STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Shri Kuldip Kumar Kaura, 5C, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Distt.- Ludhiana.





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

Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Sidhwan Bet, District-Ludhiana. 

FAA- The District Development and Panchayat Officer, District-Ludhiana.

 ------------Respondent 

                       

AC No. 56   of 2011
Present:-  
Shri Kuldip Kumar Kaura appellant in person. 

Shri Gurcharan Singh, Junior Engineer on behalf of the respondent NO.1 on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The appellant had submitted RTI application on 20.9.2010 to PIO/Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Sidhwan Bet, District Ludhiana.  A reply was given to him on 11.10.2010 by endorsing a letter addressed by the Block Development and Panchayat Officer to Shri Gurcharan Singh, Junior Engineer as the relevant record was held by Junior Engineer.  Subsequently, respondent No.1 furnished a photocopy of M.B. to the information-seeker vide letter NO.1843 dated 10.11.2010. However, it was alleged that certain aspects of the information had not been furnished in time.  The plea of respondent No.1 was that they had written to Junior Engineer and it was for him to furnish the information.  It was pleaded that Shri Gurcharan Singh, J.E. is a deemed PIO under Section 5 (4) of the Right to Information Act, 2005  and default in time, if any, is to be explained by him.
2.

In view of this stand of PIO, notice under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 was issued to Shri Gurcharan Singh, J.E. calling upon him why penalty should not be imposed on him for not furnishing complete information within the statutory period of 30 days.  He was heard on 27.4.2011 and was further called upon to submit his explanation in writing and the case was adjourned to 10.5.2011.  
3. 

Today, Shri Gurcharan Singh has submitted a written explanation in which he has mentioned that information was furnished vide letter No.1843 dated 10.11.2010.  However, a part of the information was furnished only on 3.3.2011. The deficiency in information was removed only on 03.03.2011 as per the written admission of Sh. Gurcharan Singh, J.E.  
4.

A request for information is required to be dealt with as expeditiously as possible and in any case within 30 days of the receipt of the request (Section 7(i)) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. If a PIO or a deemed PIO under Section 5(5) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 fails, without any reasonable cause,  to furnish information within time prescribed under Sub Section (i) of Section 7, he shall face penalty under Section 20(i) of the Act. In the present, Shri Gurcharan Singh, J.E. has admitted to the delay in writing.  
5.

 No reasonable or satisfactory explanation has come from Shri Gurcharan Singh, J.E. to explain this delay.  Hence, it is ordered that penalty @ Rs.250/- per day for the period from 10.11.2010 to 3.3.2011 shall be paid by Shri Grucharan Singh, J.E. office of the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Sidhwan Bet and deposit in the treasury under the head “0070-Other Administrative Services-60-Other Services-800-Other Receipts-86-Fees under the Right to Information Act.

6.

To come up on 30.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M. for confirmation.




      













    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Shri Kuldeep Singh, s/o Sh. Joginder Singh, 

VPO- Sant Nagar, Tehsil- Raniya, Distt.- Sirsa (HR)
                    -----------Complainant

                              Vs 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, 

Sector-34,Chandigarh. 





  ------------Respondent 

                        

CC No.  146  of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant. 

      
Shri Rajinder Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that information was furnished to the complainant who, however, is absent without intimation and he was also absent on the last date of hearing on 27.4.2011.  To enable the information-seeker to confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction, the case is adjourned to 26.5.2011.  This will be the last opportunity to the complainant.

2.

To come up on 26.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.







      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. K.S. Gill, #10, Rose Avenue,

Backside Officers Colony, Ferozepur 152002.



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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, 

Chandigarh.








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

CC No. 363      of 2011

Present:-
Dr. K.S. Gill complainant in person.
Shri Bahadur Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER



Both the parties state before me that information was furnished by the respondent and that the complainant Dr. K.S. Gill is fully satisfied with the same.  Dr. Gill further states that he has no compliant against the respondent.

2.

In view of this, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

DR. K.S. Gill, Advocate, 10, Rose Avenue,

Back Side Officer Colony, Ferozepur City-152002.



