STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 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. Mohan Singh Dhanoa, Supdt.-cum-APIO (99880-92867), Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. Recruitment Cell (94172-08339) and Varinder Singh, Clerk, Recruitment Cell.



In the earlier order, directions were given to DPI (SE) Sh. Sukhwinder Singh to decide by the next date of hearing as to who is to pay the amount of penalty as regards the AC No. 570/2008 and CC No. 2808/2008.



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)












Contd……2/-

-:2:-



The present information may kindly be taken on record.”



Original application for information was filed on 23.08.2008 and 17.11.2008 in case AC No. 570/2008 and CC No. 2808/2008 respectively.   No information was provided to the complaint till 19.11.2009 when a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed on the PIO.  Information was provided to the complaint only on 03.01.2010 and I am satisfied with this information.



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.



Directions are given to the DPI Sh. Sukhwinder Singh to personally appear in the Commission on the next date of hearing and ensure that this order is complied with.   



Also a letter dated 03.06.2010 has been received from the complainant stating: -

“That so far no information has been supplied by the respondents.   Please direct the respondent department to supply the information as soon as possible and take necessary action under section 20-B of the RTI Act 2005 for the delayed and avoiding the information.”

I am satisfied with the information supplied to the compliant on 03.01.2010 and if the complainant wishes to question this information, he can go to the higher competent authority or a civil court. 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner









Contd…..3/-

-:3:-
C.C.
Sh. Sadhu Singh,


DPI (Elementary), Punjab, Chandigarh



He is directed to ensure that penalty of Rs. 17,000/- is deducted from the salary of Ms. Surjit Kaur and deposited in the State treasury, with intimation to the Commission, since she is working under his authority. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 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,

Kapurthala








 …..Respondent





                CC- 564/09  
Order
Present:
None for the parties.


The respondent has filed a CWP No. 8313/10 in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court which is fixed for hearing on 09.07.2010 as per notice received.  


Another date of hearing is granted to see the outcome of the writ petition filed before the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court.   In case stay is not granted, directions are given to the respondent to comply with the orders of the Commission.
A letter dated 07.06.2010 has also been received from the Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh stating: -

“That my father has met with a road accident and he has been admitted in the MCM Hospital in a serious condition. 

I may submit that in CC No. 564/2009 titled Tejinder Singh vs. DTO Kapurthala, on the last hearing, you had directed the Principal Secretary Transport to recover the amount of penalty.  Information Officer Smt. Daljit Kaur had filed CWP No. 8313/2010 before the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court which was last heard on 27.05.2010.   The Information Officer had sought a stay on the of penalty.  On the arguments addressed by my counsel as well as counsel for the State Information Commission, no stay was granted by the High Court.  The writ petition will now come up on 09.07.2009.  
I request that the penalty amount may be recovered from the Information Officer.”

As informed by the complainant, the writ petition will now come up for hearing on 09.07.2010 before the Hon’ble High Court.

 

To come up on 22.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 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:
None for the parties.



Today, none is present either for the complainant or for the respondent.  However, on enquiry, Sh. Nachhattar Singh Brar said that he has not received any notice for imposition of penalty.  Therefore, a copy of the notice to both the PIOs concerned i.e. Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS and Sh. Nachhattar Singh PCS be served through the District Transport Officer, Mansa under registered cover and the District Transport Officer, Mansa is directed to send their acknowledgments to the Commission, within a period of 15 days.

  

To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
C.C.
District Transport Officer,


Mansa.


To delivered the Show Cause Notices to Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS and Sh. Nachhattar Singh, PCS and send their acknowledgments to the Commission within 15 days.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri K.K. Bhatia

General Secretary,

Struggle Committee for Justice & Anti Corruption Drive,

Amroh,

Hoshiarpur








…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Medical Officer,

Civil Dispensary,

Gardiwala,

Dist. Hoshiarpur







 …..Respondent





                CC- 1800/09  
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Ramji Dass Rajput, advocate.



(93567-38416)



Today the complainant is not present.  Sh. Ramji Dass Rajput, advocate is present on behalf of the respondent.   He is not aware of the case.  The order dated 05.04.2010 has been read over to him since he does not have a copy of the same.  A show cause notice was issued to Dr. Sarup Singh, PIO and he had assured the court in the last hearing that he would give a reply to this notice and also provide information on the discrepancies pointed out by the complainant. 



None of the directions of the Commission have been followed which shows disrespect to the Commission.  One more opportunity is granted to the PIO Dr. Sarup Singh to provide information to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission. 

