STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Jagdish Singh,

5, Bagh Ramanand,

Amritsar.               
         
           


              …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.





                      ……. Respondent

CC No. 633 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Jagdish Singh, in person.
Representative, Mr. Sanjeev Soni, Legal Advisor & Mr. Daljit Singh, APIO, for the Respondent.

-----

 

The requisite information has been provided to the Complainant against his application dated nil.  The representative of the Respondent, Mr. Sanjeev Soni, who is legal advisor and APIO, Mr. Daljit Singh, say that they have no more information on record to give in the instant case.
2.

The Complainant says that he has received the information late.  The Commission directs the Respondent to be more careful while dealing with the RTI applications.  A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar, who must ensure that in future RTI related matters are dealt with expeditiously.
The case stands disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

cc: 
The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Santosh Kumar,

85, Lane-7, Friends Colony,

Near D.A.V College,

Jalandhar.               
                              


               …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.





                       ……. Respondent

CC No. 629 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Santosh Kumar, in person.

Representative, Mr. Bharat Bhushan, Asstt. Town Planner, for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant has received information on all the 03 points that he has raised in his application dated 14.02.2008.  The information, he says, was supplied to him on 22.04.2008.  The Commission takes cognizance of the fact that information has been delayed beyond the stipulated time period prescribed in the Act.  The Respondent, PIO, is warned to be more careful in future and he should religiously follow the Act while dealing with RTI requests.  A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar, who must ensure that the Act is implemented in letter and spirit.   
The case stands disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

cc: 
The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Jagan Nath, S/o Tulsi Ram,

R/o Guruharsahai,

District Ferozepur.
                              


                   …..Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

Gururharsahai,

District Ferozepur.




                       ……. Respondent

AC No. 118 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the Appellant.

Representative, Mr. A. K. Khungar, Advocate, for the Respondent.

-----



This case was last heard on 11.04.2008, wherein, both the Appellant and the Respondent had mutually agreed to meet in the office of Respondent on 15.04.2008, where the Appellant was to be given a copy of the information, if available, in the Assessment Register of the Council.  
2.

Mr. A.K. Khungar, appearing on the behalf of the Respondent says neither the Appellant came on 15.04.2008, nor has he submitted any details of the property whose entry he is demanding as registered in the Assessment Register.
3.

The Respondent submits a copy of the information that was sent to the Appellant on 15.04.2008.  It is taken on record.  

The case stands disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

P.S:
After the order was dictated, Mr. S.K. Arora, Advocate’s emissary appeared and submitted in writing by Mr. S. K. Arora, containing a request for adjournment and also stating that no information had been supplied.  He was told that the Respondent had sent the information to the Appellant on 15.04.2008 and copy of the same has been submitted to the Commission also.

      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Balwinder Singh, S/o Gurdit Singh,

Village Madi  Ke, Post Office Pindi,

Tehsil Jalalabad,


District Ferozepur.  





                 …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ferozepur.






              ……. Respondent

CC No. 582 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

None for the Respondent.

-----



In the instant case, complete information was given to the Complainant on 11.04.2008, when both the Complainant and the Respondent had agreed to meet in the office of BDPO on 25.04.2008 to get further information, if any.  Nothing contrary has been heard from either side.  It is presumed that Complainant is satisfied with the information received.  

The case stands disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”,

735-R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda.  






                     …..Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda.







   ……. Respondent

MR No. 28 of 2008 in

AC No. 298 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Applicant, Mr. Bachan Singh, in person.

Mr. Tirath Ram, APIO, for the Respondent.

-----

 

Information is substantially supplied and the grievance of the applicant that information has still not been supplied does not appear to be well founded.

2.

The APIO, Mr. Tirath Ram, says that they have nothing more on record to give to the Applicant, who had moved his application on 11.09.2006.  The complete information was given to him on 12.04.2008 and there is inordinate delay in giving him the information.    
3.