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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.
    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 431  of 2011
Present:-
Dr. K.S. Gill complainant in person.
Shri Bahadur Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER



The complainant states that he had moved an application to PIO/Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh on 8.12.2010 under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and instead of furnishing the information, his request was forwarded to S.D. College for Women, Sultanpur Lodhi.  His plea is that the information is in the custody of Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh and transfer of his RTI request was a clear violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The complainant further states that now the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh has appeared as a respondent before the State Information Commission. They are still not forwarding him the requisite information stating that the relevant file is not traceable.

2.

The representative of the respondent also states that the relevant file is not traceable.  The respondent is directed to conduct an inquiry regarding the missing of file, fix responsibility and take appropriate action against those responsible for the same.  The respondent is further directed to make a fresh earnest effort to trace out the file and give the information.

3.

To come up on 30.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.






      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Shivendra Singh, Assistant Librarian,

University College of Nursing, GGS Hospital Campus,

Baba Farid University of Health Sciences, Faridkot.



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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Registrar, Baba Farid University of Health Sciences, Faridkot-151203.

FAA- the Registrar, Baba Farid University of Health Sciences, Faridkot-151203.    -------------Respondents.

AC No. 256  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Shivinder Singh appellant in person.



Shri Gaurav, Junior Assistant  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



I have heard the parties at length.  Information, as it exists, has been furnished to the information-seeker.  However, he wants a confirmation in writing from the respondent that his Annual Confidential Report for the year 2007-08 does not exist on the record.  The respondent states that it is a fact that this ACR does not exist.  

2.

Let the respondent confirm this fact in writing to the information-seeker within a period of 10 days.  Regarding query at Sr. No.10, parties agreed that a copy of the charge taking report of present Librarian Shri Rajeev Minhas will also be provided to the appellant.

3.

With the above directions, the case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

Shri H.P.S.Bhinder, Advocate, Room No.3,

New Bar Complex, Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh-160001.






     _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, Jalandhar.


     _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3042 of 2010

Present:-
Shri H.P.S. Bhinder complainant in person.

ASI Puran Ram on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



This case has a unique story. Sh. H P S Bhinder, Advocate has not filed an appeal or complaint under Section 19 or 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 but sent a “Legal Notice” received vide Diary No. 18965 dated 7.10.2010, calling upon the State Commission to supply him with the documents sought by him from Jalandhar police, “failing which my client will have no option to knock the doors of Hon’ble High Court…..”.

2.

 This legal notice issued to the Commission was not accompanied by a copy of the original request of the information seeker made to PIO, seeking information. This is a requirement under the relevant regulations. In any case, an information seeker is required to show what information he had asked for from the PIO, before the Commission can possibly adjudicate in the matter. 

3.

The plea of Sh. Bhinder is that his client, constable Purshotam Lal, No. 3431/Jal, had approached the In-charge, RTI Cell, DPO, Jalandhar on 28.12.2009 seeking information on three points, including a copy of the judgment of DGP Punjab and a copy of the judgment of Home Secretary, Punjab, who are independent ‘public authorities’ under Section  2 (h) of the RTI Act. 

4.

The Commission wrote back to Sh. Bhinder that he should comply with the requirements of RTI Ac and the rules and regulations notified there under by furnishing a copy his client’s original request for information. However, inspite of number of reminder he failed to comply. 

5.

Keeping with the spirit of transparency, a concession was made by the Commission in so far as the condition of filing a copy of the original RTI application / request of the information seeker was waved. Notice issued by Sh. Bhinder was treated as a Complaint under Section 18 of the Act and summon was issued to Jalandhar Police. 

6.

In response to the summon,  Deputy Commissioner of Police Jalandhar submitted a written reply vide No. 33-DTR dated 11.11.10 stating that the Complainant was contacted to deposit the fee under the RTI Rules and collect the information held by the respondent. However, the information seeker did not respond to the telephone calls or the letter No. 35-RTI dated 12.7.10.

7.

Strangely, the information seeker also abstained, without giving any intimation, from the hearing in  the State Commission held on 12.11.2010 and was again absent on the next date of hearing on 26.11.2010, when the case was ordered to be closed as the respondent had submitted that the information seeker had failed to pay the requisite fee under RTI Act. 

8.

Sh Bhinder, however, moved a fresh application for review of the order of the Commission vide which the complaint case was closed, taking different pleas including that neither the information seeker nor Sh Bhinder, Advocate received the notices issued by the Commission. It is worth mentioning that the notices issued by the Commission were not returned undelivered by the postal authorities. It is also strange that while the notices issued by the Commission are said to not to have been received, the order of the Commission dated 26.11.201 was duly received by them. Thereafter, they moved the Commission to set it aside. Giving the benefit of doubt and in the interest of justice, case was reopened and fresh summon was issued to parties for 18.4.11.