  

To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies be sent to the parties.

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
-:2:-

After the hearing was over, Sh. K.K. Bhatia, complainant came present.  He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sudershan Kaur

H. No. 2314, Phase 11,

SAS Nagar (Mohali)







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Bhulath (Kapurthala)






…..Respondent





                CC- 3352/09  
Order
Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Ms. Ranjit Kaur, SDM-cum-PIO



(98145-01805)



In the earlier two hearings i.e. on 14.01.2010 and 04.03.2010, none was present on behalf of the respondent.  On the third hearing i.e. on 05.04.2010, a show cause notice was issued to the PIO in this case Ms. Ranjit Kaur for not providing the information. 



Today PIO Ms. Ranjit Kaur has given a reply to the show cause notice.  There is some kind of misunderstanding regarding this case since 1-8 points were transferred to Tehsildar, Bhulath by the SDM-cum-PIO Bhulath and a copy of this letter was sent to the complainant on 29.07.2009.    As regards point no. 9, complete information was supplied to the complainant on 18.02.2010 while part information had already been provided on 13.08.2009.  In my view, there is confusion since first 8 points of the original letter had been dealt in CC No. 3187/2008.  However, information regarding point no. 9 has been provided vide letter dated 18.02.2010.



I have gone through the information provided by the respondent and I am satisfied with the answer.  



A letter has been received from the complainant that she is out of the country and seeks adjournment.  It is further mentioned in the letter that complete information should be provided to her without any further delay. 


I am also of the opinion that in this case, decision was taken on the case regarding complaint tilted Charanjit Singh vs. Sudershan Kaur.  If the complainant is not satisfied with the decision on this case, she is advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court.  I am also satisfied with the reply submitted to the show cause notice.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  











Contd…..2/-

-:2:-
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurpartap Singh Ahluwalia

s/o Sh. Mohinder Partap Singh,

Tehsil Office Khanauri,

Distt. Sangrur







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala








…..Respondent





                CC- 2104/08  
Order
Present:
None for the Complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO-cum-APIO



(94639-33797)


In the order dated 19.11.2009, penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed under Section 20 of the RTI Act and it was directed that the Commissioner Patiala Division, Patiala should effect recovery of the amount of penalty from the salary of the respondent PIO and intimate the Commission accordingly.  After that, following hearings have taken place: 



21.01.2010;



10.03.2010; and



05.04.2010.

I am quoting part of these orders starting with order dated 21.01.2010: 

“During the hearing, it is gathered that application for information was given on 16.07.2008 but the same was transferred to Tehsildar, Samana vide endorsement no. 1044 dated 23.07.2008 under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.  As per this section, such transfer can be made within 5 days which has not been done.  Therefore, the Respondent was liable to collect the information from the quarter concerned and deliver it to the complainant at the earliest, as per provisions of the RTI Act 2005.  Further, Ms. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur remained posted as Tehsildar Samana upto 02.11.2008.  The information was also supplied by her to the Complainant on 14.08.2008.  The Complainant filed the complaint before the Commission on 08.09.2008.  It is also noted that the Complainant remained in charge of office of Tehsildar, Samana after transfer of Ms. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur from 03.11.2008 to 19.11.2008 and the information if any deficient, was under his custody in the office and he could have made good the deficiency but he has not done so.   No one has appeared on behalf of the Respondent either from the office of Deputy Commissioner or from Tehsildar’s office, Samana to whom the request for information stated to have been transferred by the Deputy Commissioner,  Patiala which has resulted in non-submission of correct facts of the case, thereby resulting in imposition of penalty.   Even the respondent has also failed to give any reply to the show cause notice for imposition of penalty issued by the Commission. 

Therefore, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala is directed to fix the responsibility of the PIO(s) concerned so that proportionate penalty be divided among such erring officers.   It is also directed that in future, no such delay should occur.
In view of the above facts, no disciplinary action is intended to be taken against the Respondent. “
In the order dated 10.03.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“This case was last heard on 21.01.2010.  Respondent was directed to fix responsibility of the PIOs concerned so that proportionate penalty be divided amongst such erring officers.   A copy of this order was sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab and the Divisional Commissioner, Patiala. 

Respondent is again directed to make the compliance of the order dated 21.01.2010 within a period of 15 days under intimation to this court failing which Commission will be constrained to recommend disciplinary action under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005.  A copy of this order may also be sent to the Chief Secretary and Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.” 

