STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Narpinder Singh,

Son of Shri Devi Lal,

R/o Village Began Vali, 

P.O. Jandwala, Kartha,

Tehsil Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur

………….Appellant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o District Development 

& Panchayat Officer, 


Ferozepur





…….…Respondent.

AC No. 189 of 2007

ORDER


Present: Shri Narpinder Singh, Appellant in person. 



     Shri Baljit Singh, DDPO, Ferozepur, Respondent.


      The Appellant had requested the APIO for information in regard to toilets constructed under a Development Project in village Began Wali, Tehsil Fazilka district Ferozepur on 11-12-2006.  The Appellant states that since no information was given, he appealed to the Appellate Authority that is the BDPO.  Still receiving no response, the Appellant preferred the instant second appeal before the Commission on 05-06-2007.

2.

      The Appellant states that following the issuance of notice by the Commission, information in question has been delivered to him on 06-07-2007 at around 6.00 P.M.  The Appellant makes the following submissions before us:-

                     a)
 That since the supply of information has been delayed, he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.

b)
 That the information delivered is deficient.  According to him, he desired to know the exact quantity of material used for construction of each toilet.  He has not been given this detail. Appellant states that he has merely been given the total expenditure incurred on the construction of various sets of toilets.

3.

The Respondent submits before us that he has recently joined as the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Ferozepur on 23-5-2007. 
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The Department does not wish to deny any information to the Appellant.  Rather, the Respondent that is the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Ferozepur issued immediate directions to the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Fazilka to supply the information in question as soon as  the matter came to his notice on 28-6-2007.  Information was sent by the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Fazilka immediately thereafter.
4.

The Respondent states further that he has no objection to supply the details in regard to the expenditure incurred for construction of each toilet.

5.                 After considering the submissions of the parties, we find that there has been no deliberate or wilful delay in the supply of information.  It appears that the office of PIO is yet to evolve a proper system of supply of information as per the RTI Act, 2005.  The Appellant insists that he should be compensated for having to make a number of infructuous visits to the office of the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Fazilka from his village.  The distance being about 12 Kilometres, it would suffice that a token compensation of Rs. 100/- for each infructuous visit be given by the Department to the Appellant who made 4 to 5 such visits.  It would, thus, suffice that an amount of Rs. 500/- is paid to the Appellant by the Respondent as compensation.  Since the District Development & Panchayat Officer is himself present before us, we further direct that he will apprise the persons responsible for delay in supplying the information about the lapse so that this is not repeated in future. In the circumstances, we also direct that the details sought by the Appellant should be delivered to him within a week free of cost.

6.
             The matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.




  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Raj Kumar,

S/o Sh. Ramji Dass,

Near Govt.High School,

V & P.O Rampura-151 103, 

Distt Bathinda.






….Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

o/o District Manager 

Punjab Financial Corporation,

A-6, Civil Lines, Bathinda.





…Respondent.

AC No.  190 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
     Shri Raj Kumar, Appellant in person. 



     Shri Manjit Singh, District Manager, Punjab 



     Financial Corporation, Batinda – Respondent –cum PIO.



    The following information had been demanded by the Appellant :-

“a)
Whether Para 10 of letter No. PFC/PAS/90/18962 dated 30-3-90 casts statutory duty upon the Punjab Financial Corporation to approve the Bank Account for keeping the loan amount ?.




b) Whether Para 10 of letter No. PFC/PAS/90/18962 date    30-3-90 casts a statutory duty upon the Managing Director of Punjab Financial Corporation to authorize and depute an officer to the Bank to verify the utilization of loan payments etc., from the said Bank Account ?”
2.

    The Respondent states that he has already supplied this information in the format in which it was demanded.  The Appellant wishes to seek some additional information linked to the subject matter of his original request for information.  We find that such demand would have to be treated as a fresh request for information.  It appears that the specific questions asked by the Appellant have been duly replied and the information is deemed to have been delivered by the Respondent.
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4.

The Respondent assures that if any additional material is sought by the Appellant, he would deliver the same in accordance with law.
5.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Surinder Chugh (Journalist),

Chugh Street, Fazilka,

Distt. Ferozepur (Punjab).

    

 ……..….Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Ferozepur.





………….…Respondent.

CC No. 910 of 2006

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Surinder Chugh (Journalist), Complainant in person.

    
 Shri D.P. Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur.


    On the last date of hearing that is 30-5-2007, the Complainant had stated that the information demanded by him had not been fully delivered so far.  On behalf of the Respondent, it was submitted that whatever material was available had been given.  The matter was posted for hearing today that is 09.07.2007 for the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur to clarify and resolve the matter. The Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur, reiterates the position that had been stated on his behalf on the last date of hearing viz that the complaint in question from Shri Bhagwati Parshad had been marked by the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Fazilka, for enquiry to the S.H.O., Police Station, Fazilka.  For facility of the complainant, Shri Bhagwati Parshad, this direction of the Deputy Superintendent of Police, alongwith the original complaint, was handed over personally to Shri Bhagwati Parshad himself for delivery to the SHO Fazilka.  The Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur states that as per record the complainant Sh. Bhagwati Parshad did not deliver the same to the S.H.O., Police Station, Fazilka. PIO states that there is no record of any enquiry having been conducted.  PIO states that for this reason there is no material with him that can constitute the information demanded by the Complainant.  PIO produces before us the original register in which this complaint No. 408 is entered.  From this, he shows that there has been no concealment of information.  The Respondent has already submitted an affidavit on the last date of hearing and explained the position on the above lines.
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2.

The Complainant, on the other hand, insists that the Respondent is not giving the full facts.  According to the Complainant, an enquiry was conducted and statements of some witnesses recorded.  

