STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Amrik Singh

Vs.

B.D. & P.O. Doraha

Complaint Case No. CC-389 -2006:

Present:
Shri Amrik Singh Complainant, in person.



Shri Ravinder Singh, B.D.P.O. Doraha.

Order:


Heard.


Shri Amrik Singh,  has filed a complaint dated August 24, 2006 in this Commission seeking information by him from the Public Information Officer-cum-Block Development. & Panchayats Officer, Doraha, Tehsil Payal, Ludhiana,  who wrote a letter dated  August 17, 2006 to the complainant that payment of request fee has not been supplied to him till date.. The Block Dev. & Panchayats Office refused to receive or diarize his application on the plea that the application was to be submitted to the Panchayat Secretary. However, the said Panchayat Secretary had been deputed for election work and could not be located. So the application was delivered to the office of Block Development & Panchayats Officer. 

2. Today, the Block Development & Panchayats Officer has stated that on September 04, 2006 he had transferred the said application to the name of Panchayat Secretary - Manjinder Singh and had received the record on September 26, 2006 from him, which had been intimated to the said Amrik Singh that the record was now available in his office and he should collect it. (Additional fee not communicated vide letter dated 13-10-2006). 
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3.
It is observed that it was incumbent on the B. D. & P.O. to transfer the case to the concerned Panchayat Secretary under intimation to the applicant within five days of the receipt of the application as per Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Since this was not done, there has been a communication gap.

 him4.
Since the Right to information Act has come into operation only a year back and full import and implications are not fully appreciated by the officials who are required to implement it and since the full information has been provided,                  a lenient view is taken in this matter and no proceedings under Section 20 of the Act dealing with penalties, needs to be initiated. However, so far the amount of fee to be deposited had not been conveyed to the application, the fee is hereby waived.

5.
Shri Amrik Singh has been supplied the information today in court by the B. D. & P.O. After going through the papers, Amrik Singh stated that the copy of the resolution provided is not the one referred to in his application at “Uraa,, rather it concerns  the  expenditure, receipts and estimates etc. as referred to in his application at “Aira”  Copy of the resolution which is required, refers to  the disposal of sullage  water and concerns approval of the proposal for laying of pipes from the pond (Toba) containing the dirty water in Nand Singh patti to the Dhab in Mahlipur. I have seen the resolution provided presently and find it is un-dated  and neither the number of the resolution is mentioned etc. It appears to              be necessary to give the photo-stat copy from the beginning where all such details are available to make it meaningful. The B.D & P.O. is directed to call for the record, examine it and supply the necessary information to the applicant. The Block Dev. & Panchayats Officer is also directed to make an index of the papers required to be delivered to the applicant against due receipt by
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10th November 2006 and compliance report be filed in this court on                       November 15, 2006 with copy of information supplied for record of the court. In case the applicant receives the information, he need not appear on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to November 15, 2006.

 

Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18,  2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Hardev Singh

Vs.

Tehsildar (West), Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-101 -2006:

Present:
Shri Hardev Singh, complainant, in person, represented by                       Shri Sham Lal Saini, Retd. Administrative Officer.


Shri Ram Singh, Tehsildar (West) Ludhiana.

Order:


Heard.


Vide my order dated September 27, 2006, I had directed that the copy of the order required by the applicant and listed at Point-4 of his application dated February 20, 2006, be supplied to him and Shri Ram Singh A.P.I.O.cum-Tehsildar (West) Ludhiana, was also given an opportunity under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, to show cause why action, as envisaged in Section 20 of the Act, dealing with penalties, be not taken against him.                Shri Hardev Singh has since been supplied the said information vide letter dated October 13, 2006 by the Tehsildar, duly receipted by Shri Hardev Singh., who is present in court and has also confirmed the fact before me.

