellate Authority, in the interest of justice.”



It is noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that in the instant case, the Complainant has failed to avail the same. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the occasion to review the PIO’s decision, as envisaged under the RTI Act.

 
In this view of the matter, it is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Sh. Balraj Singh, District Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and 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.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 15.07.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Baljit Singh 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.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Balraj Singh, Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer, Moga. 

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 

Encls: As Above.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(99144-26519)

Sh. Nand Singh 
s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 

Moga-1.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Moga-1.






  …Respondents

CC- 125/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98145-00648)



As admitted by both the parties, complete information as per the original application stands provided to the complainant.   However, the complainant Sh. Nand Singh has submitted that: -
“1.
For releasing 90 water connections from Ramuwala Harchoka Water works, an amount of Rs. 27,000/- (Rupees Twenty Seven Thousand Only) was collected (@ Rs. 300/- per connection).  However, this amount has not been deposited in any Bank.

2.
We are in possession of receipts issued by Ms. Harmel Kaur in her hand towards release of water connections.

3.
As per the proceeding register, a resolution was passed to appoint the Chairman (Chairperson).  Thus the Chairman has been elected by 15 members only.”



Complainant has been advised to take up such disputes with the higher competent authority.



Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)




              … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 
Moga-1 




   


    …Respondent
CC- 126/2011 

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98145-00648)



As admitted by both the parties, complete information as per the original application stands provided to the complainant.   However, the complainant Sh. Nand Singh has submitted that: -



“1.
Bank statement provided is not as per the Cash Book;

2.
Was to be provided from 01.06.2008 to 28.08.2008 and 31.03.2009 to 22.10.2010;

3.
Sh. Sukhbir Singh has provided the Bank statement from 01.04.2010 to 25.11.2010.”



Complainant has been advised to take up such disputes with the higher competent authority.



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


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040 
(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)

 



 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 
Moga-1 




        


    …Respondent
CC- 127/2011

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98145-00648)



As admitted by both the parties, complete information as per the original application stands provided to the complainant.   However, the complainant Sh. Nand Singh has submitted that: -

“1.
As per the Cash Book, an amount of Rs. 13,28,397/- was withdrawn whereas the Utilization Certificates (UCs) provided by the BDPO are for Rs. 6,88,000/- only.

2.
It has not been disclosed as to where the remaining amount had been spent / utilised.”



Complainant has been advised to take up such disputes with the higher competent authority.



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


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nand Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Panch,

Gram Panchayat,

Ramuwala Harchoka-142040

(Tehsil & Distt. Moga)





  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Gram Panchayat, 

Ramuwala Harchoka, 
Moga-1 






              …Respondent
CC- 128/2011  

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Nand Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98145-00648)



As admitted by both the parties, complete information as per the original application stands provided to the complainant. However, the complainant Sh. Nand Singh has submitted that: -

“1.
Bills amounting to Rs. 3,62,029/- do not bear the party name;
2.
Bills for Rs. 1,58,434/- as not in accordance with the Cash Book.”


Complainant has been advised to take up such disputes with the higher competent authority.



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


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.11.2011



State Information Commissioner