9.

On 18.4.11, the respondent handed over, at the time of hearing of the case in the Commission, the information held by the Jalandhar police to the complainant free of cost, without claiming any fee under RTI Act. The case, however, was adjourned on the request of the information seeker to 10.5.11 and today he submits that information furnished to him is incomplete. 

10.

The plea of the respondent is that under Section 6 of the RTI Act, a person who desires to obtain any information “shall” make a request in writing or through electronic means, accompanied with fee to the concerned public authority. In the present case, no fee has been deposited till date.  The provisions of Section 6 would imply that the information seeker is required to approach the PIO of the concerned public authority which holds or controls the required information. It was pleaded that the present respondent is under no legal obligation to furnish information which is not held by him, more so when no fee had been paid. 

 11.

It was argued that the information pertaining to queries of the information seeker at Sr. No.2 and 3, the information is to be obtained from the custodian of the record i.e. Deputy Inspector General of Police, Jalandhar Range, Jalandhar, Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh and Home Department Punjab at Chandigarh.  These three functionaries are independent public authorities under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The custody of the record being sought by the information-seeker is available only with the PIO of these authorities.  

12.

 It is true that a PIO is legally required to transfer an application for information to another public authority, if such information is held by another authority or the subject matter is more closely connected with the functions of that authority. However, it is important to note that the law does not impose any legal obligation on the part of a PIO to transfer requests for information to a number of authorities. The expression used in Section 6(3) is ‘authority’ and not authorities.

13.

The facts of the present cases are covered by the decision of this Commission in CC-5/2010. This Commission has observed large number of instances when an information seeker applies for multifarious documents held by different public authorities by addressing one application to one PIO. Very often such applications are also not accompanied by fee/s, which would be payable with each RTI request to the appropriate public authorities which hold or control the concerned information. 

14.

The present respondent was under no legal obligation to transfer the request of the information seeker to three different public authorities, namely the DGP, Home Secretary and DIG. 

15.

Since the information held by the respondent has been furnished and that also free of cost, there is no cause of action left in the present case.  Hence, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shivangi Madhok, B-XXX/63, Nehru Nagar, Street No.-2,

Rly Road Phagwara, Kapurthala.




             -----------Appellant.






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the SDM-cum-Electoral Registration Officer, Phagwara-144401.

FAA- The Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala.



------------Respondent





AC No.  119  of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Harvinder Singh, Tehsildar, Phagwara on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent states that information was furnished on all the issues except at Sr. No.9.  Information pertaining to Sr. No.9 has also now been furnished and a receipt had been obtained from the information-seeker in acknowledgement.  The respondent states that the information-seeker is satisfied and she does not want to pursue the matter any further.
2.

Information-seeker however is absent without intimation.  His absence only implies that she does not want to pursue the matter any further.  Therefore, the appeal case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011



                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Krishan Chand, S/o Sh. Baru Ram, Gali No.-2,

 Ward No.-2, Bhadurpur Road, Bareta Mandi, Mansa.


             -----------Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the
Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh.

------------Respondent





CC No. 390   of 2011

Present:-
 Shri  Krishan Chand on behalf of the  complainant.

Shri Supinder Singh, Senior Assistant alongwith Shri Rajinder Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



In this case respondent submits that copies of the annual statements for the period 1999-2000 to 2001-2002 were duly forwarded to the complainant, who however declined to receive the same.

2.

The plea of the representative of the complainant is that the copies being furnished by the respondent are incorrect and do not reflect the true statement of GPF deduced from the salary of the complainant.

3.

I have heard both the parties.  The respondent confirms that the statements are as per record. If the complainant has any doubt he can further verify them from monthly salary statement of the complainant and confirm the deductions made in respect of GPF every month. Copies of the annual statements of GPF were handed over to the representative of the complainant at the time of hearing of the present case today.

4.

In view of the above, there is no merit in the complainant and the same is ordered to be closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ashwani Kumar, S/o Sh. Rajinder Kumar, 

Pb. Pagdi House, Geeta Bhawan Road, Diddba, Distt.- Sangrur.

             -----------Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Administrator New Mandi Township, Punjab, Chandigarh.