2.
Further, Shri Sham Lal Saini on behalf of Shri Hardev Singh has filed a complaint in this court stating that while giving information as requested by him with respect to the order of partition, (which was dismissed in default on                                 February 02, 2006, and which has been supplied as a result of the                        complaint before this court), the tehsildar has given a reply which is not correct legally, ethically or morally. He states that the reply on Point-2  “As per revenue record attached with this case, the land in question is still joint and the co-sharer has right to get their land partitioned under law”, is mischievous, since it has not been specified that the co-sharer, 
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who had earlier applied and   whose case was dismissed in fault, has no right to               put in second application.  I have considered the objection.  I do not agree with contention of the applicant that the reply of the Tehsildar is in any way damaging to the case of the applicant regarding the information in Para-2 because no scope has been created for second application by a co-sharer, if  legally not permissible under the relevant law. The apprehensions of the applicant are not logical. The matter is closed in so far as this case is concerned.
3. Shri Ram Singh, Tehsildar stated that he has been posted in Ludhiana (West) only on June 05, 2006, whereas the application of Shri Hardev Singh is dated February 20, 2006 with reference to which the information had already been supplied on April 24, 2006.The answer to Point-4 objected to by the court was also given by the previous officer and not by him. The explanation has been found satisfactory. No further action is called for.
The complaint is accordingly disposed of read with my previous order dated September 27, 2006, which has been complied with.









Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18, 2006.

cSTATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms.Geeta Bala

Vs.

D.P.I. (Primary)

Complaint Case No. CC-161 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr, Jagtar Singh, Director, Public Instructions, (Primary)



 Punjab, In person.

Order:


Full information applied for by Ms. Geeta Bala, vide her letter dated                         April 15, 2006 originally and mistakenly addressed by her to the Public information Officer, Punjab School Education Board and latter transferred by this court to the Director, Public Instructions (Elementary), Punjab, has been supplied to her, in compliance with the order of this court dated August 23, 2006 as read with orders dated September 20,2006 and September 27, 2006, and a copy of the information has been supplied in this court on September 25, 2006 and October 11, 2006.  Thus no further information is due to her.

2.
Copy of the explanation filed by the Director, has been seen.  He has submitted that admittedly, the application was never made to him or to any office under his control to his knowledge, except when it was forwarded by this Commission for the first time in the month of August, 06 and his office learnt month of August, 2006. Efforts were made to find the case, but none could be unearthed and copy of the original papers was taken from the Commission. It is
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 only for this reason that for want of any background or papers that he did not attend the court. His explanation is accepted and the matter is filed.


The complaint is hereby  disposed of.



Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

M/s Chhabra Land & Credits Pvt. Ltd.

Vs.

Punjab Urban Development Authority.

Complaint Case No. CC-234 -2006:

Present:
Shri Vijay Kumar Sharma, Advocate, for the complainants.



Mrs. Paramjit Kaur, Dealing Assistant, PUDA



Shri GangaDutt Tewari, P.I.O.-cum-Senior Assistant,PUDA

Order:

Heard.


For the purpose of disposal,  Complaint Cases 234, 235, 236, 237 and 238 of  2006, in respect of License Nos. 96/3, 96/9, 2000/58, 96/13, and  98/36,  respectively, all titled as “ Chhabra Land & Credits Pvt  Ltd. Vs. Punjab Urban Development Authority & Ors., Mohali”  are ordered to be clubbed together and a common order shall be passed in respect of them  vide interim orders and final order in Complaint Case No. 234 of 2006.
2.
Shri Ganga Dutt Tewari has presented the receipt dated   October 13, 2006 signed by Shri K. L. Chhabra, Managing Director of the complainant–Firm for receipt of information. Shri Sharma, counsel present in court has also acknowledged the receipt of the said information. It consists of  covering letter, copy of the receipt dated October 13, a reply of five pages giving para-wise replies and details/break up of Rs. 11,85,01,964/- to be recovered upto September 30, 2006, including penal interest.

