STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Lakhbir Singh,

S/o Sh. Balwant Singh,

VPO Said Pur,

Via Thatta Jadid,

District Kapurthala-144628.




----Appellant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Education Branch-IV,

O/o Secretary,

Pb. Education Department (Schools),

Mini Sectt., Sector 9, Chd.


     

---Respondent.






AC No-483 -2008. 

Present:
Sh. Lakhbir Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Amrik Singh Puri, Superintendent for PIO.

Order:



The Appellant states that he has received full information and he is satisfied.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009
(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizen’s Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003. 






----Appellant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O The Principal Secretary,

Department of School Education,

Pb. Sectt.,

Chandigarh.





       -----Respondent.






AC No-485 -2008

Present:
None for Appellant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent for DPI(S), Pb.



Sh. Ramesh Chander Verma, APIO-cum-Superintendent for Pb. 

School Education-II Branch.


Order:



Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira vide his appeal dated 13.10.2008 made to the State Public Information Officer O/o Principal Secretary and State Public Information Officer O/o Director, Department of School Education stated, with a list of dates and events, that his application under RTI Act dated 01.07.2008 had not been attended to properly.  The Registrar of the Commission has allocated the case to this Bench and the office issued duly forwarded the appeal 11 pages to the PIO/ O/o Principal Secretary, Department of School Education.  A copy of the appeal was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.   

2.

Today, the Appellant is not present.  The representative of the PIO/Principal Secretary Education states that the said application was transferred to the DPI (S), Punjab under Section 6(3) on 21.08.2008.   However, the representative of the PIO O/o DPI(S) states that her office has not yet received any letter.  The Appellant states in his complaint that he has filed a First Appeal on 11.08.2008 before the Appellate Authority i.e. Principal Secretary Education.   However, the PIO office of Principal Secretary who is also 
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processing the Appellate work states that no such First Appeal is available on the record.  He has become aware of it only when notice was sent by the Commission.   

3.

Thus, now that they have got the copy of the First Appeal, the Appellate Authority may deal with it as per the provision of the RTI Act within 45 days from the receipt of this order and in case the Appellant is still not satisfied only then he should file the Appeal before the Commission (although the Appellant has stated that he has sent his first appeal dated 08.08.2008 by post vide receipt no. SP EE 784597496 dated 11.08.2008, which is not in the knowledge of the Appellate Authority). 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 

      







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizen’s Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003. 






----Appellant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O The Principal Secretary,

Department of School Education,

Pb. Sectt.,

Chandigarh.





       -----Respondent.






  AC No-486 -2008. 

Present:
None for Appellant.



Sh. Ramesh Chander Verma, APIO-cum-Superintendent for Pb. 

School Education-II Branch.


Order:



Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira vide his appeal dated 13.10.2008 made to the State Public Information Officer O/o Principal Secretary and State Public Information Officer O/o Director, Department of School Education stated with a list of dates and events that his application under RTI Act dated 01.07.2008 had not been attended to properly.  The Registrar of the Commission has allocated the case to this Bench and the office issued duly forwarded the appeal 11 pages to the PIO/ O/o Principal Secretary, Department of School Education.  A copy of the appeal was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.   

2.

Today, the Appellant is not present.  He states that he has filed a first appeal on 11.08.2008 before the Appellate Authority i.e. Principal Secretary Education, however, the PIO office of Principal Secretary who is also processing the appellate work states that no such first appeal is available on the record.  It has been received only when notice was sent by the Commission.  Thus, now they have got the copy of the First Appeal, the Appellate Authority may deal with it as per the provision of the RTI Act within 45 days from the receipt of this order 
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and in case the Appellant is still not satisfied only then he should file the appeal before the Commission (although the Appellant has stated that he has sent his first appeal dated 08.08.2008 by post vide receipt no. SP EE 784597485 dated 11.08.2008, which is not in the knowledge of the Appellant Authority). 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.       









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Zulfkar Ali,

S/o Sh. Swaran Khan,

Village-Mehmoodpur

PO Bassian Brahmna,

Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali,

Punjab.







----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali.
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2189 -2008

Present:
Sh. Zulfkar Ali, Complainant in person.



Sh. Rajinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary of 





Dehkalan/Mehmoodpur.

