STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pardeep Kumar,

S/o Shri Dayal Dass,

Q. No. 314-D, Rail Coach Factory Township,

Kapurthala.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Abohar,

District: Ferozepur.







 Respondent

CC No. 2738/2008

Present:
Shri Pardeep Kumar, Complainant, in person.

Shri Ramesh Kumar Sharma, Accountant, M. C. Abohar,   on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

During arguments it comes to the notice of the Commission that in this case Shri Pardeep Kumar, Complainant, has sought information from the Respondent on behalf of his brother Shri Parshotam Dass but he has not been given any  authority by his brother to seek information from the Respondent. It is observed that Shri Parshotam Dass himself should file application with the Public Authority to seek information about himself, if he so desires. 

3.

Therefore, the instant case is dismissed. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





      Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Kuljeet Kaur,

Wife of Late Shri Harjeet Singh,

91, Dashmesh Nagar, District: Ropar.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Ropar.





 Respondent

CC No. 2604/2008

Present:
Smt. Kuljeet Kaur, Complainant, in person and Shri Kanwaljeet Singh, on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Rakesh Kumar, Assistant Trust Engineer-cum-PIO and Shri Parmod Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The PIO states that the information contained in one sheet had been sent to the Complainant at her residence but she refused to accept the same. The Complainant states that no body visited her residence for this purpose. However, the information contained in one sheet is handed over to the Complainant in the court today in my presence. 

3.

The Complainant states that she is satisfied with the information 
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supplied today. She further states that she has been harassed by the Respondent as the information has been delayed and requests that necessary action may be taken against the PIO for imposing penalty and compensation may be granted to her for the detriment suffered by her. 

4.

The PIO explains his position regarding delay in the supply of the information. I accept the plea put forth by the PIO and therefore, no penalty is ordered  to be imposed upon the PIO. However, a compensation of Rs. 500/-(Five hundred only) is ordered to be paid to the Complainant through Bank Draft within 15 days by Improvement Trust Ropar. 

5.

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

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ravinder Pal Singh Chadha,

30, Banda Bahadur Nagar, Jalandhar.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

CC No.  2603/2008
Present:
Shri Ravinder Pal Singh Chadha,  Complainant, in person.

Shri   Harmesh Kumar, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, Improvement Trust Jalandhar, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that he had filed applications with the PIO on 28.7.2008  and 18.9.2008 for seeking specific information on three points. The PIO states that the information had been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. RTI/140/JIT/9068, dated 4.12.2008 and No. RTI/141/9069, dated 4.12.2008 and  the Commission had been informed about these two Memos.  vide Memo. No. RTI/175/JIT/9565, dated 6.1.2009  that the information has been supplied to the Complainant. 

2.

The Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information as the Respondent has not given correct answer to his queries at Sr. No. 1 of letter No. 9068 dated 4.12.2008. The PIO agrees to satisfy the Complainant regarding his queries at Sr. No. 1.
3.

The Complainant requests  that since the information has been
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 delayed for more than 107 days, necessary action may be  taken to impose penalty upon the PIO and grant compensation to him for the detriment suffered. 4.

The PIO clarifies that the application of the Complainant was transferred to Shri Kulwant Singh, Senior Law Assistant, under Section 5(4) and 5(5) of the RTI Act, 2005 to supply the information  to the Complainant and therefore  he is responsible for the delay caused in the supply of information. 

5.

I, therefore, call upon the Deemed PIO (Shri Kulwant Singh, Senior Law Assistant, Improvement Trust,  Phagwara)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information. The Deemed PIO is directed to  file his reply showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

6.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  19. 02. 2009.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to Shri Kulwant Singh, Senior Law Assistant, Improvement Trust, Phagwara.  

 Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Ranjit Kaur,

Wife of Shri Sukhdev Singh,

# 328, Phase: 3B-1, Sector: 60, 

S. A. S. Nagar, Mohali-160059.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, PUDA Building,

Sector: 68, SAS Nagar, Mohali.