In the order dated 05.04.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“In the earlier order dated 10.03.2010, respondent was directed to fix the responsibility of the PIOs concerned so that proportionate penalty be divided among the erring officers.  A copy of the order was also sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab and Divisional Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.  


Today none has appeared on behalf of the respondent which shows disrespect to the directions of the Commission.  However, one final opportunity is granted to the PIO C/o Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to follow the directions of the Commission.” 



A letter dated 07.06.2010 has been sent by APIO-cum-DRO Patiala stating: -

“In compliance with the orders of the Hon’ble Commission dated 21.01.2010, the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 25,000/- had been divided among Smt. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur, Sh. Gurpartap Singh Ahluwalia, Naib Tehsildar and Sh. Gurmukh Singh, Tehsildar who remained posted as PIO in Tehsil Samana.  Details are as under: -
	No.
	Name of Tehsildar / Naib Tehsildar
	Posted during
	No. of days
	Amount of penalty (Rs.)

	1
	Smt. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur
	16.08.08 to 03.11.08
	79
	19,750/-

	2
	Sh. Gurpartap Singh Ahluwalia
	03.11.08 to 19.11.08
	17
	4,250/-

	3
	Sh. Gurmukh Singh
	20.11.08 to 15.02.09
	4
	1,000/-



2.
That the above said PIOs, vide this office letter no. 496-98/RTI dated 25.03.2010, were advised to pay the penalty as above and a copy of the same was endorsed to the State Information Commission and to the Hon’ble Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.  However a photocopy of the same is attached herewith.


3.
That the above officers have declined to pay the penalty, saying they are not liable for the same referring to their earlier representations which is unjust and is contempt of this Hon’ble court.


4.
That DDOs of these respective officers be directed to deduct the amount from their salary and deposit the same in the RTI head.” 
Another letter dated 12.04.2010 addressed to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala has been submitted by Smt. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur which reads as under: -
“With reference to the above, I draw your kind attention to the Orders of Punjab State Information Commission dated 21.01.2010 according to which it was the duty of the PIO and APIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to get the relevant information from the Tehsildar concerned in the stipulated period and provide the same to the complainant and by fixing the responsibility, the amount of penalty be divided proportionately.  Tehsildar is the APIO in the Sub-Division.

In Para 3 of the Order dated 19.11.2009 of the Hon’ble Punjab State Information Commission, it has been recorded as follows: “In these circumstances, the respondent becomes liable to be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day for the period of default persisted.  In the instant case, a period of more than 180 days has already elapsed during which the default has persisted.”  In your letter in the letter under reference have held the Tehsildar / Naib Tehsildar liable for payment of penalty who was posted only for 100 days.  Therefore, it is requested that in compliance with the orders of the Commission dated 19.11.2009 and 21.01.2010, the penalty which is for default of over 180 days should be proportionately distributed among the PIOs responsible.

In the letter under reference, I have been wrongly held responsible because it is clear from the letter under reference:  
Application submitted on 16.07.2008 was received by me duly transferred on 23.07.2008.

Stipulated time for providing the information comes to 23.08.2008 and the information was provided on 14.08.2008 (i.e. 9 days before the date fixed) and you were informed accordingly. 

Please advise me how I have been held accountable.  I have provided the information nine days before the time stipulated and informed your office.  Thereafter neither the complainant has submitted any application for information before me nor did I receive any such directions from your office.   I had relinquished the charge of Office of Tehsildar Samana on 03.11.2008.  The complainant himself remained posted as APIO for 17 days after my transfer.  He could very well get all the information during this time; in other words, the APIO becomes liable for the same.  Even the hearings in the Commission have taken place after my transfer i.e. on 15.12.2008, 02.03.2009, 11.05.2009 and 08.06.2009.

Therefore, I request you to kindly reconsider the matter because I am not at all fault.  I had provided the information in the stipulated time and had informed you also.  It was my duty.  It is suggested that the PIO / APIO who were posted after my transfer and did not provide any information nor did they attend the hearings in the Commission should be held liable for payment of the penalty.”
During the course of hearing, Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO states that none of the people listed in the letter dated 07.06.2010 are the PIOs.  Actually, S.D.M. is the PIO and presently Sh. A.P.S. Virk is the SDM.  The penalty is to be realized from the PIO in whose period the information was delayedly supplied.    The respondent has not supplied any authentic list of the PIOs at the relevant time.  Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO, appearing on behalf of the respondent has promised to supply such list on the next date of hearing. 


On the next date of hearing, Sh. APS Virk, SDM should be personally present to sort out the confusion in this case regarding designation of the PIO and the APIOs.

