STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(99152-97095)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar

s/o Sh. Chaman Lal

VPO Jasso Majra,

Distt. Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar

(Nawanshahr), Pb. – 144501




  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Senior Supdt. of Police,

Nawanshahr






               …Respondent

CC- 622/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: HC Sh. Balwinder Singh (98557-27865)



In the earlier hearing dated 27.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“It is observed that respondent is not able to understand the point as he is neither the APIO nor the PIO.    Complainant states that he is being harassed at the hands of the respondent and further stated that despite the fact that he had sought the information through post, respondent is deputing officials to his residence in his absence who have even got signatures of his mother on some papers.  Sh. Jagir Singh, ASI has no answers to these accusations since he is not aware of the facts of the case and states that it is not related to his office.

Respondent is directed to provide specific and to the point information within a fortnight, with compliance report to the Commission.

In the next hearing, Sh. Rakesh Aggarwal, SSP-PIO, Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar shall appear in person to explain the matter.”



Today, Sh. Balwinder Singh, Head Constable is present on behalf of the respondent and states that information has already been dispatched to the complainant on 06.05.2011 by registered post.  The said letter reads as under: 

“You had, vide your application dated 28.01.2011, sought a copy of the enquiry report pertaining to case No. 120 dated 09.10.2010 u/s 323, 325, 506 IPC PS City, Nawanshahr pertaining to complaint vide application no. 1364/Peshi dated 15.10.2010 and application no. 1338/Peshi dated 06.10.2010 
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conducted by the Superintendent of Police (A), Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar.  As directed by the Hon’ble Commission, the same is enclosed herewith.”



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.  Since the information has been sent on 06.05.2011 i.e. more than a month back, it appears he has received the same and is satisfied also.   


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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Rama Kalyan,

# 838 HIG,

Phase 2,

Mohali







 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh





         

    …Respondent

CC- 496/11
Order

Present:
For the complainant:  Sh. S.P. Paul, Advocate (98885-69793). 

For the Respondent: Sh. Ashok Kumar, PIO (98557-37097) and Sh. Ram Sarup Verma, APIO (96465-88003).

Submissions of both the parties have been taken on record.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 03.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sohan Lal Sandha

s/o Sh. Hakam Ram

House No. 42,

Ward No. 1,

Sardulgarh-151507 (Distt. Mansa)


              … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, 
SCO No. 96-97, Sector 17-C,
Chandigarh





         

    …Respondent

CC- 464/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 27.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Today, neither the complainant nor the respondent is present and no communication has been received.

One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, with a compliance report to the Commission.  Complainant shall inform the Respondent and the Commission of the discrepancies, if any, in the information when provided.”



Today again neither the complainant nor respondent has appeared.  However, a letter dated 30.05.2011 has been received from the complainant wherein it is stated: -
“It is submitted that even after a lapse of 240 days, no information has been provided to me.   On 27.04.2011, PIO, office of the DPI (SE) Pb. did not attend the hearing.  The next date fixed is 14.06.2011.  It is prayed that in the next hearing, the PIO be imposed a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- and I be compensated suitably.
I have undergone much mental harassment due to non-supply of information.  I once again request to take strict action against the respondent and I be got the information sought.” 



Seeing the response of the respondent, PIO, office of DPI (SE) Punjab, 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. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an
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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. 



Respondent is also directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



The complainant shall inform the Commission if the information, when provided, is to his satisfaction.



For further proceedings, to come up on 03.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Janak Kumar (Retd. Lecturer)

Adarsh Colony,

Near Gurudwara,

V&PO Sarna,

Tehsil Pathankot

(Distt. Gurdaspur) – 145025



              … Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, 
SCO No. 96-97, Sector 17-C,
Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o The Distt. Education Officer (SE)


Gurdaspur.






 …Respondents
CC- 471/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Janak Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rajinder Kumar, clerk, office of the Distt. Education Officer (SE) Gurdaspur (94649-91681)

None from the DPI (SE) Punjab.



In the earlier hearing dated 27.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Today, Sh. Jagtar Singh is present and states that they had written to the D.E.O. (SE) Gurdaspur and even a reminder was also sent but the case file of the complainant has not been received in his office from the said office.  In view of this submission, the PIO, office of the D.E.O. (SE) Gurdaspur is impleaded as a party.  In the next hearing, PIO, office of the D.E.O. (SE) Gurdaspur shall also appear in person to explain the matter.”



