STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94678-06374)

Sh. Roop Chand Kaushal, 
S/o Shri Harbans Singh,

VPO: Barwala,

District: Panchkula, Haryana.


                         ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, (94633-16581)

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur.




                                    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 3087 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
Complainant in person.


Sh. Jasvir Kumar, Senior Assistant. (94175-81894)



In today’s hearing, Sh. Jasvir Kumar, Senior Asstt. is present on behalf of the respondent and has presented copy of a letter from the Additional Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO Hoshiarpur stating that the DC, Hoshiarpur has undergone a surgery and in his absence, due to an all-India Bandh call given by all the opposition political parties, his presence as Addl. District Magistrate is required in the town and hence he is unable to attend the court.  



Copy of a letter dated 23.04.2010 written by the D.C. Hoshiarpur to the complainant has been received wherein the complainant was requested to provide any lead, whether documentary or otherwise, within a period of 15 days, to trace the information sought so that another attempt be made to find out the same. 


During the course of hearing, I am of the view that the information sought by the complainant regarding allotment of land in district Montgomery in 1916 is not traceable in the office of D.C. Hoshiarpur.   Respondent present states that the copy of a letter provided to them by the complainant speaks of a letter dated 07.08.1935 written by Late Sh. Harbans Singh, father of the complainant, addressed to the Financial Commissioner, Punjab, Lahore which was returned in original vide their letter no.  2397 dated 15.08.1935 to resubmit the same before the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur, after duly stamping the same.   He further stated that the complainant has not submitted any further document which may establish that there was any further correspondence in compliance to this remark nor has he furnished anything which may suggest that this application was dealt with by the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.    Sh. Jasvir Kumar also stated that
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copy of a Sannad in a different case has been submitted stating that such a Sannad is required in the instant case.  But from the back of the Sannad, it appears that the office of DC Hoshiarpur only delivered the Sannad to the family of the applicant and it was in no case issued by the office of DC Hoshiarpur. 


Copy of another letter dated 16.09.1935 has been submitted by the complainant 



During the course of hearing, Respondent and the undersigned have enquired from the complainant to ascertain if this application dated 16.09.1935 was actually sent by registered post or not, since there is no proof of the previous application dated 17.08.1935 having been submitted.



Sh. Harbans Singh, father of the complainant expired in 1940.  Complainant further states it will be a futile exercise to visit the office of DC since record does not seem to be available there.   Complainant has been advised to take up the matter with a civil court in case he wishes to seek further justice.



Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Mankuljit Singh

s/o Sh. Naranjan Singh

Shiv Mandir Road,

Opposite Dr. Jaspal,

Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.




….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.







…Respondent

CC No. 2949/09

Order
Present: 
Complainant Sh. Mankuljit Singh, in Person 


For Respondent: Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Naib Tehsildar
(98156-62510) 

The Respondent stated that all the information available on record has been supplied to the Complainant. He further pointed out that similar information was demanded by the Complainant in CC no. 593/07 titled Mankuljit Singh Vs. PIO Collector Ferozepur and S.D.M. Ferozepur, which was heard by the bench of SIC Hon’ble Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, State Information Commissioner and finally disposed of on 06.02.2008. Respondent has stated that the Complainant has again twisted the question about the information supplied to him in CC no. 593/07.  In view of facts stated by the Respondent, as the information stands supplied to him and it is similar to CC no. 593/07, the case is disposed of and closed.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Kamaljit Sharma

s/o Sh. Suresh Kumar Sharma

R/o Hargobindpura Basti,

College Road,

Sangrur.







        …Appellant

VERSUS

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (Sec), 

Sangrur

2.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Rationalization Circle Education Officer,

Patiala Circle, Nabha. 




  …Respondents

A.C. No. 138 & 139 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Kuldeep Singh, DEO (S) Sangrur (94631-24722) and Manpal Singh, Legal Adviser (94170-35064).



In the earlier order dated 15.04.2010, it was recorded as under:

“A letter has been received form Zila Education Officer (Secondary) Sangrur stating that a revision petition has been filed in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court on 09.04.2010.   It further states that the names of PIO are also being intimated to the Commission, which are: 

(i)
Smt. Balwant Kaur
-
21.10.2008 to 18.05.2009

(ii)
Smt. Raj Mohinder
Kaur
-18.05.2009 to 07.10.2009



(iii)
Sh. Kuldip Singh
-
07.10.2009 till date. 