 Respondent

CC No. 2607/2008

Present:
Smt. Ranjit Kaur, Complainant, in person.

Shri  Deepak Bansal, Superintendent and Shri Sukhdev Singh, Senior Assistant, office of GMADA , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information running into seven sheets, including one sheet of covering letter, has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. GMADA/09/1979-1880, dated 19.1.2009. The Complainant pleads that since she has received the information only yesterday and  is yet to study it, the case may be adjourned for 15 days. She further states that the information, supplied to her, has not been authenticated by the competent authority. 

2.

It is, accordingly, directed that the information supplied to the Complainant be got duly authenticated by the competent authority. 

3.

On the request of the Complainant, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on   05. 02. 2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Thakur Dass,

VPO: Narot Jaimal Singh, 

Tehsil: Pathankot, District: Gurdaspur.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Welfare Officer, Gurdaspur.




 Respondent

CC No.  2713 /2008

Present:
Shri Rajiv Sharma on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri  Balwinder Singh, District Welfare Officer-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO states that the application of the Complainant dated 13.10.2008, seeking information, has not been received in his office  and he has come to know about this case from the Hearing Notice received from the State Information Commission.  He hands over   some information, running into three sheets including one sheet of covering letter, to the Complainant  and assures that the remaining information will be supplied to the Complainant within 15 days as it has to be collected from Tehsil Welfare Officers. 

2.

The Complainant pleads that since he is to study the information, supplied to him today, the case may be adjourned for 15 days. 

3.

Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply the remaining information to the Complainant by 5.2.2009.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12. 02. 2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 




 Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Lachhman Singh,

H. No. 58, Street No. 9,

Malhotra Colony, Ropar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Kandi Area & Special Secretary-cum-

Chief Conservator of Forests(Hills) Punjab, 

SCO No. 1028-29, Sector: 22-B, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 2256/2008

Present:
Shri Lachhman Singh, Complainant, in person.  

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO, office of Chief Conservator of Forest(Hills) and  Shri Tarsem Lal, Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 29.12.2008, when it was directed that the Complainant will visit the office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur on 15. 1. 2009 to inspect the record and identify the documents required by him. 

2.

The Complainant states that he visited the office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur on the said date and time but could not get any information as the required record could not be traced.
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3.

The Respondent submits an affidavit dated 19.1.2009  from the Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur,  stating that the information regarding Points No. 1 and 2 has been supplied and the information regarding Point No. 3 is not available in  the record. He pleads that the case may be closed. 

4.

The Complainant states that the original affidavit be given to him, so that he can produce the same in the Court. As per the request of the Complainant, the original affidavit is handed over to the Complainant and one attached photo-copy of the affidavit is placed in the record file of the case.

5..

The Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur states vide letter No.2122, dated 19.1.2000 that he has deputed the services of Smt.Rama Shashi, Senior Assistant, O/o the Divisional Forest Officer, Dasuya and other officials of the Department to assist the Complainant and to search the identified information/record of the IWDP Hills Project (now disbanded) as per the demand of the Complainant dated 7.3.2008. But after great efforts, the Receipt and Despatch Register of the Assistant Soil Conservation Officer (Kandi) Mohali (now disbanded) is not available in the record. He further states that in this connection, he has made a submission of affidavit dated 19.1.2009 and pleads that the case may be closed.

6.

The Complainant states that the information supplied to him is not
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authenticated and the same may be authenticated. It is directed that the information supplied to the Complainant against Sr.Nos.1 and 2 be authenticated by the competent authority.

7.

Since information available in the record of the Public Authority, has been supplied, the case is disposed of.

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  20. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kulwant Singh, Clerk,

Nagar Panchayat, Bhikhi,

District: Mansa.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Nagar Panchayat, Bhikhi,

District: Mansa.