Copy of a noting on the reverse of a document from the office of DPI (SE) Punjab has been received whereby Nodal Officer has put up a note for the DPI informing the next date of hearing and to attend the same.  In the other part, a copy has been endorsed to the DEO (SE) Gurdaspur with instructions to attend the hearing on 14.06.2011.


Although PIO, office of DEO (SE) Gurdaspur was impleaded as a party, the PIO of DPI (SE) Punjab was not at all exempted from appearance and had also been directed to be present today but none has come present on his behalf.



Complainant today again submitted that he has submitted his application with the DEO (SE) Gurdaspur and the file was to be forwarded to
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the DPI (SE) Punjab for taking further necessary action, which has not been done.


One more opportunity is granted to the office of DEO (SE) Gurdaspur to do the needful so that no further delay is caused in providing the information to the complainant.   It is further brought to the notice of the respondent(s) that any further delay shall be viewed seriously.



For further proceedings, to come up on 03.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94630-03284)

Sh. Raghubar Dyal Gupta,

s/o Sh. Parmanand,

H. No. 874/KL,

Street No. 3,

Bajwa Colony, Green Park,

Nehru Market Road,

Jagraon City – 

(Distt. Ludhiana)






        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

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

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

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

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh


3.
Public Information Officer,


O/o D.E.O. (SE)


Ludhiana.
   





  …Respondents

AC - 116/2011

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. R.D. Gupta in person.
Sh. Jagtar Singh, Supdt. (98148-10988) from the office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh.

Sh. Ranjit Singh, Dy. DEO (SE) Ludhiana (94174-15303)



Sh. Jagtar Singh submits that the case file of the complainant has been received in their office from the office of DEO (SE) Ludhiana and the case has already been put up before the DPI (SE) for approval.  He further submitted that within a month or so, the needful is expected to be done.



With this, the complainant feels satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(094630- 03284)

Sh. Raghubar Dyal Gupta,

St. No. 3, Bajwa Colony,

Green Park, Nehru Market Road,

Jagraon City – 142026 (Ludhiana).



        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary Education Punjab,

Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer 


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Secretary Education, Punjab,

Chandigarh 





     
  …Respondents
AC- 233/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. R.D. Gupta in person.

Sh. Jagtar Singh, Supdt. (98148-10988) from the office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh.



Respondent present states that the complainant has sought interest on the delayed payment of his gratuity entitlement, vide his request dated 21.10.2010.


Sh. Jagtar Singh further submitted that as per the existing rules, there is no such provision for payment of any interest and that such a relief could only be granted by a Civil Court.  He further submitted that specific reply is being sent to the complainant.



Complainant feels satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh.  A.S. Wadhawan,

415/9, Mohalla Punj Piplan,

Bahadurpur

Hoshiarpur – 146001





      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh

2.
Public Information Officer


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh






…..Respondents

AC- 940/2010

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.



For the respondent: Sh. Ajit Singh (94631-89241)



In the hearing dated 11.04.2011, it was recorded: -

“This bench has also received letter no. 5/2010 dated 02.04.2011 addressed to the Hon’ble CIC and this bench, in which he has written as under:- 

‘As per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 mandates for disposal of 2nd appeal and section 18 of the Act mandates for complaints to be heard by the Commissioner, as per letter no. 12/45/2011 IR dated 04.03.2011 of Court of India, Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances and Personnel Department of Personnel & Training, North Block New Delhi, copy enclosed. Kindly hear my case personally as SIC Punjab is not, authorised to hear this case please.’

In view of submissions made by the Appellant the case is submitted before Hon’ble CIC to pass further order in the matter. 

Next date of the hearing may be given by the larger bench.”

 

Hon’ble CIC has remarked as under: -

“There is no provision under the RTI Act or the Regulations framed by the Commission which mandate hearing of cases by CIC alone.”



The case has again been remanded back to this bench and a
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fresh notice of hearing dated 26.05.2011 was sent to both the parties fixing the case for today i.e. 14.06.2011.   



Appellant is not present today nor has any communication been received.



Respondent present submits a letter dated 18.05.2011 addressed to the Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Health-I Branch wherein, it is stated: 

“In response to your Memo. No. 37/49/10-3HI/Spl. Dated 11.04.2011, it is submitted that the information sought by the applicant duly attested spread over 465 pages, has already been mailed to him vide registered letter no. RTI(I)4-11/1021 dated 29.04.2011.”