In this case, the original application was filed on 21.10.2008.  Therefore, PIO(s) i.e. Smt. Balwant Kaur, Smt. Raj Mohinder Kaur and Sh. Kuldip Singh are hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed on them till the information is furnished.”  



Reply by Ms. Rajmohinder Kaur dated 02.07.2010 states: 
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“The undersigned has been summoned to attend the court.  In this connection, it is stated now I have been transferred as District Education Officer (SE) Barnala.  The relevant file has not been received from the office of DEO Sangrur.   Due to a sudden death in the family, I am unable to attend the court on 05.07.2010; hence I may be afforded another opportunity to present my case.”



Reply from Sh. Kuldeep Singh, DEO (S) Sangrur stated 02.07.2010:  

“In this connection, it is submitted that I reported in the office on 07.10.2009 and am working as such.  During my tenure, the order was reserved which was later pronounced on 19.11.2009.  Therefore, this reply is submitted.”



Reply from Ms. Balwant Kaur states: 

“Humbly I am going to state I have been called on dated 05.07.2010 at your office in connection with above said subject. 
That I was posted as D.E.O. Secondary w.e.f 06.08.2008 to 13.05.2009. 
That I retired on dated 31.05.2009 and I am not very much concerned with these subjects. No subject matter is with me and no record is submitted to me for preparation to reply by and authority concerned. 
That my health is not in order. Some heart problem is to me.  I am under treatment I am patient of diabetes also.  
So It is my request that I am not in position to attend your Hon’ble office on dated 05.07.2009. So issue me another date to attend your office. I shall be highly thankful to you.”



I am sending the statements sent by Balwant Kaur for not providing information and by Rajmohinder Kaur who has asked for an adjournment to give an explanation to the show cause notice issued to her on 15.04.2010.



The period when the two were posted as PIOs is: 


Ms. Balwant Kaur
-
06.08.2008 to 18.05.2009


Ms. Rajmohinder Kaur -
18.05.2009 to 07.10.2009
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Penalty for delay in supplying information is to be recovered from the period 21.10.2008 to 19.11.2009.



It is also pointed out that the original application was written on 21.10.2008 and the complaint was field with the Commission on 02.03.2009.  A copy of the order imposing penalty announced on 19.11.2009 is being sent to the Secretary Education to determine the ratio of penalty to be recovered from the salary of Sh. Balwant Singh and Ms. Rajmohinder Kaur after seeking proper explanation from them. 



In the case of Sh. Kuldeep Singh, exemption is given to him regarding penalty imposed on 19.11.2009.  


In a letter dated 02.07.2010, the Sub Divisional Education Officer, Nabha has expressed his inability to attend the court in view of a call for Bharat bandh and has sought another date.  



In letter dated 19.11.2009 which was presented to the Commission only after pronouncement of the order, the complainant stated: -
“The required information has been supplied to me.  Though it was supplied late, still I am satisfied and do not want to proceed further with my complaint / appeal. Kindly dismiss as withdrawn my appeal no. AC 138-139 of 2009.  Due to some unavoidable circumstances, I am unable to appear personally before your goodself today.”




To come up on 26.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98140-88582)

Jagmohan Singh Brar

S/o Shri Davinder Singh Brar,

Brar Complex, G.T.Road,

Moga.


…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga.







      
   …Respondent

CC No. 2106/09

Order
Present:
Sh. Amit Brar, son of the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Manjit Singh, Junior Asstt. STC Pb. 



(98764-29340)



In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, directions were given to the Secretary Transport  to implement the directions of the Commission in letter and spirit and that information should be provided to the complainant within 15 days.



On the next hearing on 17.03.2010, none was present on behalf of both the parties and it was also recorded that Sh. Ajay Sood was the DTO, Moga and directions were given to him to be present at the next hearing.



In the next hearing on 15.04.2010, it was recorded as under: 

“The order in this case was reserved on 25.11.2009 when none was present on behalf of the respondent and the same was announced in the open court on 27.01.2010. It was also recorded in the order that no information has been provided to the complainant till date.   A penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed on the PIO-cum-Distt. Transport Officer, Moga.  I had also recommended to the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab, for taking action against the PIO under the service rules applicable, for having denied the information to the complainant without any reasonable cause.  