 Respondent

CC No.2587/2008

Present:
Shri Kulwant Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Ravi Kumar, Accountant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the information is ready and the Complainant has been informed to have the information from the office, but he has not visited the office to receive the information. The Respondent states that information is ready with him today, he can hand over the same to the Complainant. The information running into 3 (three) sheets has been supplied to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence. 

3.

The Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him today. He wants to inspect the whole record relating to the grant of regular scale to the employees Shri Sardool Singh,Clerk and Smt. Ram Devi,
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Clerk, widow of Shri Sukhdev Singh.

4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Nagar Panchayat, Bhikhi on 2.2.2009 at 1100 hrs. The PIO will make available the record relating to the regularization of services of both the clerks, namely, Shri Sardool Singh and Smt.Ram Devi, Widow to the Complainant in his office. The Complainant will identify the record required by him and the PIO will supply the same at the spot.

5.

The Complainant will deposit the necessary charges for the inspection. He is allowed to take the help of his Counsel, if he wants.  

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 19-02-2009.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sudagar Singh,S/o Shri Kaka Singh,

# Chuni Khurd near Chuni Kalan,

Tehsil: Bassi Pathana, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


Complainant







Vs

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

Fatehgarh Sahib.






 Respondent

CC No.2748/2008

Present:
Shri Sudagar Singh, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant filed complaint with the B.D.P.O. Khera, District: Fatehgarh Sahib on 29.9.2008 for specific information about Shri Amrik Singh, Ex-Sarpanch, now Member Panchayat, Village: Chuni Khurd. The Complainant states that he has asked the nomination papers along with enclosures filed by Shri Amrik Singh for the election of Panch along with the affidavit, but in spite of his visit to the office of B.D.P.O. and Panchayat Officer, no information has been supplied to the Complainant. After waiting for one and half months, he filed complaint to the Punjab State Information Commission on 3.11.2008, which is fixed for hearing today. Proper notice was sent to the PIO, O/o the B.D.P.O. Fatehgarh Sahib.

2.

The Complainant states that the Panchayat Officer refused to supply the information. 

3.

It is directed that on the next date of hearing, B.D.P.O.Fatehgarh 
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Sahib will attend the proceedings in person along with the requisite information demanded by the Complainant along with the original file of Shri Amrik Singh, Ex-Sarpanch, and now Panch of Village: Chuni Khurd.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 26-02-2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhwinderjit Singh, 

S/o Shri Karnail Singh,

# A-14, Vikas Colony,

Rajpura Road, Patiala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Patiala.



 Respondent

CC No.2588/2008

Present:
Shri Sukhwinderjit Singh, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that he has visited the office of Shri Vij, APIO-cum-Law Officer, but no information has been supplied to him.

2.

 It is directed that on the next date of hearing, PIO will appear in person along with the information to be supplied to the Complainant.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 17-02-2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sanjiv Kumar,

# 201, Mohalla Prem Vihar,

Haibowal Kalan, Ludhiana-141 001



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



 Respondent

CC No.2736/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Harish Bhagat, APIO-cum-Legal Assistant, Shri Kartar Singh, Assistant Divisional Fire Officer and Shri Lal Singh, Clerk, O/o Fire Brigade, M.C.Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the Complainant is a relative of Shri Ravinder Kumar Sharma who is an employee of the Fire Brigade of Ludhiana. He has also filed an application with the Deputy Supdt of Police (Vigilance), Ludhiana, where the Complainant has not appeared and the case was disposed of.

2.

The Respondent further states that the information relating to the Fire Brigade is ready, the complainant can get it from Shri Kartar Singh, Asstt. Divisional Fire Officer on any working day after depositing the necessary fee. The Respondent states that the Complainant is habitual, not to attend the
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proceedings.

3.

It is directed that the Complainant will collect the information from Shri Kartar Singh, Assistant Divisional Fire Officer on any working day after depositing the requisite charges.

4.

The case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramnik Singh,S/o 

Shri Ram Singh, Vill: Nangal,

PO: Amargarh, Tehsil: Malerkotla,

District: Sangrur.