Order:



Sh. Zulfkar Ali vide his complaint dated 16.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 12.08.2008 made to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Mohali for information in respect of income and expenditure of gram Panchyat Dehkalan/MehmoodPur, Block & Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali for a specific period with due payment of fee had not been attended to within stipulated period.  The information has been supplied to him today just before the hearing.  However, the representative of the PIO states that the BDPO himself has made a phone call to Sh. Zulfkar Ali to come and deposit the fee and he also had made at least 25 calls to him to come and take the information but the Complainant did not do so, therefore, he cannot complain that he was not given the information.  

2.

The Complainant states that he had applied for information on 12.08.2008 and he was sent the letter on 25.09.2008 that he should deposit the money on 27.09.2008 which was beyond 30 days and, therefore, he needed to have the information free of charge.  
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3.

Whatever the reason, the fact is that the earliest when he could have received the information was on 27.09.2008 when he received the letter of demand of PIO for the same had he made the payment which constituted the delay of 17 days, therefore, under Rule 7(6), the information is required to be provided free of charge.  It has been provided to him free of charge today. Here, it is observed that the Complainant well knew that the Deputy Commissioner is not PIO in the present case but the DDPO is the PIO.   Even when the BDPO told him to receive the information and he did not come, it appears that he is not so interested in receiving the information, as he is interest in receiving it free of charge, therefore, in view of the above the matter is hereby disposed of.  


Sd- 

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Dr. Y.C.Markan

Director, Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab (S.B), Sector-34,

Chandigarh.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



       -----Respondent.






CC No-2190 -2008 

Present:
Dr. Y.C.Markan, Complainant in person.



Sh. Ramesh Chander Sharma, APIO-cum-Superintendent, 


Health I Branch O/o Principal Secretary, Health & Family 



Welfare, Pb.



 Sh. Samitter Singh, APIO-cum-
Superintendent, O/o Director 


Ayurveda  for PIO.




Order:



Dr. Y.C. Markan vide his complaint dated 18.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application under RTI dated 13.06.2008 made to the address of PIO/Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab had not been properly attended to and he had given partial information only and he had been asked to approach some other branch for the remaining information. The complaint was returned to Dr. Y.C. Markan on 01.09.2008 by the Registrar of the Commission, since he has not attached the copy of form A/application addressed to the PIO and proof of fee paid under RTI Act.  It is not known when he completed the papers.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post. 

2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  Sh. Ramesh Chander Sharma, APIO-cum-Superintendent states that full information has admittedly been provided to the Complainant, in so far as point no. 1 is concerned and the 
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remaining was to be provided by the Branch-VII.  Branch VII has not yet supplied any information.  On behalf of the Director Ayurveda Sh. Samitter Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent states that full information has provided to him today vide letter dated 30.01.2009.  Dr. Y.C.Markan confirms having received the same.  However, he states that the information is not adequate and it has been supplied only today before hearing. 

3.

I have gone through each of the eight points and find that all the questions in which any documents could be supplied had been provided.  In addition to these papers, there are no other papers required to be supplied.  It is observed that the entire application talks of the transfer of a Class-III employee vis-à-vis, the empowers of Director Ayurveda to make the said transfer at his own level with reference to a charge sheet served upon him for having done so.  The remaining points other than point no. one and two are all questioning the action of the Government in serving the charge sheet and asking for the basis for doing so by way of a “Jawab Talbi”.  

4.

It was brought to the notice of the Complainant that Section 3 of the Act states that :- 

“Subject to the provisions of this Act, all citizens shall have the right to information.”


Further ‘information’ has been defined in Section 2(f) “record” has been defined under Section 2(i) and “right to Information” has been defined under Section (j) of the Act. The questions posed by him do not lie under the RTI Act. 

5.


Armed with whatever information has been able to get through the Right to Information Act, complainant may now reply to his charge sheet and/or approach the Competent Authority in the Executive etc. as may be advised.  

4.

It is also observed that that the APIO/Director Ayurveda has taken pains 
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to refute the insinuations etc. made by Dr. Y.C. Markan in his application.  This is not required to be done under Right to Information Act, 2005. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009
(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kapoor Chand,

S/o Sh. Sher Singh,

W.No. 11, # 151,

Goniana Mandi,

District Bathinda,

Pin Code 151201.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Bathinda.
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2202 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Ved Parkash, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o Zila Parishad, 


Bathinda for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Kapoor Chand vide his complaint dated 18.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application under RTI Act dated 29.07.2008 had not been attended to properly.  He further stated that he had made a postal order for the same on 07.08.2008 with Rs. 50/- but he had not still received the information.  Hence the complaint.  He attached the copy of the complaint made under Right to Information Act, 2005, containing four points.  Although he mentioned that Rs. 10/- had been paid vide post order dated 30.07.2008 in this.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.

