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.

 Mr. Suraj Parkash, Executive Officer, for the Respondent.
-----


Heard both the parties.



The Respondent-Executive Officer says that the Complainant  can visit   his office and inspect the entire record, and the one that the Complainant identifies, certified photo copies of the same would be made available to him.      
     2.
         Both the Complainant and the Respondent have mutually agreed to meet in the office of the P.I.O. (E.O.) on  07.07.2008 at 11.00 a.m. 
3.

I direct that  all the copies  of the required information demanded  by the Complainant, vide his RTI application  of 20.12.2007,  be given to him free of cost and  a compliance report be sent to the Commission.


The case is adjourned to 11.07.2008 for  confirmation..
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated, May 30, 2008.

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:
None for the Complainant.
Representative, Mr. Manjit Singh, Jr. Asstt., for the Respondent.

-----



Representative of the Respondent, Mr. Manjit Singh, says that information was sent to the Complainant on 16.05.2008 through Registered post running into 30 pages. A letter to the Commission in this regard is also on record.


Nothing contrary has been heard from the Complainant.  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 30, 2008.

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:
Mr. Ramtej  Singh, Complainant,  in person.
                 Representative,  Mr. Gurdev Singh, Senior Asstt., for the Respondent
--------



The information stands supplied to the Complainant. This has been  delayed  by  over 05 months for which the representative of the Respondent has no  cogent reasons.  The P.I.O., office of Secretary, Department of Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab,  is warned to act swiftly on the applications received under the Right to Information Act  and  expeditiously provide the information to the applicants, as per the letter and spirit of the Act.
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  30, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Maj.  (Retd) M.S. Basota, 

# 3253, Sector 71,

S.A.S Nagar (Mohali).

  




              …..Appellant


Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

S.A.S Nagar, (Mohali)

                
                   


... Respondent

AC No. 19 of 2008





 ORDER
Present :       Maj. (Retd.) M. S. Basota, Appellant, in person.

    Mr. Gurbax Singh, A.P.I.O., for the Respondent.




----



Arguments heard.  Judgement reserved.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated, May  30, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Maj.  (Retd) M.S. Basota, 

# 3253, Sector 71,

S.A.S Nagar (Mohali).

  




              …..Appellant


Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

S.A.S Nagar, (Mohali)

                
                   


... Respondent

AC No. 20 of 2008





 ORDER
Present :   Maj. (Retd.) M. S. Basota, Appellant, in person.

Mr. Gurbax Singh, A.P.I.O.., for the Respondent.




----

Arguments heard.  Judgement reserved.

      Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated, May  30, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Sampuran Singh,

H. No. 1158, Sector 21-B,

Chandigarh. 





     
 
              …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Rural Development & Panchayats,

Punjab, Sector17-C, Chandigarh.     


            ….. Respondent                                             
AC No.  372 of  2007

ORDER

Present :        Mr. Sampuran Singh,  Appellant, in person.

Mr. Des Raj Bhagat, P.I.O.. with  Mr. Sukhjinder Singh, Advocate,           for the Respondent.




----



Heard both the parties.


The Appellant in his RTI application dated  30.07.2007 had sought  information only on 01 point i..e. a copy of the summons issued to him  in connection with his complaint  dated 29.06.2006, addressed to Mr. Hussan Lal, who was, at that time,  Director Rural Development  and  Panchayats.

2.

The Appellant submits self-attested two sheets of an order signed by  Mr. Parkash Singh Lamme, Joint Director (RD), dated 29.11.2006, wherein, he says, it is mentioned that  “Sampuran Singh (Appellant) was not present at the time of hearing”. These papers are taken on record.  The Appellant further  states that how could he be present at the hearing when he had not received any summons in response to his  own complaint dated 29.06.2006.  

3. 

The Respondent says that  a copy of the summons, if any, issued in response to the Appellant’s application dated  29.06.2006, will be given to him within  07 working days from today.  In case, there is nothing on record, 
-2-

the Respondent will give an Affidavit to that effect to the Appellant  with a copy to the  Commission.


The case is adjourned to 27.06.2008  for  confirmation.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated, May  30, 2008.