------------Respondent





CC No.  398  of 2011

Present:-
 Shri  Ashwani Kumar complainant in person.

Shri Joginder Singh, Legal Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent had stated that a copy of the register was given to the information-seeker which showed that the amount of the surrendered plot was refunded vide voucher No.667 dated 10.11.1995.  The respondent has further submitted that the original file relating to the case was not traceable except the above indicated entry in the Resumption Register, copy of which has already been supplied to the complainant. The respondent was directed to conduct an inquiry into the missing record.  Today the respondent submits that the explanation of the concerned official was called, which has been found unsatisfactory and appropriate action as per the Rules is being taken against the concerned employee.  A copy of whatever record is available however has been furnished to the complainant.  

2..

The respondent is directed that on completion of the inquiry against the concerned officials responsible for safe custody of the record, the complainant shall be informed of the outcome. In case the record is traced, the remaining information shall also be furnished free of cost to the complainant.  With these directions, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Darshan Singh Randhawa, B-44, Udian Wali Gali No.1,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Superintending Engineer, Galiara Project, Amritsar.

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

CC No.  458     of 2011

&

CC No.  459     of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Darshan Singh Randhawa complainant in person.

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

ORDER



The parties agreed to meet again in the office of the Superintendent Engineer, Galiara Project, Amritsar on 23.5.2011.  As regards question of non-compliance of the directions of this Commission by the respondent, this issue will be decided after hearing the parties on 9.6.2011.

2.

The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar on 9.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Neeraj Bansal, B-Class Under Trial,

Central Jail, Ambala







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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.

FAA-The Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.
   -----------Respondents.

AC No.  334  of 2011

Present:-  
None on behalf of the appellant. 

Shri Balwinder Singh, APIO on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The information-seeker is absent without intimation.  The respondent submits that information stands furnished.
The case is adjourned to 26.5.2011 to enable the information-seeker to confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction.

2.

To come up on 26.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dalbara Singh Sohi, 262/06, Opp. HDFC Banki,

Sugar Mill Road, Morinda (Ropar).




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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh Sahib.


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

CC No. 976  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri  Dalbara Singh Sohi  complainant in person. 

Shri Karam Singh Accountant  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that information was sent to the complainant by registered post.  A copy of the same was furnished today at the time of hearing of the case.  The complainant seeks time to peruse the same.

2.

To come up on 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balbir Aggarwal, 10904, Bhasant Road,

Near Bhagwanti Gurudwara, Miller Ganj, Industrial Area-B, Ludhiana.
      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Health ( Medical Education and Research-III), Chandigarh.

FAA- the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Health (MER-III), Chandigarh.



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

AC No.327  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri  Gulshn Kumar appellant in person. 

Shri Didar Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


The respondent submits that this very information-seeker had filed another case (CC-3305/2010) decided by Ld. SIC Shri Kulbir Singh on 21.4.2011.  He has again approached the State Information Commission to seek information on those very issues which were adjudicated by Ld. SIC 
Shri Kublir Singh in CC-3305/2010.
2.

I have heard the parties.  The information-seeker accepts that he has to approach the Punjab Nurses Registration Council which is the custodian of the information being asked by the information-seeker.

3.

In view of this, the present case is closed. The information seeker is free to approach the Punjab Nurses Registration Council.







      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurdip Singh Virk, Village Karimpura, Nogawana,

Tehsil Bassi Pathana,-140412.





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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Principal, Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh Sahib.



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

CC No. 973      of 2011

Present:-  
Shri  Dalbara Singh Sohi  complainant in person. 

Shri Karam Singh Accountant  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that information was sent to the complainant by registered post.  A copy of the same was furnished today at the time of hearing of the case.  The complainant seeks time to peruse the same.

2.

To come up on 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naresh Kumar Gupta, Gupta Home, Near Post Office,

Bassi Pathana,-140412.





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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Principal, Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh Sahib.



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

CC No. 966  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri  Naresh Kumar Gupta complainant in person. 

Shri Karam Singh Accountant  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



This commission has been accepting the plea of the PIO/Shromini Gurudwara Parbandhak Committee (SGPC) that as SGPC has challenged the application of Right to Information Act, 2005 in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, all complaint/appeal cases against SGPC in the State Information Commission be kept in abeyance till final decision in the matter by Hon’ble High Court.
2.

