STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Amrit Pal Singh, Village Raja Sansi,

Tehsil Ajnala, District Amritsar.




     _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.



     _______ Respondent.

CC No.3013 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Amrit Pal Singh  complainant in person.

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Patwari on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant had sought information on three issues, from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar. Sr. No.1 of his request for information related to CWP No.16990/2006. This record pertains to the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, which is the concerned public authority.  Copies of this record can only be obtained from the Hon’ble High Court.  The request should be transferred to PIO of Hon’ble High Court.
2.

As regards Sr. No.2 of his query, the respondent states that the complainant refused to accept this information on the plea that he should be given complete information including pertaining to Sr. No.3 of his query.  
3.

As regards Sr. No.3 of his query, the complainant has sought details of the action taken on his application bearing No.118-P dated 15.1.2010. The respondent states that this matter is still under process and no final decision has been taken and, therefore, the information cannot be furnished to the present information-seeker. 
4.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  The plea of the complainant is that he had moved letter No.118-P in January, 2010 and the matter is under process as certain old record which is in the custody of the Hon’ble High Court needs to be consulted.

5.

This Commission cannot give a direction regarding the time period to be taken to complete any legal process and therefore, no direction can be given pertaining to Sr. No.3 of the query of the complainant.

6.

As regards Sr. No.2, the complainant has now expressed his willingness to receive the information and it should be handed over.
7.

With these directions, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan, H.No.78/8,

Park Road, New Mandi, Dhuri (Sangrur)




      -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Tehsildar, Patiala.

FAA-the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. 

-----------------
Respondents.

AC No.1127 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan appellant  in person.



Mrs. Daljit Kaur clerk o/o the Tehsildar, Patiala on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker had moved an application dated 26.9.2010 through Suvidha Centre o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.  He is seeking information regarding Mutation No1540, dated 30.5.2005, Khewat No.116, Khatoni No.371 of Village Ranbir Pura (Kourjiwala) relating to a Registered Will.  His request was rejected by the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Patiala vide No.1615 dated 12.10.2010 on the ground that the information relates to third party and is, therefore, exempt under Section 8(1)(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It is admitted by the information-seeker that the subject matter of the mutation does not relate to him and therefore, the information is of a third party.  However, his plea is that he has been criminally proceeded against before the Court of Additional District Judge, Sangrur in the case of Mrs. Suman Devi vs. Prem Kumar and others and that he needs to defend himself by knowing the name of the officer and his designation, who sanctioned the above mentioned mutation.  His plea is that he is not asking any personal information or details of the mutation referred to above and there would be no disclosure of any third party merely by giving the name of the public official who dealt with the matter.

3.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  A perusal of the query of the information-seeker shows that he is not asking any personal details of the mutation of third party. His request is very simple, to know the name and designation of the officer, who sanctioned the mutation.  This is neither personal information nor it is confidential and as such is not exempt under Section 8(1)(j) or section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent is directed to furnish this information by 19.1.2011.

4.

In view of the fact that the information was denied only due to misinterpretation of the relevant provisions of law and there was neither any intentional or malafide reason to withhold it, I accept the plea of the respondent that the delay was not without a reasonable cause.  Even the information-seeker has not sought imposition of any  penalty.

4.

To come up on 19.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan, H.No.78/8,

Park Road, New Mandi, Dhuri (Sangrur)




      -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Tehsildar, Patiala.

FAA-the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. 

-----------------
Respondents.

AC No.1125 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan appellant  in person.


Shri Balwinder Singh clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker, vide an application dated 25.9.2010, sought details about the posting of Smt. Suman Devi as Registry Clerk o/o Tehsildar, Patiala.  This information was denied by the Public Information Officer vide No.1615/RTI dated 12.10.2010 on the ground that it is a third party information. The first appeal preferred to the departmental appellate authority was also rejected on similar ground.
2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  The respondent has misconstrued the provisions of Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Under Section 11 of the Act, such information pertaining to a third party which is treated as confidential can be withheld.  Under Section 8(1)(j) of the Act, personal information, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest can be withheld.  However, posting of a Government employee on a particular post, more so, on a public dealing post can neither be said to be personal information of the employee nor can it be construed that it does not concern public interest or public cause.  The Government has issued instructions regarding postings of government employees on sensitive assignments.  Therefore, information cannot be withheld and it should be given to the information seeker within 10 days by the Establishment Branch o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.

3.

Denial of the information is not intentional. It happened due to misinterpretation of the provisions of Act. I consider this to be a reasonable cause for delay.  Even the information-seeker is not pressing for any penal action against the PIO.

4.

To come up on 19.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Kuldip Raj Kalia, Senior Citizen,

r/o 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya-144205. (Hoshiarpur).




      -------------Appellant
Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab,

Chandigarh.

FAA- State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







-----------------
Respondents.

AC No. 1140 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.
Shri Kulwinder Singh, Superintendent alongwith Shri Neeraj Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Briefly the facts of the case are that the information-seeker had moved a request dated 21.8.2010 seeking information on the issues listed in his original petition.  A reply was sent to him on 12.10.2010.