The complainant stated that no information has been provided and none of the directions of the Commission contained in the order dated 27.01.2010 have been followed by the respondent, Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab.”
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Today, Sh. Manjit Singh, Junior Asstt. is present from the office of STC Pb.  He states DTO Moga is Sh. Jaswant Singh Dhillon and is unable to attend the court due to All India Bandh call.



Respondent further contends that he is not aware of the present case as the dealing hands have gone underground because a case under section 171 has been registered.



One more opportunity is granted to implement the orders of the Commission and to provide information to the complainant within 15 days. Respondent present also states that information will be provided to the complainant from the Head office since Moga office is not functioning properly due to the present situation. 



To come up on 26.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurnam Singh

s/o Sh. Chanan Singh

63, Indra Colony,

Islamabad,

Hoshiarpur.







   …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Regional Transport Authority,

Jalandhar.







    …Respondent

CC No. 3060/09

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier order dated 15.04.2010, it was recorded: 
“I have gone through the information.  If the complainant does not specifically point out the discrepancies by the next date of hearing, I will dispose the case.”



Today the complainant is not present nor has he pointed out any objections / discrepancies in the information supplied to him.   It appears he is satisfied.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Bhushan Kumar

M/s Bhushan General Store,

Bus Stand,

Rampura Phool

(Bathinda)







   …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab, 



Chandigarh.







    …Respondent
REGISTERED

C.C. No. 806 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Om Parkash, PIO from office of Secretary Education (99882-58103)



In the earlier order dated 15.04.2010, it was recorded: 

“A copy of order dated 21.01.2010 was endorsed to Secretary Education, Punjab; Principal Secretary Education, Punjab; and Chief Secretary, Punjab.  In spite of that, they have failed to appear before the Commission on 08.03.2010.  A copy of order dated 19.11.2009 imposing the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was sent to Secretary, School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh and also to the respondent at the same address i.e. SCO 131, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh which also contained the Govt. letter dated 22.12.2009.   It was the responsibility of Secretary Education Punjab to direct the PIO to furnish the information and also to deposit the amount of penalty.  Therefore, on the next date of hearing, PIO of respondent and PIO o/o Secretary, School Education, Punjab, should be personally present failing which the Commission will be constrained to recommend disciplinary action against the PIO, under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005.

To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.”



Today, Sh. Om Parkash, Supdt.-cum-PIO Education Branch is present and states that in this connection, office of DPI has been written on 11.04.2010 and 10.05.2010 in addition to a DO letter from the Additional Secretary to the DPI on 21.06.2010.  Thereafter, a reminder was sent on
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02.07.2010 but no response has been received and the penalty amount of Rs. 25,000/- has not been deposited as directed.



I am again sending this order to the Secretary Education and the Chief Secretary, Punjab, to implement the orders of the Commission.  If the directions of the Commission are not implemented, I will be constrained to issue a show cause notice to the Secretary Education.   Information stands provided.



Respondent present also states that the information which was sought from the Chairman, Education Department is from the DPI (SE).  Therefore, a copy of the order should also be sent to Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, DPI (SE).  Sh. Sukhwinder Singh was present in the court in some other case and has been called in the court regarding case No. 806 of 2008.  He states that he has not studied this file and has requested for an adjournment which is granted.  



To come up on 26.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1.
Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh.


2.
Principal Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.


3.
Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh


S/o Gurbax Singh, Gen. Secretary,

Human Service Mission (Regd.)

Waheguru Computers,

Jhabewal Chowk,

P.O. Shahbana, 

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana- 141123.
    …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.






               …Respondent
CC No. 3337/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



In the hearing dated 18.03.2010, Tejinder Singh came present after the hearing was over and the following was recorded: -
“After the hearing was over, Sh. Tejinder Singh, complainant appeared and informed that he was delayed due to unforeseen circumstances.  He has given in writing the objections to the information which was provided to him in the earlier hearing containing approx. 100 pages.  The same along with the order be sent to the respondent.  Directions are given to the respondent to provide the remaining information by the next date of hearing.”



Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh has given a letter dated 03.07.2010 which states: 

“That I had provided objections in writing, to the information given on 15.04.2010 and the Information Officer Sh. SPS Panesar had assured that before the next date of hearing, copies of the advertisements given in the newspapers shall be provided but the same have not yet been supplied.  The information asked on 28.08.2009 has been provided in the court only on 24.02.2010 and still some information is pending.  Therefore, a show cause notice be issued to the Information Officer and penalty imposed.”


Complainant also states that he had sought copy of advertisements for appointment of staff at Suvidha Centre in D.C. Office Kapurthala.  However, no information has been provided to him.  



One more opportunity is granted to the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana to provide information since in the hearing on 15.04.2010, respondent had submitted that he had not received the objections and was given a copy of the same.  



Information should be provided to the complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. 



To come up on 27.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh 

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






 
   …Respondent

CC No. 575/09

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, Supdt.-cum-PIO



(98148-11647)


A letter dated 05.07.2010 has been presented wherein it is stated that following were the PIOs posted from 19.11.2008: 

	S. No.
	Name
	Present Posting
	Period 

(From – To)

	1
	Sh. Ravi Parkash Pruthi, Deputy Secretary Health
	Retired
	14.11.08 to 08.03.09

	2
	Sh. V.K. Bhalla, Addl. Secretary Health
	Addl. Secretary Health
	14.09.09 to 16.12.09

	3
	Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, Supdt. Health
	Supdt. Health
	14.09.09 to 16.12.209




Complainant present states that no information was provided to him till he filed a complaint with the Commission.   In the penalty order dated 16.12.2009, it was recorded: 

“In these circumstances I am left with no other alternative except to impose penalty of Rs. 25,000/- on the PIO, O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab, Chandigarh for causing delay in supply of information for more than 11 months. The amount of penalty so imposed should be deposited in Government Treasury under the relevant Head within a period of one month and a copy of Challan Form be sent to the Commission. The Respondent is further directed to supply the rest of the information before the next date of hearing to the Complainant.



Information stands provided to the complainant to his satisfaction.


I am reviewing the penalty according to the letter provided by Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, respondent present today and it will be paid as under: 

	S. No.
	Name of PIO
	Period
	Penalty (Rs).

	1
	Sh. Ravi Parkash Pruthi
	
	Rs.  1,000/-

	2
	Sh. V.K. Bhalla
	6 Months 5 days
	Rs. 16,000/-

	3
	Ms. Bhupinder Kaur
	3 Months 2 days
	Rs.  8,000/-




The order of the Commission should be implemented in letter and spirit before the next hearing. 


To come up on 27.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1. Principal Secretary Health, Punjab, Chandigarh.


2. Secretary Health, Punjab, Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Tejinder Singh 

s/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana – 141123






…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa







…..Respondent

CC- 566/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



In the order dated 07.06.2010, it was recorded that penalty should be recovered and deposited according to the letter dated 08.02.2010 from the DTO Mansa.


Only part information has been provided.  A letter has been received from Sh. M.M. Sabharwal, DTO Mansa stating that due to irregularities, police arrested all the staff and they were kept behind the bars.  The officials on release, have been suspended.   One official from the office of DC was deputed to this office but he was not aware of the working of this office.    Seeing the present situation, it is not possible for the undersigned to appear personally.  He has sought another date.  


The former DTOs – Sh. Munish Kumar and Sh. N.S. Brar when contacted over the telephone, informed that no paper or file concerning this case had been put up before them and that they would submit their reply to the show cause notice in the next hearing. 



Information should also be provided to the Complainant within a week. 



To come up on 27.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.  Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98723-46650)

Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra

889, Sector 60,

Phase 3-B-2,

Mohali – 160059






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, Medical Council Punjab,

SCO 25, Phase 1,

SAS Nagar (Mohali)






    …Respondent

CC No. 51/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Monika Goyal, advocate (98156-52293)



Registrar, Medical Council, Punjab was required to be present in today’s hearing.    A letter has been received from the Registrar stating that he has to attend a meeting of Authorization Committee in Faridkot and has sought an adjournment.


In the order dated 15.04.2010, it was directed:

“One more opportunity is granted to the Registrar, Medical Council, Punjab, Mohali, to enquire into the matter and tell the Commission about the outcome of the same.    It is also directed that on the next hearing, Registrar, Medical Council Punjab, SAS Nagar (Mohali) should be personally present. 