Complainant







Vs

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

Malerkotla-2, District: Sangrur.




 Respondent

CC No.2602/2008

Present:
Shri Ramnik Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Pritpal Singh, APIO-cum-Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant has filed two applications, one with the PIO, office of the B.D.P.O. Malerkotla-2 on 15.7.2008 and the second application with the PIO, office of the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Sangrur on 25.8.2008 and has asked the same information from the two Public Authorities. He further states that he has not got any information from the BDPO office, Malerkotla as well as the DDPO office, Sangrur.

3.

Shri Pritpal Singh, APIO-cum-Panchayat Secretary ensures that the information relating to the Block Malerkotla-1 will be supplied, duly authenticated
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to the Complainant. However, he pleads that the information which the Complainant wants, is to be supplied by the Engineering Wing of the Rural Development and Panchayats Department. He may be directed to file the complaint with the SDO (PR) of Block Malerkotla-1. However, the information as available with the Department, has since been supplied, the case may be closed.

4.

 So, it is directed that the Complainant can file a complaint with the SDO (PR) Block Malerkotla-1, as the work of the Brick paving of the Road (Rasta) is available with the SDO (Panchayati Raj), Block Malerkotla-1.

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manoj Dhand,

S/o Shri Parkash Chand,

# 68/8, Near Hanuman Mandir,

Ahmedgarh, District: Sangrur-148 021



Complainant







Vs

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

Sudhar, District: Ludhiana.





 Respondent

CC No.2601/2008

Present:
Shri Manoj Dhand, Complainant, in person.
Shri Hardev Singh, Senior Clerk-cum-Supdt-cum-APIO, Sudhar Block, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainat filed two applications for the same information from the BDPO Sudhar on 2.9.2008 and 7.10.2008, respectively, along with separate fee for each application. After getting no response from the PIO, he filed complaint with the Punjab State Information Commission on 10.11.2008. Proper notice was issued and hearing was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent on behalf of the PIO states that the information running into two sheets, relating to Sr. Nos. 3 and 5 has been supplied vide letter No.52, dated 16.1.2009, to the Complainant and informed the Commission that the information has been supplied to the Complainant. The
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Respondent further states that the information relating to Serial Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 7 will be supplied to the Complainant within a period of 15 (Fifteen) days as this information is to be collected from other offices.

3.

It is directed that the information be supplied within the stipulated period and the PIO will appear in person on the next date of hearing and explain why the information has been delayed for more than two months.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12-02-2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajiv Sharma,

# 292, Kothey Bhim Sain,

Dina Nagar, Distt. Gurdaspur-143 531.



Complainant







Vs

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

Bamial, Tehsil: Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.


 Respondent

CC No.2719/2008

Present:
Shri Rajiv Sharma, Complainant, in person.
Shri Surya Parkash,APIO-cum-Supdt, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant states that the information relating to Sr.Nos.1, 2, 3 & 4 has been received by him, but the information relating to Sr. Nos. 1 & 2 is misleading and incomplete. 

3.

It is directed that the information relating to Sr. Nos. 1 & 2 be supplied immediately, free of cost, to the Complainant within a period of 20 (Twenty) days.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12-02-2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajiv Sharma,

# 292, Kothey Bhim Sain,

Dina Nagar, Distt. Gurdaspur-143 531.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Rural Development &

Panchayat Department, Punjab,

SCO: 112-113, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

CC No.2716/2008 

Present:
Shri Rajiv Sharma, Complainant, in person.
Shri Surya Parkash, APIO-cum-Supdt ,O/o Bamial Block and Shri Yudhvir Singh, EPO-cum-APIO,O/o Director Rural Dev. & Panchayat, Punjab, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant has filed a complaint with the PIO, O/o Director Rural Development and Panchayat, Punjab, Chandigarh on 26.9.2008. 

2.