2.

Today, Complainant is not present.  On behalf of the PIO, Sh. Ved Parkash, APIO-cum-Superintendent states that vide letter dated 07.08.2008, Sh. Kapoor Chand has been asked to deposit Rs. 60/- which he did on 18.08.2008.  Thereafter, full information was provided to him with covering letter dated 16.09.2008 containing 12 pages duly attested.  He states that the Complainant has mis-represented before the Commission on two counts.  Firstly, right to information application dated 29.07.2008 submitted by him as annexures to his 
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complaint before the Commission is not correct as his application of even date made to the PIO contained only three points and before the Commission he had added one extra point which was not in the earlier application.  Secondly, he had not deposited Rs. 50/- suo motu but upon being asked to do so by the Zila Parishad, Bathinda on 07.08.2008 and he did not deposit the money on 07.08.2008 as stated by him but only on 18.08.2008.  I have seen all the papers and taken on record, a copy of the full set supplied to him by registered post.  It is quite clear that no complaint against the PIO is made out and the complainant is hereby rejected.    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Jagdish Raj,

S/o Sh. Roshan Lal,

VPO Kotli Kalan,

District Mansa.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2204 -2008. 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Sanjiv Kumar, Senior Assistant for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Jagdish Raj vide his complaint dated 17.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his two separate applications under RTI Act with separate fee rendered dated 19.05.2008 and 04.08.2008 had not been attended to by the PIO/ O/o the DPI(SE), Punjab to whom they have been addressed. Hence the complaint.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, none is present for the Complainant.  The representative of the PIO states that RTI application dated 19.05.2008 has been received in that office, however, the RTI application dated 04.08.2008 mentioned by him has not been received by the PIO.  In respect of the RTI application dated 19.05.2008, he states that information had been asked for three points.  The first point is bifurcated into two points. Information has been supplied to him on 11th July, 2008 through ordinary post.  However, he has asked for orders of appointment of the selected persons which is not available in the office. However, this information is being collected from the field.  As and when it is collected, he will be informed.  
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3.

It is observed that the PIO must render copies of all documents asked for which are in his custody.  But he is not required to collect the documents other officials who may be designated as PIO’s in their own capacity to give the information in one place and in one reply to the Complainant.   As such the complaint regarding application dated 19.05.2008 is hereby disposed of.  

4.

In so far as the RTI application dated 04.08.2008 is concerned, the Complainant should make a separate complaint after attach due proof of having deposited the said application with the PIO’s office along with fee before it can be considered, in view of assertion of the PIO that it has not been received.



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









SD- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Prem Lal Bhanot,

Junior Assistant,

O/o Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division,

Jalandhar.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division,

Jalandhar.  





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2206 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Nirmal Kumar, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o 




Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar. 

Order:



The APIO has supplied a photo copy of letter dated 30.01.2009 written by the Complainant (the original has been seen by me and returned) in which he states that he does not wish the copy of any letter and his application may be filed.  He stated that he is not in a position to attend the hearing on 03.02.2009.  

2.

Sh. Nirmal Kumar, APIO states that otherwise also full information has already been provided to him and by writing this letter he is not making any concession, full information vide letter dated 26.09.2008 copy of which had been endorsed to the Commission and is available on file.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha,

S/o Boor Singh,

R/o # 2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.
 






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director State Transport,

Punjab. 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2211 -2008 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Senior Assistant for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha vide his complaint dated 01.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his complaint under RTI dated 08.08.2009 made to the PIO-cum-Director State Transport, Punjab with due payment of fee has been frivolously rejected and no information has been given.  Hence the complaint.  The representative of the PIO does not carry any letter of authority nor he has knowledge of the case nor is he carrying a copy of the Act with him as specified in the notice of hearing.  

2.

It is observed that the request for information of Sh. Laukha has been rejected without assigning any reason and without following the provision of Section 7(8) of the Act which deals the steps required to be taken with rejecting a request neither the period of the appeal nor the opportunity of the Appellate Authority have been given to him.  

3.