None of the directions of the Commission have been followed.  Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra still insists that there were four doctors who were examined by the Disciplinary Committee and not three.  Respondent however, insists that there were three doctors. 



Within one week, I want a specific report of enquiry conducted by the Registrar not only on the number of doctors but also regarding the original documents which were provided by the Complainant to the Chairman of the Disciplinary Committee.   Merits of the case will be decided written statement of enquiry submitted by the Registrar, Medical Council, Punjab. 


To come up on 29.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurdial Singh 

H. No. 130,

Beant Singh Aman Nagar,

Bella Road,

Ropar.


…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

State Transport, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


….Respondent 

CC No. 2667/09

ORDER
Present:
None for the Complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Jagjiwan Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94170-92135)



Respondent states that most of the information has been provided to the complainant by the respondent on 09.04.2010.  However, information regarding overtime is pending from the depots which will also be provided shortly.



In the order dated 08.03.2010, directions were given to reply to the show cause notice issued on 25.11.2009 which has not been complied with. 


Complainant is not present today and has sought an adjournment which is granted.



On the next hearing, PIO Sh. S.S. Mann, Administrative Officer should be personally present. 



To come up on 27.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Lalit Parshad Aggarwal, 

EF-437, Mohalla Krishan Nagar,

Near Post Office,

Mandi Fanton Ganj,

Jalandhar City. 






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar. 







…..Respondent

CC- 01/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Lalit Parshad Aggarwal in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Satnam Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Phillaur.



(98158-44744)



Respondent present Sh. Santam Singh has made the following statement: 

“Copies of Jamabandi for the year 1944-45, 1954-44 and Mutation no. 1909 sanctioned on 07.10.1961 have already been provided to the Complainant. 

Jamabandi for the year 1939-40 is not available and no information concerning the same is available.    Shajra Shikni is prepared in respect of property inside the Lal Dora and no Shajra Shikni is prepared for the property outside the Lal Dora.  The record of property outside the Lall Dora is given by the office of Director, Land Records, Jalandhar after the consolidation and the officers are bound to act accordingly.   Therefore, the record which does not exist cannot be made available.”



Complainant insists that Shajra Shikni should be provided to him. He has been advised that unless it is in the records of D.C. Jalandhar, it is not under the purview of the RTI Act to procure or get a new document prepared by the said department. 



Respondent also states that it is not possible for them to make Shajra Shikni since any property outside Lal Dora is given on the basis of a Fard.  Therefore, the complainant is advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court. 
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Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94174-08002)

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Prasahar,

Retd. Chief Manager of State Bank of Patiala,

# 325, Sector 12-A,

Panchkula. 







     …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Jalalabad. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Ferozepur. 






…..Respondents

AC- 09/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ashwani Prashar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rajiv Prashar, SDM Jalalabad-cum-PIO (94170-09005)



In the first order dated 08.03.2010, Tehsildar-cum-APIO Jalalabad, Sh. Harsharanjit Singh was present and it was recorded as under:
“Tehsildar-cum-APIO present today is not aware about the provisions of the RTI Act 2005 and is confused as to how much information is to be provided and what is to be denied being third party information, as per provisions of the Act.  However, he states that some information has been provided to the Complainant except the assets and liabilities of Sh. Rajiv Prashar, SDM, Jalalabad which is to be procured from the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab. 

It is also pointed out that on the next hearing, PIO Sh. Rajiv Prashar should be personally present to explain about the handling of this case quoting relevant provisions of the RTI Act 2005.”


In the second order dated 15.04.2010, none had appeared for the respondent and a show cause notice was issued to the PIO.



Today Sh. Rajiv Prashar, SDM Jalalabad-cum-PIO is present and states that all information including copy of the statement of assets & liabilities as declared by the said officer to his department, has been provided to the Complainant.










Contd……2/-

-:2:-



I have examined the original application filed by the Complainant on 08.09.2009 and am of the view that all information has been provided.  It is also pointed out at this stage that information sought by the complainant is third party but was not denied by the PIO since he was not aware of the provisions under Section 8(j) of the RTI Act 2005.