  

To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies be sent to the parties.

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Chief Secretary, Punjab,

Chandigarh.

The Deputy Commissioner,


Patiala.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(92165-03532)

Shri Jagtar Singh

s/o Sh. Late Sh. Hari Singh,

H. NO. 3532, Sector 71,

Mohali – 160071







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Anandpur Sahib.







 …..Respondent





                CC- 1321/10  
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagtar Singh in person



None for the respondent.



In this case, complainant, vide his original application dated 6th January, 2010 sought the following information from the office of the respondent: 

“Copy of Intqal (Mutation) No. 698 dated 16.01.2008 (Khasra No. 276 and 277).”
 

Public Information officer at DC Office, Ropar advised the Public Information Officer in the office of the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Anandpur Sahib vide letter no. 93 dated 21.01.2010, to supply the said information to the complainant.  However, on getting no response, the complainant filed the present complaint on 02.03.2010.


Information has been supplied to the complainant on 12.05.2010 to his satisfaction.  Complainant states that he has received the information in a cover by ordinary post which bears a postage stamp of Rs. 2/- but the envelope was marked as ‘Registered’.   He further states that he has received the same only by chance.   I am recording this in my order so that the office of Deputy Commissioner, Anandpur Sahib could probe the matter and take necessary action to avoid recurrence of such an instance.



The matter is hereby closed and disposed of.
Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Amarjit Singh,

Baba Motors,

Bye Pass Chowk,

Jalandhar Road,

Batala – 143505

(Distt. Gurdaspur)







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur








…..Respondent

CC- 1343/10
Order
Present:
None for the Complainant

For respondent: Sh. Gurmukh Singh, District Kanungo, office of Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur. (98158-96084)



Complainant vide his application dated 10.12.2009 sought the following information: -

“What is the Khasra no. allotted to earlier Khasra No. 1003 dated 24.09.1956 for land in village Bijliwal, Tehsil Batala H.B. 257?”
 

However, on not getting a response, the present complaint was filed on 28.01.2010.



A letter dated 31.05.2010 has been received from the complainant addressed to the Commission, which reads as under: -

“As per your letter no. PSIC/LEGAL:RS:CC:1343:10:2010   for hearing on 7th June, 2010, Sir, D.C. Gurdaspur provide us complete information letter no. 1655 dated 21.05.2010, we have fully satisfied.  My humble request please cancel hearing dated 07.05.2010.”


Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(97797-59244)

Shri Lachhman Singh,

H. NO. 82-B, Ratan Nagar, Extension,

Tripri Town,

Patiala.








…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Fatehgarh Sahib.







…..Respondent

CC- 1351/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Lachhman Singh in person.



None for respondent.



Vide application dated 03.12.2009, the complainant sought the following information: 

“Copy of letter No. 2462 dated 22.04.1998 from the F.C.R. Punjab regarding registering the mutation as per court decree.”


Information has been provided to the complainant on 24.05.2010 by registered post and he is satisfied.  However, complainant Sh. Lachhman Singh demands penalty and compensation for the delay. 



Respondent is not present today which clearly shows the attitude of defiance on the part of the respondent towards the RTI Act, 2005. 



Therefore, PIO Sh. Harphool Singh, Tehsildar is 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 him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



On the next hearing, the PIO Sh. Harphool Singh, Tehsildar, should be personally present. 











Contd……2/-

-:2:-



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98729-92592)

Shri Paramjit Singh Mann

s/o Sh. Ram Singh Mann,

H. No. 92, Parkash Colony,

Barewal

P.O. B.R.S. Nagar,

J-Block, Ferozepur Road,

Ludhiana.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC- 1359/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Paramjit Singh in person.



None for the respondent. 



Vide his application dated 21.01.2010, complainant sought the following information: 

“Information concerning Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East)

1.
Action taken on the application given at Suvidha Centre in Office of D.C. Ludhiana under No. 32462/2009 Centre Code D.001 dated 26.02.2009.  If no action is taken as yet, reasons for the same be communicated.

2.
Action taken on the application given at Suvidha Centre in Office of D.C. Ludhiana under No. 189385/2009 Centre Code D.001 dated 19.10.2009.  If no action is taken as yet, reasons for the same be communicated.

3.
Present status of Mutation No. 3464 of Khasra No. 24/17-2/1, 18/2/2 area 2 Kanal 15 Marla in Khatauni No. 363 Jamabandi No. 339 in village Sita, Tehsil Ludhiana East, Kanungo Halqa Mangat.”