Today is the fifth hearing in this case.  Since, the Apllicant is a Senior citizen and has had to come from Bathinda, he seeks compensation. 
4.

I, accordingly, direct the Corporation to pay him an amount of Rs. 2000/- for the hearings that he has attended.  This money shall be paid to him within 07 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission.  The compensation should be paid from the Corporation funds.
The case stands disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Harbans Singh,

Sahjo Majra, Post Office-Powat,

Tehsil Samrala,

District Ludiana.
                               
           


         …..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Child Development & Panchayat Officer,

Machhiwara,

District-Ludhiana.





                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 614 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Harbans Singh, in person.

Representative, Mr. Jot Ram, Sr. Asstt., for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant in his application under Right to Information Act, dated 02.06.2007, had demanded copies of his “Service Book”.  The Respondent sent him a reply on 24.04.2008 saying there is no service book maintained in respect of contingency Chowkidars.

2.

Today, the Complainant says that he actually wants photo copies of his “Attendance Register” for the period of 1997-2004 and had inadvertently written “Service Book”.  The Respondent, Mr. Jot Ram and the Complainant have mutually agreed that the latter can visit the office of Mr. Jot Ram on 15.05.2008, at 11.00 am to procure the information.

3.

I direct the Respondent to give certified photocopies of the Attendance Register of Harbans Singh on 15.05.2008.  This information is to be given free of cost.  
The case is adjourned to 30.05.2008.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Avtar Singh Giani,

C/o Manjit Printing Press,

Kotkapura-151204.
          
           


               …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Nagar Council Kotkapura,

District Faridkot.





             ……. Respondent

CC No. 618 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Avtar Singh Giani, in person.

None for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant had moved his application on 20.12.2007.  


2.

Perusal of the file shows that he was sent information by the PIO, Nagar Council, Kotkapura, on 25.04.2008.  
3.

The Complainant points out certain discrepancies in the record of Assessment Register, for the year 1975-76 and 1981-82; one is dated 16.08.2007, and the other 02.01.2008.   In column 12 of the Assessment Register, he points out some inconsistencies in the numbers mentioned.  In the original Assessment Register, dated 16.08.2007, numbers mentioned in column-12 are 1279, 1435, 1437 and the one dated 02.01.2008, the numbers mentioned are 1279, 1433 and 1432.
4.

The Complainant says he was sent uncertified copy of the Assessment Register, dated 02.01.2008, wherein, entries are different from those mentioned in Assessment Register of 16.08.2007.  He showed these today.  In these circumstances, I direct that Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Kotkapura, District Faridkot, to be personally present at the next date of hearing to explain the discrepancies.  He should also bring all the relevant record pertaining to property B-7/118.  
3.

The Complainant also shows Form-C, dated 04.01.2008, wherein, he has been asked by Respondent to pay a sum of Rs. 104/- to get the requisite information. The Complainant says he has not deposited the fee as he did not find any justification in paying the money since he was not told of number of pages of the information to be supplied.

The case is adjourned to 30.05.2008.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Ramtej Singh,

S/o Sh. Mahinder Singh,

VPO Shadihari, Tehsil Sunam,

District Sangrur.
                               
           


         …..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Rural Development & Panchayats,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.






                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 555 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Representative, Mr. Gurpreet Singh, for the Complainant.

None for the Respondent.

-----



Mr. Gurpreet Singh has appeared on behalf of the Complainant, Mr. Ramtej Singh but he does not carry any authority letter.  At the time of last hearing on 11.04.2008, an opportunity was given to the PIO, office of Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Rural Development & Panchayats to explain why information has not been given to the Complainant.  The PIO was asked to be personally present at the next date of hearing that is today 02.05.2008.  He was also directed to bring along point wise information to be given to the Complainant.
2.

The representative of the Complainant says that a letter was received from the Respondent asking him to contact the ETT Branch, which he did not.  

3.

I direct the PIO to supply the necessary information regarding veterinary service providers and veterinary pharmacists to the Complainant not later than 21.05.2008.
The case is adjourned to 30.05.2008 at 2.00 pm.