The Hon’ble High Court vide an order dated 14.3.2011 passed in CWP No.4082 of 2010 has clarified that the stay granted by the Hon’ble High Court shall be applicable only qua the impugned order of the Commission and that the State Information Commission shall be at liberty to proceed with other pending cases against SGPC and pass appropriate order.  The present case is filed against PIO/Principal Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh Sahib which is an institution established and managed by SGPC.  In view of the above order of the Hon’ble High Court, the parties were directed to present their respective stand.

3.

The respondent-PIO submits that they have sent the information to the complainant vide No.MGC/343 dated 9.5.2011.  A copy of the information was also handed over to the complainant at the time of hearing of the case in the Commission.

4.

The complainant seeks time to peruse the information and hence the case is adjourned to 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sital Singh Tiwana, 1828-C, 

Tiwana Niwas, Randhawa Road, Kharar-140301.


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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Principal, Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh Sahib.



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

CC No. 958  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri  Sital Singh Tiwana  complainant in person. 

Shri Karam Singh Accountant  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that information was sent to the complainant by registered post.  A copy of the same was furnished today at the time of hearing of the case.  The complainant seeks time to peruse the same.

2.

To come up on 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hamied Hussan s/o Shri Sukhwant Hussan,

Gulshan Iqbal Colony, Ludhiana Bye Pass, Malerkotla (Sangrur)

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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, Sita Ram Grammer School, Malerkotla.


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

CC No.  960     of 2011

Present:-  
Shri Hameed Husain complainant in person. 

Shri Mushtaq, Principal on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that they are not a public authority within the meaning of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent school is a purely private school established and run from its own resources by the Management. It was further stated that the school does not receive any grant-in-aid from the Government.  Nevertheless in the interest of transparency, the information sought by the present information-seeker was sent to him by Registered Post, a copy of which has also been handed over to the complainant today at the time of hearing of the case.  The complainant has not rebutted it in any manner. 
2.

In view of the above, the case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Iqbal Singh, VPO Rasulpur (Mallah), Tehsil Jagraon, 

District Ludhiana.







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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Secretary Mandi Board, Punjab, Chandigarh.


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

CC No.  957     of 2011

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

Shri Harvinder Singh Randhawa, XEN (HO)-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


The complainant had moved a RTI application to PIO/Secretary Mandi Board, Punjab, Chandigarh on 24.9.2010 seeking information on eight points.  His request was forwarded to the Executive Engineer who replied back vide his letter No.6759 dated 28.10.2010 furnishing the information.  Subsequently, another letter giving further details was furnished.
2.

The only plea of the complainant is that he has not been given a copy of the order vide which Halqua Incharge of each Vidhan Sabha segment was authorized to sanction 20 roads per constituency.  The stand of the respondent in this regard is that no formal orders were issued which may have authorized any incharge of a constituency to sanction roads.  There is no such record with the respondent.

3.

The information-seeker is satisfied with the above reply and does not want to pursue the matter any further.  Hence, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011





                  Chief Information Commissioner


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Baldev Krishan, H.No.1117,

Ward No.4, Dutt Road, Moga-142001.





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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o The Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur.

FAA- The Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur.   


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

AC No. 6  of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

HC Jaspal Singh on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits letter No.458 dated 9.5.2011 alongwith its enclosures. The respondent explains that delay in this case occurred primarily because the information-seeker had mentioned a specific No.2614/TC/0907-2010.  The plea of the respondent is that there was neither any intention to delay or deny the information.  In fact all the information except at 
Sr. No.8 was furnished in time and it was only due to confusion that arose as the complainant had referred to a specific number that there was some delay in furnishing information regarding Sr. No.8. Deficiency in the information at Sr.No.8 was also removed, as soon as it was brought to the notice of the respondent.

2.

The complainant in this case has never appeared before the Commission inspite of due and adequate notice for each date.

3.

In view of the reply now given by the respondent vide No.458 dated 9.5.2011 alongwith photocopies of information pertaining to point No.8 given to  information-seeker, I accept the plea of the respondent and close the case.









              (R.I. Singh)

May 10, 2011.





      Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Shri Ginny Ujjal Singh, NO.5910, Duplex, M.H.C.,
Manimajra, Chandigarh.   