However, on not getting a reply, the present complaint was filed on 22.03.2010.



Complainant states that incomplete information has been provided on point no. 3 vide letter dated 10.05.2010.  Till date, no information has been provided on other two points and information and none is present on behalf of the respondent. 










Contd……2/-

-:2:-



Therefore, PIO Ms. Balraj Kaur SDM is 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 him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



On the next hearing, the PIO Ms. Balraj Kaur, SDM should be personally present. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 

Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010



State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98150-14834)

Shri R.S. Chauhan,

92, Baba Deep Singh Nagar,

Opp. G.N.E. College,

Gill Road,

Ludhiana.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC- 1360/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. R.S. Chauhan in person.



None for respondent.



Vide original application dated 28.01.2010, the complainant sought the following information: -

“Statement of involved persons and investigation and the action taken report on a complaint submitted by Panchayat Members Gurdev Kaur, Harcharan Singh Bajwa, Ranjit Singh bearing No. 17645 DC/LDH dated 12.11.2009.”

 

However, when no response was received, the complaint filed the present complaint on 09.03.2010.

No information has been provided till date.  

 

Therefore, PIO Ms. Balraj Kaur, SDM is 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 him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 

Contd……2/-

-:2:-



On the next hearing, the PIO Ms. Balraj Kaur, SDM should be personally present. 



To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 

Copies be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010


State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Gurbhawan Singh

s/o Sh. Baz Singh,

Village Attari,  P.O. Badhai,

Tehsil & Distt. Muktsar.






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Muktsar.








 …..Respondent

CC- 1375/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurbhawan Singh in person.
For respondent: Sh. Shakeel Singh, DRO-cum-APIO (98725-86010) and Sh. Sukhpal Singh, clerk (98558-02200)


In the instant case, complainant vide his application dated 10.03.2010 has sought the following information: 
“1.
An attested photocopy of the application submitted by Sarpanch Chanan Singh requesting not to issue an arms licence to me.

2.
An attested copy of the allegations made in the above application of the Sarpanch, if you have evidence of the same.

3.
Why police report was not sought immediately when the said application was submitted by Sarpanch on 16.09.2009.  Why has it been sought after 4 and a half months?

4.
Sarpanch had verified my character verification.  He is education and has signed in English.  After two months and a half, he complains that I am not of sound character and hence the licence be not issued.    Does he control the administration by a remote device?  At his whims and fancies, he certifies the character to be satisfactory but soon after he asserts otherwise.   What action has the Administration or your office has taken against the Sarpanch on his assertion that the certificate was got signed from him in a deceitful manner?

5.
Why does the Administration refuse to deal the request of a person if the Sarpanch makes false allegations?
6.
Sarpanch has levelled baseless allegations against me without any proof.  However, I am submitted cogent evidence regarding my good character.  Despite that, why arms licence has not been issued to me for getting the job of a gunman?  Why my fundamental right has been infringed?  Reasons.

7.
Attested photocopy of the document if there is any criminal case pending against me.

8.
No. of files for arms licence where after police verification, the files have come to you but the licence not issued.  Since when these files are pending?  Why arms licences have not been issued despite completion of all the formalities?

9.
After charging the requisite fee, these applicants were charged Suvidha fee also.  What facility / convenience has been granted to them?

10.
An Applicant obtains a file from the Suvidha Centre and completes all the formalities including payment of Suvidha Fee.  Even his reports are found to be OK.  Why then the arms licence is not issued?  Why money and time of public is wasted?  Phone / Mobile Phone Nos. of the applicants whose applications for arms licences are pending?” 



During the course of hearing, respondent stated that the application for information was received on 16.02.2010 and the date on the original application i.e. 04.03.2010 has been wrongly put.  He further stated that a letter was sent to the complainant on 23.02.2010 asking him to deposit a fee of Rs. 11,760/-.  Complainant stated that he does not want such a detailed information and has specified the information required by him, which does not pertain to so many pages. 


Therefore, directions are given to the respondent to provide this information to the compliant after charging the requisite fee of Rs. 2/- per page.  



Complainant has forgotten to sign on the compliant dated 04.03.2010.  Therefore, he has given a letter regretting the mistake. 



Behaviour of the respondent and the complainant is defiant and not fit for their presence in the Commission.   Therefore, directions are given that on the next hearing, PIO Sh. Diprava Lakra, IAS, A.D.C. should be personally present.   Also information should be provided to the compliant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. 



To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.   Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94173-23786)

Shri Prem Singh

(Ex Naib Subedar) 

B-13/13, Station Road,

Mandi Multanpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Ludhiana. 