Copies of the order be sent to both  the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sawan Singh,

Panch, Gram Panchayat,

VPO-Kheri Salabatpur,

Block & District Ropar.                               

           …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Roopnagar.





                  ……. Respondent
CC No. 595 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

None for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant in response to his RTI application dated 26.12.2007 was asked by BDPO, Roopnagar on 25.01.2008 to deposit the fee and collect the information demanded.
2.

The BDPO, Roopnagar, wrote another letter to the Complainant on 12.03.2008 asking him to deposit Rs. 1000/- and collect the necessary information from the Panchayat Secretary, concerned.  
3.

The Complainant in his application to the Commission on 18.03.2008, says that a sum of Rs. 1000/- was deposited yet no information was given to him.
4.

The Complainant in a letter dated 30.04.2008 to Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission, Punjab, states that he is unable to attend the hearing today and also that he has not received any information.

…2
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5.

I direct the BDPO, Roopnagar to send the requisite information to the Complainant through registered post within 15 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission. 

The case is adjourned to 30.05.2008 at 2.00 pm, for confirmation.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                    State Information Commissioner.
Dated, May 02, 2008.
Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Advocate,

Ward No. 04/80, Railway Road,

Doraha -141421.       
                     


                
    …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director Urban Local Bodies,

Ludhiana.






              ……. Respondent

CC No. 122 of 2008
ORDER
Present:
Complainant, Mr. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, in person
APIO, Mr. Surjit Singh, for the Respondent.

-----



Arguments heard.  Orders reserved.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 02, 2008

Shivani

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Advocate,

Ward No. 04/80, Railway Road,

Doraha -141421.       
                     

               
    …..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director Urban Local Bodies,

Ludhiana.






              ……. Respondent

CC No. 122 of 2008

ORDER

-----



This case was heard on 02.05.2008 and order was reserved.

2.

The Complainant filed an application under RTI Act, 2005 with the Respondent seeking information as under;-


“Information is required to know the circumstances, which resulted in the reduction of width (8.36 feet) road situated at from water tank to the main gate of Govt. Senior Secondary School, Doraha”.

3.

Aforementioned information has been sought by the Complainant in the backdrop of the fact that the width of this road, at the time of its construction in the year 2004, has been shown as 28.52 ft. in the records of M.C., Doraha (as per letter no. 35, dated 14.09.2007) whereas, as on 14.08.2007, its width has been shown as 20.16 ft. (as per letter no. 23, dated 14.08.2007).  The PIO, Nagar Council,  Doraha addressed a communication to Deputy Director, Urban Local Bodies, Ludhiana (DD/ULB/LDH) on the issue involved with a copy to the Complainant bearing endorsement No. 158, dated 07.12.2007, purporting to contain the information demanded by the Complainant. Not satisfied with the reply of the Respondent sent to him on 07.12.2007, which the Complainant got on 17.12.2007, he filed the instant complaint with the State Information Commission on 14.01.2008.
…2
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4.

The case first came up for hearing on 29.02.2008, when the Complainant was not present.  The Respondent was represented by Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of DD/ULB/LDH, Mr. Surjit Singh, and AME, Municipal Council, Doraha, Mr. Rajeev Kumar.  The Respondents said an inquiry has been marked to determine the original and present width of the road in question and also determine encroachments on it, if any.
5.

The Complainant in his application dated 29.11.2007 refers to two conflicting and contradictory replies the Municipal Council, Doraha had sent to another applicant, namely, Mr. Parveen Kumar Kaushal,  under a RTI application.

6.

In one letter, present Complainant says, Municipal Council has shown width of the road as 28.52 ft. (letter no. 35, dated 14.09.2007).  In the second letter, no. 23, dated 14.08.2007, width mentioned is 20.16 ft.  It is about the difference of width – 8.36 ft. – that present Complainant has sought information under his 29.11.2007 application under the RTI.
7.