   _______ Complainant.
Vs.
The Public Information Officer
o/o the Sub Registrar, Jagraon, Distt. Ludhiana.      



 _______ Respondent. 

CC No. 3188  of 2010 

Present:- 
Mrs. Mona Chahal on behalf of the complainant. 

Shri Raj Barinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar,  Jagraon on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER 

          

  On the last date of hearing on 5.4.2011, the respondent was directed to place on record a duly sworn affidavit in confirmation of his stand that the practice of attaching a copy of Power of Attorney with sale-deeds registered in the office of Sub Registrar was started without any formal instructions from the Government. The respondent had stated that the practice of attaching copy of Power of Attorney with sale-deeds executed in the office of Sub Registrar was a convention and not based on any written direction from the Government.  The respondent was asked to confirm this fact by way of an affidavit.  However, today the respondent has not filed the same and pleads for time. As a last opportunity, the case is adjourned to 25.5.2011 to enable the respondent to file his affidavit.
2.  

As regards explanation for the delay in furnishing of the information, Shri Raj Barinder Singh Dhanoa, Naib Tehsildar, Jagraon has filed a written reply that the entire information had been furnished to the complainant on 25.4.2011.  It has further been stated that the information being sought by the complainant was exclusively dealt with by Shri Mohan Lal, PIO-cum-Tehsildar-cum-Registrar, Jagraon till the time the present complaint petition was filed in the State Information Commission on 13.10.2010.  Shri Mohan Lal had fallen sick and consequently Shri Raj Barinder Singh had stepped into his shoes.  It has further been stated in the written explanation that Shri Mohan Lal has since joined duty and he has filed a separate written reply vide No.151/SDJ/PB dated 9.5.2011.
3.  

Shri Mohan Lal, however, has not given any explanation but only pleaded that he may be exempted from personal appearance in the State Information Commission today as he has to appear in a civil suit before the Civil Judge (Sr. Division), Ludhiana on 10.5.2011.
4.  

In view of the explanation given by Shri Raj Barinder Singh Dhanoa, the delay which occurred between the date RTI application was submitted on 8.3.2010 to PIO/Sub Registrar, Tehsil Jagraon and till the date, the complaint was filed with the State Information Commission on 13.10.2010, the responsibility entirely rests on Shri Mohan Lal.  Therefore, as already directed on the last date on 5.4.2011, Shri Mohan Lal may file his written explanation under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 as to why penalty should not be imposed on him.  He may also avail opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing which is fixed for 25.5.2011.
5.  

To come up on 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. 
 

                                           






  (R.I. Singh)
May 10, 2011                     




 Chief Information Commissioner
                                                       





 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Shri Shesh Pal Kalyan c/o Shri S.P. Kalyan,
#838, HIG, Phase-2, Mohali.
                                                      -------------Complainant.
                        Vs. 
The Public Information Officer
o/o the Secretary to Government of Punjab,
Departments of Sports and Youth Services, Chandigarh.      -------------Respondent. 

CC No.  621     of 2011 

Present:-     
Shri Sheesh Pal Kalyan complainant in person. 

      
None on behalf of the respondent-department. 

ORDER
            
On the last date of hearing none had appeared on behalf of the respondent-Department of Sports and Youth Services Department, Chandigarh.  The case was adjourned to 10.5.2011 and a fresh notice was issued to PIO, which has not been returned by the Postal Authority undelivered.  It is, therefore, presumed that notice was duly received by PIO.
2.  

The plea of the information-seeker is that he had asked the information on nine issues vide a RTI application dated 8.1.2011. However, only incomplete information was furnished.  Information pertaining to Sr. No.5 has still not been given.  The issue at Sr. No. 5 relates to furnishing “a copy of the reply of the letter bearing No.8/77/07-2 SS/1121 dated 6.7.2007”.  The plea of the complainant is that if no reply was given in response to the above referred letter dated 06.07.2007, the Department should confirm this in writing.  
3.  

Since the respondent is absent, issue  fresh notice for 25.5.2011 to the PIO/Department of Sports and Youth Services, Punjab Government, Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh with a copy by name to the Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Sports and Youth Services, Chandigarh.
4.  

To come up on 25.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. 
 

                                          





(R.I. Singh)
May 10, 2011  




      Chief Information Commissioner






            
                Punjab
CC

 

Shri P.S.Aujla,

Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

 Department of Sports and Youth Services, Chandigarh.