The provisions of Section 8 of the Act are also brought to the notice of the PIO which contains only reasons for which information can be exempted from disclosure under Right to Information Act, 2005.  The provision of Section 8 has also been taken into account by the PIO.  It is clear that the PIO has not bothered to comply with the duties and responsibilities imposed upon him by the 
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RTI Act by exercising his judgment on whether to give the information or not in strict compliance of the provisions of the Act.  

4.

Now, therefore, the PIO is hereby issued a notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to state why the penalty imposed therein be not imposed upon him for refusing to given the information without any stated reason.  PIO is also directed now to consider the application and to give the information or to give due reply to the applicant in accordance with the Act.  



Adjourned to 01.04.2009. 









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Jeevika Goyal,

# 33159, St. No. 1,

Partap Nagar, 

Bathinda-151005.






----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O District Education Officer (Elementary)

Bathinda.
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2218 -2008 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Smt. Santosh Kumari, Sr. Assistant O/o DEO(E), Bathinda.


Order:



Ms. Jeevika Goyal, Complainant vide her letter dated 19.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that her application under RTI, 2005 dated 01.08.2008 made to the address of PIO/DC., Bathinda with due payment of fee had not been attended to.  The information sought by her is regarding SSD Mangat Ram Mittal Senior Secondary School, Sanguwana in respect to various aspects of employment of teachers, including the agreements with the management, the payment of emoluments etc.  She attached the copy of a complaint made by Sh. Amar Nath (Same address as the Complainant) to the Deputy Commissioner.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, none is present on behalf of the Complainant, despite due and adequate notice.  On behalf of the representative of the PIO states that whatever information was available and could be collected has been provided to Ms. Jeevika Goyal on 12.09.2008, 26.09.2008 and 21.10.2008.  She stated that this has been done because the Deputy Commissioner had asked them to try and get the information from the said school and to give this information to the Complainant.  However, the present application did not lie as the case said school is not Public Authority, being a school which is receiving no 
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grant from the Government of Punjab although no doubt, it is a recognized school.  She stated that another bench of Mrs. Ravi Singh, Hon’ble SIC has earlier dismissed the complaint filed by Sh. Amar Nath father of Ms. Jeevika Goyal on the same matter.  She produced the copy of the order passed by Mrs. Ravi  Singh, Hon’ble SIC dated 23.04.2008 in CC-2346 of 2007 titled as Sh. Amar Nath Vs. PIO/District Education Officer (Elementary), Bathinda on the same point where it was held by her that the said school did not constitute a “Public Authority” and, therefore, did not come within the purview of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  

3.

In view of the above observations and since the said school does not constitute a ‘Public Authority’ as defined under Section 2(h) of the Act, the said complaint does not lie before the State Information Commission and is hereby dismissed.  










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009
(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhuri Singh,

VPO Kiri Khurad,

Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.





----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Election Commissioner,

Punjab, Chd. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2233 -2008. 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Avtar Singh, APIO-cum-Assistant Controller Finance and 


Accounts for PIO.


Order:



Sh. Kuldip Singh vide his complaint dated 23.09.2008 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 18.07.2008 upon 25.07.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Election Commissioner, Punjab had not been attended to and no information had been given to him till today.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post. 

2.

Today, none is present of the Complainant.  The representative of the PIO states that he has presented the letter dated 02.02.2009 containing the copy of a letter dated 29.01.2009 vide which the applicant has been given the full information asked for by him by registered post. 

3.

Sh. Kuldip Singh had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.  The case is disposed of.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Kuljit Kaur,

W/o S. Davinder Singh,

VPO Hassanpur, 

District Ludhiana.






----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SS)

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2299 -2008. 

Present:
Smt. Kuljit Kaur, Complainant in person.




Sh. B.S.Bal, Sr. Assistant for DPI(SS), Pb.

Order:



Smt. Kuljit Kaur vide her complaint dated nil received on 13.10.2008 made to the State Information Commission submitted that her application under RTI Act dated 27.08.2008 made to the PIO/DPI(SS), Punjab for information under RTI with due payment of fee had not been attended to till date.  A copy thereof was sent to the PIO concerned and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  Smt. Kuljit Kaur, Complainant states that she has gone to the office of DPI (SS) personally and permitted to check and see the result, she satisfied and she does not wish to pursue her complaint any more.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Kuljit Kaur,

W/o S. Davinder Singh,

VPO Hassanpur,  

District Ludhiana.






----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SS)

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2300 -2008

Present:
Smt. Kuljit Kaur, Complainant in person.