…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC- 1374/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Prem Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar



(98760-55033)



Vide his application dated 02.09.2009, the complainant sought the following information: -



“Mutation in respect of Khasra No. 423-417.”

 

However, when no response was received, the complainant filed the present complaint on 06.03.2010.



Information has been supplied to the complainant on 04.06.2010.



Complainant laments that he had applied for the information on 02.09.2009.   However, the complaint is dated 22.03.2010; so the delay, according to me, is almost three months. 

 

Therefore, PIO Sh. Hardial Singh Deol is 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 him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings

Contd…….2/-

-:2:-

against him ex parte. 



On the next hearing, DRO-cum-PIO Sh. Hardial Singh Deol should be personally present. 



To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.   

 

Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(90415-10017)

Shri Sarlochan Singh

s/o Sh. Mehar Singh,

General Branch,

Panjab University,

Sector 14, 

Chandigarh.








 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.








 …..Respondent

CC- 1380/10
Order
Present:
Sh. Sarlochan Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Gurmukh Singh, District Kanungo



(98158-96084)



Complainant vide his original application dated 14.09.2009 sought the following information: 

“Information on land owned by Mehar Singh son of Dhyan Singh in village Kayarian, near (Dina Nagar Taragarh) Tehsil Pathankot, District Gurdaspur.  A copy of ownership and relevant particulars (numbers etc.) in support.”


On not being successful in getting a response, the complainant filed a compliant with the Central Information Commission on 26.10.2009 who, in turn, sent the complaint to the Commission vide letter dated 02.02.2010.



There is some misunderstanding regarding the name of the village mentioned in the original application.  Therefore, the respondent requested the complainant to visit his office in Gurdaspur to sort out the matter so that proper information could be provided.



Complainant is agreeable and is satisfied.  Respondent has assured the Commission that all information desired by the complainant will be provided and all help will be extended to the complainant.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Lakha Singh Azad

s/o Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO Rayya Khurd,

Ward No. 10, Tehsil Baba Bakala

Distt. Amritsar.   







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Amritsar.








 …..Respondent

CC- 1378/10
Order
Present:
None for the complainant.



For respondent: Sh. Harjinder Kumar, clerk (98728-44751)



Complainant, vide his application dated 06.02.2010 sought the following information: 

“1.
Name and address of the owner whose vehicle has been allotted No. PB-02M-9962 by your office. Proof of ownership and a photocopy of the insurance certificate submitted to your office at the time of registration be provided.

2.
Is there any change in the ownership of the vehicle with above registration no.? If yes, name and address of the transferee and proof of ownership be provided. “


On not getting a response, the present complaint was filed on 06.03.2010.



Information has been provided to the complainant on 09.04.2010 by registered post.



Complainant is not present today nor have any objections been pointed out.    Therefore, it seems he is satisfied.


The matter, therefore, is hereby closed and disposed of.   Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99151-69047)

Shri Makhan Singh

s/.o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Village Bika,

P.O. Khankhana,

Distt. S.B.S. Nagar (Nawanshahr)





…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

S.B.S. Nagar (Nawanshahr)





…..Respondent

CC- 1340/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Makhan Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Sukhdev Singh, DDPO 



(94782-44474)



Original application for information was filed on 18.12.2009.  When no response was received, the present complaint was filed on 22.03.2010.



Complete information has been provided to the complaint on 18.05.2010 but the complainant objects to certain answers, on which he has been advised to either take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court.  On this, the complainant is satisfied.



Therefore, the matter is hereby closed and disposed of. 
Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94171-25902)

Shri V.M. Mohindra

s/o Sh. Brij Lal

Mohindra Street,

Purani Dana Mandi Road,

Near Bhajan Dairy,

Doraha – 141421

(Ludhiana)







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC- 1327/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. V.M. Mohindra in person.



None for the respondent.



Vide his application dated 08.10.2009, the complainant sought the following information: 

“Name of the person who received the Proprietary Rights of Nazul land of village Rajgarh Payal issued in favour of Brij Lal son of Kirpa Ram on 31.08.1979 issued by D.R.A. Branch.  Please also supply a copy of the receipt obtained in this regard.”

 No information has been provided till date.  

 

Therefore, PIO Sh. Hardial Singh Deol is 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 him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 











Contd……2/-

-:2:-



On the next hearing, DRO-cum-PIO Sh. Hardial Singh Deol should be personally present. 



To come up on 22.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 

 

Copies be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 07.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