The Respondent states that the application stands transferred to the BDPOs Narot Jaimal Singh and Bamial by the Director Rural Development and Panchayat, Punjab, Chandigarh, vide No. DPG-4/07/47737, dated 17.11.2008 to the PIO-cum-District Development & Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur and again on 02.01.2009. He further states that DDPO Gurdaspur has informed the Director Rural Development & Panchayats Department,
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vide Memo N o.4070, dated 10.12.2008 that the information relating to Block

 Bamial has been supplied. The Complainant states that the information relating to three Blocks, i.e. Narot Jaimal Singh, Bamial and Pathankot has not been received by him.

3.

It is directed that the PIO, O/o the DDPO Gurdaspur will collect the information from the BDPOs Narot Jaimal Singh, Bamial and Pathankot and send the same to the Complainant within a period of one month. As the information has been delayed, the information will be supplied to the Complainant free of cost.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12-02-2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIOs of DDPO Gurdaspur and BDPOs Narot Jaimal Singh, Bamial and Pathankot.

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Thakar Dass,

VPO: Narot Jaimal Singh,

Tehsil: Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.



Complainant







Vs

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

Narot Jaimal Singh, Tehsil: Pathankot,

District: Gurdaspur. 






 Respondent

CC No.2715/2008

Present:
Shri Rajiv Sharma on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Ashok Kumar, APIO-cum-Supdt, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Ashok Kumar, APIO-cum-Supdt states that the information relating to Block Narot Jaimal Singh is ready with him. The information is handed over to the Complainant in the court today. He will deposit the necessary fee after scrutiny of the record.

2.

 It is directed that the Complainant will deposit Rs.1550/- (One Thousand Five Hundred and Fifty) with the Department on any working day before 30.1.2009. The Complainant will go through the information and will submit his comments/observations, if any, on the information supplied to 
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him within ten days.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 03-02-2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Thakar Dass,

VPO: Narot Jaimal Singh,

Tehsil: Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.



Complainant







Vs

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

Bamial, Tehsil: Pathankot, District: Gurdaspur.


 Respondent

CC No.2711 & 2712/2008

Present:       Shri Rajiv Sharma on behalf of the Complainant.         
Shri Surya Parkash, APIO-cum-Supdt ,O/o Bamial Block, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

On perusal of the instant cases, it is seen that two cases have been opened for the same complaint, filed by the Complainant.

2.

The Complainant filed a complaint with the PIO, O/o BDPO, Bamial, Tehsil: Pathankot, District: Gurdaspur on 22.2.2008. The Respondent, APIO-cum-Supdt, Shri Surya Parkash states that the information has since been supplied on 11.4.2008. 

3.

The Complainant has filed  complaint with the Punjab State Information Commission on 17.11.2008 after a period of nine months, which is time barred under Section 19(1)(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. He
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should have filed the complaint with the first Appellate Authority within 30( thirty) days and with the Commission within 90 (ninety) days of the refusal of the information. Since he has not filed appeal with the first Appellate Authority and second appeal with the Commission within the stipulated period under Section 19(1)(3) of the RTI Act, so the case is time-barred.

4.

However, since the information has been supplied on 11.4.2008, the cases are disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

    SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Thakar Dass,

VPO: Narot Jaimal Singh,

Tehsil: Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.



Complainant

















Vs

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

Bamial, District: Gurdaspur.




 Respondent

CC No.2710/2008

Present:
Shri Rajiv Sharma on behalf of the Complainant. 
Shri Surya Parkash, APIO-cum-Supdt, O/o Bamial Block, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the same information has been sought by the Complainant in CC No.2716/2008. He further states that CC No.2710/2008 be closed.

2.

Shri Rajiv Sharma, on behalf of the Complainant states that CC No. 2710/2008 be closed and the Respondent be directed to supply the information in CC No.2716/2008.

2.

Accordingly, CC No.2710/2008 is closed.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh                              
                  Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.01.2009

                         State Information Commissioner