Reply to the show cause notice has been provided vide letter dated 19.05.2010.  I have gone through the reply sent by the SDM Jalalabad and am satisfied that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  
 

Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94633-10058)

Sh. Jagdish Bansal 
s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

Ward No. 21, Khokhar Road,

Mansa. 






…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DTO Mansa.






    …Respondent

CC No. 3783/09

Order
Present:
None for the parties.

Today, none is present on behalf of the respondent and also no reply to the show cause notice has been submitted. 


I am adjourning the case to another date and writing to the Principal Secretary Transport to implement the directions of the Commission.



One of the Respondents present in another case informed that all the officers at DTO Mansa have gone underground because of some police investigation.  However, nothing has been heard from the office of DTO Mansa.



To come up on 27.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh




(REGISTERED MAIL)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri  Sham Lal Singla

s/o Sh. Jaitu Ram,

B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.







      …..Appellant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab,

Chandigarh







 …..Respondent

AC- 570/08

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Sukhwinder Singh DPI (Sec), Mohan Singh Dhanoa (99880-92867), Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Retd. Deputy Director (SE), Varinder Singh, clerk, Ms. Sushma, DPI (E) (90239-43017); and Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director (SE)-cum-PIO (98720-72247.



In the earlier order dated 07.06.2010, a letter dated 04.06.2010 had been presented written by DPI (SE) which stated as under: -

“Today a letter dated 04.06.2010 has been presented written by the DPI (SE), Punjab stating as under: -

That the requisite information regarding posting of PIO in the office of DPI(S) is as under: -

	S. No.
	Period
	Name of PIO
	Present place of posting

	1
	04.06.08 to 19.07.09

(1 year 1 month 16 days)
	Mrs. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director (School Admn)
	DEO (EE) Mohali

	2
	20.07.09 to 06.12.09

(4 months 16 days)
	Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Retired w.e.f. 31.03.2010

	3
	07.12.09 till date
	Smt. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Deputy Director  (School Admn)




The present information may kindly be taken on record.”



In the said order dated 07.06.2010, it was also recorded: 
“As regards the payment of penalty, I had, in my order dated 10.03.2010 recorded that the two PIOs namely Ms. Surjit Kaur and Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu shall pay Rs. 12,500/- each.  I am reviewing this order since in view of the letter which has been quoted above presents a different light in the distribution of penalty.   Therefore, the penalty is divided in the following ratio: 



Ms. Surjit Kaur



Rs. 17,000/-



Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu


Rs.   8,000/-

I am doing this on the basis that information was only provided to the complainant on 03.01.2010.”



A representation dated 05.07.2010 has been given by Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu. He is present today and states that files were not put up to him by the RTI cell and the APIOs of the said department had not attended the hearings in the Commission.   He has been advised that this is an internal matter of the Education Department and not under the purview of the RTI Act.  


DPI Sh. Sukhwinder Singh is present today and he has been advised to implement the order so the Commission by the next date of hearing.



Copy of a letter dated 01.07.2010 is presented written by the DPI to Sh. Sadhu Singh Randhawa, DPI (SE) which states: -

“In case CC No. 570/08 – Sham Lal Singla etc., in the order of the Hon’ble Commission dated 07.06.2010, has directed you to recover a sum of Rs. 17,000/- from the salary Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (E) and deposit the same in the govt. treasury.
This case is now fixed for 05.07.2010.  I shall be thankful if you pay personal attention and take necessary action in time.”



Copy of another letter dated 02.07.201`0 has been received addressed by Sh. Parveen Walia, Deputy DEO to the Director, Education Dept. (E)  which states:-

“In connection with above, it is intimated that DEO (E) Mohali, SAS Nagar is on medical leave for 1`5 days from 28.06.2010.  The letter under reference has been brought to the notice of DEO (E) by the undersigned on 01.07.2010 who advised that she is taking the necessary action with the DPI (SE).”



As regards appointment of Ms. Neelam Bhagat as PIO from 07.12.2009 till 10.03.2010, she has been attending all the hearings thereafter starting from 27.01.2010 except on 07.06.2010 when the Supdt.-cum-APIO was present. Information was provided by her to the complainant on 03.01.2010.  She has done duties towards providing information under the RTI Act diligently.



To come up on 26.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 


Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