3.

In view of the submissions made before us by the Respondent (the senior most police officer of the District Ferozepur) and the contents of his affidavit submitted on the last date of hearing, we cannot go beyond what is on record with us, viz, that whatever information was available with the Respondent has been given.

4.

In view of the Complainant’s insistence, the Respondent is prepared to have a further enquiry conducted into the matter by a senior police officer of the rank of Superintendent of Police.  Even though this is beyond the scope of the instant complaint under RTI Act, we feel that this is a very fair offer.  The Complainant is free to approach the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur directly as he has assured that an enquiry into any grievance of the Complainant would be conducted to the satisfaction of the Complainant. 

5.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Pritam Singh, SDO (Retd.)

R/o Ferozepur Road,

Opp. Gandhi Colony,






Faridkot.

     




………..Complainant.


Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o President,

District Bar Association,

Distt.Court, Faridkot.




…………Respondent.
CC No. 209 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Pritam Singh, Complainant in person. 



Shri K.S. Sekhon, President, District Bar Association, Faridkot 

and Shri Rajnish Garg,Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.



The cause of action was a demand by the Complainant for certain information from the District Bar Association.

2.

On the last date of hearing that is 30-5-2007, plea taken by the Respondent was that the District Bar Association is not a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) Right to Information Act, 2005.  Both parties were directed to supply written submissions in support of their respective stands.  The Respondent has contended that the District Bar Association is not a Public Authority at all and is not liable to supply any information to the Complainant. 
3.             The Complainant refers to the provisions of Section 2(h).  He also invites our attention to Section 6(1)(dd) of the Advocates Act, 1961 wherein it is states that the function of the State Bar Councils inter alia shall be:
 

“to promote  the growth of Bar Associations for the purpose of effective implementation of the welfare schemes referred to in Clause (a) of sub-section-(2) of this section and clause (a) of sub-section (2) of Section 7;”.
4.

On the last date of hearing, both parties were directed to give their arguments in writing.  Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent has complied with these directions.  We direct that both sides submit their 
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arguments in writing within the next 15 days.   Next date of hearing for further proceedings would be intimated to both the parties after these written submissions are received by us.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Devinder Singh,

S/o Shri Angrej Singh,

R/o Kalie Wala,

P.O. Salhani, 

Tehsil & Distt. Ferozepur.




         ….Complainant.
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.







…Respondent.
CC No. 1010 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 



Shri Jaskiran Singh, ADC (G), Ferozepur present on behalf 

           of the PIO-Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.



     The Complainant in this case demanded from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur certain documents which could assist him in obtaining a pass-port.  According to the Respondent, a request for information should have been made directly to the PIO concerned.  In the instant case, the Complainant has approached the Commission, which is contrary to the provisions of RTI Act. Even so, the Respondent states that the information in question was delivered to the Respondent as soon as notice was issued by the Commission.  From this it appears that the demand for supply of information has been met.  This is perhaps the reason that the Complainant has not turned up.
2.

     The matter is dismissed for non-prosecution.  
3.

     In future, Registry in the Commission’s office should carefully scrutinize such matters before they are put up for hearing.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kailash Chander Goyal,

H.NO. 682, Street No. 1-A,

Abohar. 


….Appellant.

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Mukatsar.





…Respondent.
MR No. 17 of 2007

In AC No. 06  of 2006

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant. 


Shri Malkiat Singh. District Mandi Officer, on behalf of the 
Respondent.
  



 The Respondent states that this matter had been duly disposed of by the Commission vide its order dated 13-7-2007.  Several opportunities such as on 28-3-2006, 02-05-2006, 14-6-2006, 13-07-2006, 30-5-2007 and 09-07-2007 had been given to the Appellant to present his case.  The Respondent claims that the Appellant is not serious about pursuing this matter.  The Respondent states that certain information has been delivered to him.  The Appellant has repeatedly been bringing up this matter and causing harassment to the Respondent and not turning up to clarify what deficiencies remain in the supply of information and what exactly he demands. The Respondent states that on 11-6-2007 some further material has been sent to the Appellant in response to his latest demand of information. According to the Respondent, the Appellant is a dismissed employee of the Marketing Committee, Abohar.  He is intent on prolonging the proceedings, which according to the Respondent would be of no public use.
2.

In view of the non appearance of the Appellant and the averments of the Respondent that further material has also been supplied to the Appellant on 1-6-2007, there seems no reason to continue the proceedings any further.
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3.

Matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Devinder Singh, Lecturer, 

Govt. Rajindra College,

Bathinda.






….Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal,

Govt. Rajindra College,

Bathinda.







…Respondent.

CC No. 1002 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 


            Shri Surinder Singh, Lecturer, Govt. Rajindra College, 


Bathinda present on behalf of the Respondent.



The information sought was whether the guest faculty-cum- part-time lecturers working in the Government Rajindra College, Bathinda were being relieved from duty before end of the academic session.  
2.

Respondent states that in view of the requirement of additional lecturers for short durations in some places, the Parent Teachers Association (PTA) of the College has a practice of inviting qualified persons to serve as guest lecturers for a limited period of time.  These appointments are neither regular nor are they paid for by the management of the College.  The expenditure on the salary etc. of such guest lecturers is met out of the funds collected from the students by the Parent Teachers Association (PTA). These are casual appointments for which the incumbents are paid per lecture delivered (Rs. 175/-) subject to a maximum amount of             Rs. 7,000/- per month.   
2.

The Respondent has no objection in intimating this arrangement to the Complainant.  We direct that the PIO of the College should deliver the information to the Complainant suitably.



3.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
     Chief Information Commissioner

Ferozepur

Dated: 09.07.2007







   Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)






      State Information Commissioner