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:
Mr. Sawan Singh, Complainant, in person..

Representative, Mr. Balbir Singh,  S.E.P.O., for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant, who is 78 years old, is a senior citizen.  He has asked for certain information vide his application dated 26.12.2007 for which Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Rupnagar, asked him  on 25.01.2008 to deposit Rs.1000/- and collect the necessary information from the Panchayat Secretary.  The Complainant says that he has  deposited a sum of  Rs.1000/- on 12.03.2008.  
2.

In the order dated 02.05.2008, the B.D.P.O.-cum- P.I.O., was directed to send the requisite information to the Complainant through Registered post within 15 working days from that date with a compliance report to the Commission.  Till date, says the Complainant, the B.D.P.O., has not sent  any information except for some frivolous  papers.  The Complainant avers  that even his repeated visits to the Panchayat Secretary concerned proved  futile.  
3.

The Respondent has produced a letter No.168, dated 30.05.2008,  the BDPO  had written  to the Complainant along with a photo copy of the receipt of information by  him.  This receipt, however, is dated 30.04.2008.  The 
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Complainant
says that he has not been given any information  and  he  had signed the  receipt  on the promise  that he will be given the information.  The S.E.P.O. insists that the information was given  on 30.04.2008. Copies of the letter of B.D.P.O. and receipt are taken on record.
4.
In view of the contradictory stand taken by the Complainant and the   Respondent, I direct that the B.D.P.O.-cum-P.I.O. (Mr. Devinder Kumar ) to  be present at the next date of hearing and  bring along certified copies of complete and correct information to be given to the Complainant.  
    
 The case is adjourned to 27.06.2008 for further proceedings.
            Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated, May 30, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Maj.  (Retd) M.S. Basota, 

# 3253, Sector 71,

S.A.S Nagar (Mohali).

  




              …..Appellant


Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

S.A.S Nagar, (Mohali)

                
                   


... Respondent

AC No. 19 of 2008





 ORDER

This case , A.C. No. 19 of 2008 was heard on 30.05.2008 along with A.C. No.20/2008, as Appellant is the same and even the subject matter is almost similar, and order was  reserved.

At the hearing on 11.04.2008, following mutual agreement between the Respondent and the Appellant, it was directed that two would meet to resolve the issues involved.  Consequently, the Appellant and the Respondent – Chief Administrator, GMADA – met in the office of the latter on 23.05.2008.


Thereafter, the Chief Administrator passed “speaking order”. In a letter  dated 29.05.2008, addressed to the State Information Commission, Chandigarh,  he  has said that the Appellant has been supplied the requisite information, as available in the office record. And, at the same time, he has been given the liberty to inspect and receive any further information from  any office  of the  Respondent free of cost.

Alongwith the forwarding  letter are appended separate “speaking orders” in the instant cases, AC 19/08 and AC 20/08, dated 29.05.2008.

A.C. No. 19 of  2008:

Inter alia , the speaking order says that all 06 issues, mentioned in the Appellant’s application, were discussed, point-wise, irrespective of the fact whether the information had been already  supplied or not.  It is further stated that during the course  of  hearing, 
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the Appellant expressed   “dissatisfaction” in respect of points 02-06 of  his application. The Appellant desired that the requisite information be “officially” communicated to him.  The APIO, GMADA, was accordingly directed to supply the relevant documents, as per the office record,  immediately.

The speaking order says that as a measure of  abundant caution, APIO, GMADA, was directed to supply information in respect of AC No.19/08 afresh.

The Appellant too was informed that if he was still dissatisfied with the information, he has full  liberty to check and inspect any  and all relevant record/files of any/all branches of  GMADA at any time and can  have photocopies of the record, as per his requirement,  free of cost.   The offer was accepted by “Maj  (Retd.) M.S. Basota” – the Appellant.
AC No. 20  of 2008;

In the speaking order in the instant case, the information on 04 points sought by the Appellant was gone over and discussed pointwise, and that the  Appellant   expressed his “ dissatisfaction” in respect of points (a) and (d)  mentioned in his application. He demanded  the requisite  information be given /communicated to him “officially”.  Accordingly, the APIO, GMADA,  was directed to do so, as per the office record, immediately, free of cost.