2.

The plea of the respondent is that the complete information was given as available on record.  A written reply alongwith copy of the information has also been submitted.  It is taken on record of the case file.

3.

The appellant is absent without intimation.  Let the appellant confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction.

4.

To come up on 18.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Kuldip Raj Kalia, Senior Citizen,

r/o 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya-144205. (Hoshiarpur).




      -------------Appellant
Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Court of Additional Civil Judge (Sr. Division), Dalhousie Road,

Pathankot-145001.

FAA- District and Sessions Judge, Gurdaspur (Pb.).



-----------------
Respondents.

AC No. 1141 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Ashok Kumar, Reader on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker is absent without intimation.

2.

The respondent submits that complete information has been furnished to the information-seeker as available on record and therefore, there was no delay in responding to the request of the information-seeker. 

3.

Let the information-seeker confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction.
4.

To come up on 18.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.  In view of the fact that the respondent-department has furnished the information, they are exempted from appearance on the next date.






      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Amrik Singh, R/O 26/100, J Block,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.






      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.




-------------
Respondent.

CC No.3776 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Amrik Singh complainant in person.


Shri Sukhwinder Singh clerk o/o the Tehsildar, Ludhiana (West).

ORDER



The complainant had moved an application dated 26.9.2010 to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana seeking voluminous information on 11 points spreading to a period of almost 10 years.

2.

The respondent replied on 15.10.2010 and also gave another reply vide nO.1569-70/RTI dated 4.1.2011.  The complainant has filed his rejoinder pleading that the information is incomplete.

3.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record. The respondent is directed to file pointiwse reply on all the eleven issues being sought by the information-seeker clearly bringing out where the information has been given or withheld, with reasons for withholding the information.

4.

To come up on 28.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Amrik Singh, R/O 26/100, J Block,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.






      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.




-------------
Respondent.

CC No.3777 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Amrik Singh complainant in person.


Shri Sanjay Kumar, Naib Tehsildar, Ludhiana on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The plea of the respondent is that initial reply was given to the complainant on 31.12.2010, followed by another letter No.6 TA dated 5.1.2011.

2.

The complainant seeks adjournment to peruse the reply.

3.

To come up on 28.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Kulwant Singh s/o Shri Gurcharan Singh,

VPO Longowal, Tehsil and District Sangrur.





      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Registrar, Sant Longowal Institute of Engineering and Technolongy

(Deemed University), Longowal, Tehsil and District Sangrur.

-----------
Respondent.

CC No. 3718 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



It is observed that the present complaint is against the PIO/Sant Longowal Institue of Engineering and Technology, which is a deemed university established by the Union Government.  The State Information Commission, Punjab has no jurisdiction over the public authorities established by the Union Government.  Appropriately, the complainant should move the Central Information Commission.  Hence the complaint case is closed with an advisory to the complainant that he may, if he so likes, move  the Central Information Commission.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri  Satish Kumar, 2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. GNE College, Gill Road, Ludhiana.





      -------------Complainant.
Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Guru Angad Dev Vet. & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.








-----------
Respondent.

CC No. 3725 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Satish Kumar complainant in person.



Shri Hari Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  Except for Sr. No.1, information on all the other points has been furnished.  The only plea of the complainant is that the information has been furnished in one word ‘NO’ and he has requested that explanatory note should be given in respect of all the points raised by him.  The respondent has agreed to this. Accordingly a fresh reply may be given to the complainant within 10 days.

2.

As regards Sr.No.1 of the query of the information-seeker, the respondent states that the audit report has not been placed before the management and therefore, the same cannot be supplied.  The information, therefore, may be treated as nil.

3.

To come up on 18.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Ram Kumar, Kothi NO.618.

Phase-1, Mohali (Punjab).






      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.

-------------
Respondent.

CC No. 3746 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Udhey Singh on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Rajinder Kumar, Patwari on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant submits that he has received the information to his satisfaction and he does not want to pursue the matter any further.  His only request is that wide publicity should be given to the scheme under which certain benefits have been granted by the State Government to the victims of the terrorists.  The respondent is willing and  undertakes to do so.  As such the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri  Harpreet Singh s/o S. Balwinder Singh,

H.No.421, Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar, Amritsar Road Bye Pass,

Tarntaran.






      -------------Complainant.
Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Guru Angad Dev Vet. & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.








-----------
Respondent.

CC No. 3751 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Hari Singh Superintendent on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation.

2.

The respondent submits that the complainant was asked within 30 days from receipt of his request to furnish the required fee, before copies of the documents could be furnished to him.  It is pleaded by the respondent that the complainant has failed to do so and hence, the information has been held back though it is ready and can be supplied as and when the fee is furnished.

3.

In view of the above plea of the respondent and the office copies of the letter shown to me at the time of hearing, calling upon the complainant to deposit the fee, it is directed that the complainant may obtain the information after paying the requisite fee to the University.  With this direction, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

January 6, 2011






Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