4. The counsel has prayed that the case should not be disposed of under the plea that the applicant is satisfied since the information supplied is neither complete nor correct, but is misleading. However, Mrs. Paramjit Kaur, on  
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behalf of Punjab Urban Development Authority states that full, clear and correct 
information, as was available with PUDA has been provided to him and answers    The Counsel has further stated that he will be filing a complaint accordingly within a couple of days. He is directed to supply a copy of the same to Public Information Officer of PUDA simultaneously.

To come up for final hearing on November 29, 2006.

 

Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Raj Kumar

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhianas.

Complaint Case No. CC-260  -2006:

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar, Complainant in person.

Shri Raman Kaushal, S.D.O. authorized representative of Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Order:

Shri Raman Kaushal states that full reply has been provided to the complainant and a copy thereof has also been endorsed to this Commission on the same date, which has been receipted in the Commission on September 26, 2006. However, the complainant stated that the information was not completed, nor was it legible nor authenticated etc. A copy of the written representation         (Two pages) has also been supplied to the Public Information Officer.

2.
I have seen the representation. It is seen  that there is no Index/details of the annexures containing information supplied to the applicant.   A large number of maps have been provided, without giving any indication, as to the location or whether these are rough plans or sanctioned plans. The Sub-Divisional Officer explained that these maps are the one’s submitted along with estimates for development of area and the funds are sanctioned in respect of them by the Finance and Contract Committee. In that case, this fact should be clearly mentioned on top of the documents supplied. I also find that a large number of papers are photo-stat copies of the originals which are extremely illegible and do not even appear to be complete. In such cases, it is necessary that they should be accompanied by a legible typed written copy duly authenticated to be the copy of the original, by the Competent Authority Office supplying the information.
Complaint Case No. CC-260  -2006





-2-
3.
The complainant has also submitted that the information asked for in respect of Question No.6 has not been provided with respect to Parking Fee/Rent,  from January 01, 2006 to March 31, 2006.

4.
Public Information Officer is hereby directed to make due rectifications and to make up deficiency and to supply the information duly indexed to the                applicant  by November 17, 2006, under due receipt and report compliance of the same on November 22, 2006, with copy for record to the court
Adjourned to November 22, 2006.










Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18,   2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Inderjit Bansal
Vs.

Director, Public Instructions  (Secondary), Pb.

Complaint Case No. CC-259 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Madan Lal, Superintendent-cum A.P.I.O. O/o



D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab, for the Respondents.

Order:


The Superintendent has stated that the medical reimbursement bills of Smt. Usha wife of Shri Inderjit Bansal (Retd) Science Master G.S.S. School for Boys, Malout, have since been sanctioned on June 12, 2006 for Rs. 26,136/- and the amount has since been disbursed to him. A copy of the same has been sent to Shri Inderjit Bansal.

2. A letter has also been received in this office from Shri Inderjit Bansal dated September 25, 2006 with reference to the notice issued on                  September 14, 2006 for hearing in which he states “It is submitted that your reference letter has been received on September 22, 2006”. Moreover, it is submitted that  “payment of my reimbursement bill has been received by me and I do not want to pursue the case. It is, therefore, request that the complaint lodged under the Right to information Act, may please be filed.”


In view of the above, the complaint is disposed of accordingly.

 

Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18,  2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

All India-Anti Corruption  Association, Ludhiana.

Vs.

Distt. Education Officer (Primary), Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-81 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Distt. Education Officer (Primary-cum-A.P.I.O. Ludhiana.
Order:


The A.P.I.O. has produced a list of the documents supplied in accordance with the original application dated June 28, 2006 including the Inquiry Report with an index of the same

2. This information was supplied to the complainant on October 13, 2006.                A copy of the receipt of the information supplied has also been submitted. Since the complainant has not appeared despite opportunity it is presumed that he has received the information asked for, to his satisfaction. The matter is disposed of accordingly as read with order dated September 27, 2006.
 

Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 18, 2006.