The speaking order offers Appellant ‘full liberty’  to check, inspect any and all relevant record/files of any/all branches of GMADA at any time and can have the photocopies of the record, as per his requirement.  “The  offer was accepted,” says the speaking  order.  The letter to the SIC and  copies of speaking orders are taken on record.

At the hearing on 30.05.2008, the Appellant averred that nothing useful came out of the meeting with the Chief Administrator on 23.05.2008 and the same old  information /documents were given to him. Expressing his ‘dissatisfaction’ over the information given to him  he did not accept the suggestion of the Commission to inspect the record/files at GMADA for relevant  information as offered by Chief Administrator in his  communication dated 29.05.2008.  

· 3 –
The Appellant also said that the documents given to him were not certified/attested and  that the information was not in the format  in which  he had demanded.


Thereupon, the Respondent placed before the Commission pointwise response to the two applications, AC No.19/08 and AC No.20/08, signed by the APIO, dated 29.05.2008. This response, in tabulated form, running into 05 sheets is also taken on record.

In view of the issues raised  by the Appellant, the information  sought  by  him  and given to him was gone over  point-wise in respect of the two cases; viz. AC No.19/08 and AC No.20/08.
A.C. No.19/2008.

There is  no dispute in respect of points 01, 02,03.

The Appellant’s objection on point  04 is that details of calculations as to how the figure of  “additional price” of Rs.107.94 P was arrived at,  has not been  provided.  The Respondent has given  to the Appellant a photo copy of Punjab Government letter No.3647 of 14.09.1993 in respect of enhanced /additional price, phase -wise and including Sector 71. Also, that as per  Deputy Controller Finance and Accounts,  there is nothing more in the record to  give on this issue.

On point 05, wherein, Appellant has sought a copy of decision- making process regarding recovery of  additional price, the Respondent has appended  a copy of official approval accorded for the same  and which was accepted by the  then Accounts Officer to recover additional price. Appellant is not satisfied with this information/replies and wants name of officer who approved recovery of additional price, “overruling” Punjab and Haryana High Court directions  in  CWP No.119828/96 of  30.05.1997.


The  Appellant contests the stand  of the Respondent on point  06, where  he alleges  violation of  the  court decision of  30.05.1997.  However,  the  Respondent says that  no  order of  the  Hon’ble High Court was ever violated.




   -4-
AC No. 20/2008.


Appellant smells a rat in the  Respondent’s reply to  point  (a).  The Respondent says  no agenda was sent to Finance  and  Accounts  Controller on the basis of ACA, PUDA note of June 29, 2005.

The remaining points (b), (c) and (d) also relate to information emanating from point (a).  On all these points,  the Respondent says : (b)  no decision  in office record; (c) relevant information  supplied, as per point (a); and  (d) no decision in  the office record.

The  Respondent avers  that whatever is on record has been given to the Appellant .He reiterates  the offer  of  the Chief Administrator, GMADA  to the Appellant to inspect any record/files in any /all branches of GMADA and obtain, free of cost , photo copies of  required  information.  

The  Appellant says GMADA is trying to hide more than it is willing to reveal.


From the foregoing,  it emerges that while Appellant  is “dissatisfied”, with the response of the Respondent, the Respondent, on the other hand,  offers  an “ open  house” to the Appellant  asking him to take information as per his  two applications under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

I direct the PIO, GMADA to submit an Affidavit, point-wise, in respect  of both cases AC No.19/08 and AC No.20/08 and  explicitly  state : 

 (1)     whether any information, other than what has been  given to the Appellant    

vide GMADA letter no. 16255, dated 29.05.2008   is on record  /files in 


GMADA;

(2) 
 The same information, as given by GMADA  to the  Appellant vide its 
  

  letter no.16255 of  29.05.2008 be provided in the form of an Affidavit.

The Affidavit be sent to the Appellant within 15 working days from today with a copy to the Commission.

The case is adjourned to  27.06.2008  for  confirmation.
           Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

           (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                   State Information Commissioner.

Dated,  June  03,  2008.