Perusal of the file shows that there are conflicting dates on which Municipal Council, Daroha, sent replies under RTI to Mr. Kaushal and the one the present Complainant has placed on record; it is a letter which the PIO, Municipal Council, Doraha, wrote to the DD/ULB/LDH, on 07.12.2007 and a copy of this letter was also sent to the present Complainant.  
8.

PIO’s letter makes reference to two different measurements of the width of the road in question, as conveyed to Mr. Kaushal in response to his RTI application of 27.07.2007.  In letter, no. 23, dated 29.08.2007, Municipal Council has stated width of the road as 20.16 ft.  Again in reply to his letter dated 29.08.2007, the letter mentions the width as 28.52 ft., constructed in 2004.  The entry in the measurement book is by Mr. Harbans Lal.  It is endorsed by Mr. Amarjit.  The second letter’s no. and date is not mentioned. 
…3
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9.

There is another letter of the E.O., Municipal Council, Doraha addressed to the DD/ULB/LDH, on 13.02.2008, wherein, dates on which information was supplied to Mr. Kaushal against his RTI application are as follows:


(i)
Letter no. 23, dated 14.05.2007 and:


(ii)
Letter no. 33, dated 11.09.2007.



These dates are different than the ones mentioned by PIO, M.C., Doraha in his 07.12.2007 letter to DD/ULB/LDH.
10.

The second hearing was held on 11.04.2008, when Respondent or any representative did not show up; however, Complainant, Mr. Tarlochan Singh Sethi appeared in person.   He said the information he got was only a letter by PIO, Doraha to DD/ULB/LDH, dated 07.12.2007, which is “irrelevant”.  He submitted two sale deeds dated 23.12.2004 and 27.12.2004 to substantiate his charge that 8.36 ft. road has been encroached upon.  He says the two sale deeds are concocted and not genuine.  
11.

On the last date of hearing on 02.05.2008, both parties were present, where Complainant reiterated his earlier stand and asked for specific information about the “missing” width of the road.  He again said sale deeds were not genuine.  
12.

The Respondent, Mr. Surjit Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of Deputy Director, Urban Local Bodies, submitted one-page written statement, which is not addressed to anyone.  It neither bears a number nor a date nor is it stamped.  It was taken on record. 


Inter alia, this one page statement seeks to rebut the contentions of the Complainant.  The statement reads that the two sale deeds of 16.12.2004 and 27.12.2004 are “genuine” and also the plot size - 39’ x 125’ is correct; there is no encroachment.  The dates of sale deeds mentioned above are different from the ones that the Complainant has sited (23.12.2004 and 27.12.2004).
…4
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Mr. Surjit Singh also refers to a vigilance inquiry conducted at the initiative of present Complainant and others, as per Executive Officer, Doraha’s letter of 13.02.2008 to DD/ULB/LDH.  The enquiry was about genuineness of the two sale deeds as well as encroachment.  The statement says vigilance inquiry gave a clean chit on both issues.  
13.

The statement also refers to the report of M.E, Municipal Council Khanna, which too concluded that actual width of the road is 20 ft.  It says that if 28 ft. has been constructed by any agency, the Municipal Council, Doraha, in its own interest, should recover the extra cost incurred from the builder.  


Papers on record include signed correspondence/reports on the issues involved.  However, there is no report of the vigilance department on record to which the one-page statement refers to.  
14.

From the record on the file and proceedings, it appears that information has been substantially supplied to the Complainant and his grievance that he is still not satisfied does not appear to be well founded. 

15.

Viewed thus, I direct the Respondent PIO, office of DD/ULB/LDH, to submit an affidavit on whatever is stated in the one-page statement that Mr. Surjit Singh, Superintendent has submitted to the Commission on 02.05.2008.  The Affidavit should be sent to the Complainant within 07 working days from today with a copy to the Commission.  The Complainant may approach the appropriate authority for further action, if he so desires, on the basis of the Affidavit.  


The case is disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 05, 2008

Shivani