Sh. B.S.Bal, Sr. Assistant for DPI(SS), Pb.

Order:



Smt. Kuljit Kaur vide her complaint dated nil received on 13.10.2008 made to the State Information Commission submitted that her application under RTI Act dated 27.08.2008 made to the PIO/DPI(SS), Punjab for information under RTI with due payment of fee had not been attended to till date.  A copy thereof was sent to the PIO concerned and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  Smt. Kuljit Kaur, Complainant states that she has gone to the office of DPI (SS) personally and permitted to check and see the result, she satisfied and she does not wish to pursue her complaint any more.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Dr. Jaskaran Singh Sidhu,

W.No. 16, 

Mohalla Radharka,

Mansa-151505, Pb.






----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (Colleges)

SCP 66-67, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2303 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Sunil Dutt, Superintendent for DPI(Colleges) for PIO.


Order:



Dr. Jaskaran Singh Sidhu vide his complaint dated 10.10.2008 made to the Commission stated that his application under RTI dated 01.09.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/Director Public Instructions (Colleges) had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.

2.

Today, none is present for the Complainant.  The representative of the PIO states that full information asked for by the Complainant had been provided to him by registered letter dated 27.10.2008.  A copy of letter dated 27.10.2008 (covering letter) giving point wise replies along with full annexures have been placed on record of the Commission.  

3.

Dr. Jaskaran Singh Sidhu had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.  The case is disposed of.  










SD- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009
(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

(Registered Post) 

Smt. Meena Alias Simran Kaur,

W/o Sh. Lakhbir Singh,

S/o Gurdax Singh,

R/o New Guru Arjan Dev Colony,

Rajpura Town,

Tehsil Rajpura, District Patiala.




----Complainant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Tehsildar Sahib,

Kharar, District-Mohali. 

 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2304 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Paramjit Singh, Senior Assistant  for Tehsil, Kharar. 


Order:



Smt. Meena Alias Simran Kaur vide her complaint dated nil received on 10.10.2008 in the Commission stated that her complaint under RTI dated 01.09.2008 made to the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Kharar with due payment of fee had not been attended to. A copy thereof was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, the representative of the PIO Sh. Paramjit Singh has stated that the said application does not concern a village situated in Kharar Tehsil but this falls in SAS Nagar in Tehsil and District SAS Nagar, Mohali and the Complainant has been advised accordingly.  In addition, she has been told that the Complainant should disclose as to Jamabandi (of which year) she is interested to get the information of.  She has been advised to approach the Tehsil in Mohali since the village Saneta falls in that circle.  

3.

I have gone through the application.  No complaint against the PIO can be entertained, since the application has not been made to the PIO at all.  Neither is the duty of APIO to transfer the information to another APIO since all Tehsildars are APIOs under the Act.  The correct procedure would have been for the Tehsildar to forward the said application to the PIO i.e. SDM and he could 
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have transferred the matter to the PIO-cum-SDM, SAS Nagar, Mohali under intimation to the Complainant.  

4.

Even otherwise I have gone through the application it states as under :- 

i) How much land has been entered in the revenue record, which is in the name of Gurbax Singh son of Nasib Singh R/o Village Saneta.

ii) How much land has been sold by above said Gurbax Singh.  The detail of registered sale deed.

iii) How much land remaining in the name of Gurbax Singh Copy of Jamabandi is required.

iv) Whether the land is ancestral property from whom above said Gurbax Singh S/o Nasib Singh have inherited that agriculture land.”
  

5.

Smt. Meena alias Simran Kaur cannot expect the concerned officer to make an enquiry about land held in the name of Sh. Gurbax Singh S/o Sh. Nasib Singh R/o Village Saneta from the beginning to date, as to how the land came to his name whether it was ancestral how much sold by him in his life time and how much remaining after his death etc.  This calls for a fact finding enquiry which does not lie within the ambit of the RTI Act.  She is advised to apply to the Copying Branch of the SDM, Mohali for the precise Jamabandi required by her.  

6.

It is also noticed that the notice issued to Smt. Meena alias Simran Kaur has come back for the reason that no house number has been given by her of the said colony.  However, a similarly registered letter has also been sent by the Tehsildar on 15.01.2009 which had not come back.  Therefore, this order should be sent to her once again by registered post to Smt. Meena alias Simran Kaur, Complainant on her given address.     



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


03.02.2009
(LS) 