Respondent has also made the following written submission: -

“It is submitted that the applicant Sh. Avtar Singh Wadhawan, who has not appeared in any of the hearings so far, has already been provided the information as per details below: -

(i)
Memo. No. 37/49/10-3H1/5186-87 dated 06.09.2010;

(ii)
Memo. No. 37/49/10-3H1/8030-31 dated 30.11.2010;

(iii)
Memo. No. 10/46/10-3H1/1435 dated 14.12.2010;

(iv)
Memo. No. 37/49/10-3H1/973-75 dated 16.02.2011;

(v)
RTI (I) P-11/606 dated 16.03.2011; and

(vi)
RTI (I) P-11/1200 dated 18.05.2011

It is further submitted that letters mentioned at (i) to (iv) above have been sent by the office of Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare and those at no. (v) and (vi) have been mailed by the office of Director.

It is prayed that keeping in view the fact that the applicant has not come present in any of the hearings and also that complete information has already been supplied to him, the present appeal may kindly be closed and disposed of.”



In the light of what has been stated above, the present appeal is hereby closed and disposed of.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harbhajan Singh

s/o Sh. Ram Singh,

Ward No. 10,

Near PWD Store,

Lehragaga- 148031






  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Executive Officer,
Municipal Committee,
Lehragaga







    …Respondent

CC- 642/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Amrit Lal, Acctt. (96460-60808)



A letter dated 17.05.2011 has been received from Sh. Harbhajan Singh, wherein it is stated: -

“Information sought under the above complaint has been received from the respondent and I am satisfied.  No further action be taken on my complaint.  My applicant may kindly be consigned to records as I do not want that any more precious time of the Hon’ble Commission is wasted.”



In view of the submissions made by the complainant, this case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98155-62775)

Sh. Bachan Singh

735-R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda







        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Regional Deputy Director,

Local Govt. 

Bathinda 

2.
Public Information Officer 


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director,

Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh






  …Respondents

AC- 206/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Deepak Setia (96462-50056) along with Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Executive Officer (98727-60570)



In the earlier hearing dated 27.04.2011, it was recorded: -

“Vide original application dated 05.11.2008, Complainant sought the following information: 

‘Fate of telegram sent by me on 27.10.2001 including action taken on the same.’


Sh. Deepak Setia, while appearing on behalf of the Regional Deputy Director, Local Govt. Bathinda, submitted a letter dated 10.05./2011 which is addressed to the appellant wherein it is submitted: 

“Regarding information sought by you pertaining to fate of a telegram dated 27.10.2001, it is informed that earlier, this office was located in Municipal Council’s building adjacent to Blue Focus but in February, 2008, it was shifted to the building of old Municipal Reforms Trust, Bathinda and in the process, the records were scattered and became beyond management and control.  Hence in the absence of the records, the information could not be provided.  However, again a diligent and through search has been carried out but no records were traced.   The telegram in question was sent by you, apart from the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda to the Municipal Council Bathinda also and the relevant action was to be taken by the Municipal Council, Bathinda only.  If you desperately need this information, you may get in touch with the Municipal Council, Bathinda direct.”
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It is also to reproduce below part of my order dated 27.04.2011 wherein it was observed: -

“It is, however, pointed out that this hardly constitutes any information for the purposes of the RTI Act.”   


In the circumstances, complainant is suggested to submit fresh application clearly stating the facts and specifying the information desired.  With this, I believe, the respondents will be able to help him better and provide the information. 



Since no further way-out at the moment is visible, with the above suggestion to the appellant, the appeal in hand is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohan Singh

s/o Sh.  Dalip Singh,

VPO Kalra,

Tehsil & Distt. Jalandhar





  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar







    …Respondent

CC- 619/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mohan Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Manpreet Singh Bal, AC (Grievances) (98762-22911) along with Sh. Manish.



In the earlier hearing dated 27.04.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far. 

Respondent submits that the relevant application for information has not been received in their office.   Therefore, a copy of the same has been provided to him in the court. 

PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, with a compliance report to the Commission.”



A letter dated 13.06.2011 addressed to the Commission, has been received from the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar stating as under: -

“Ref: CC 619/11 – Application under the RTI Act from Sh. Mohan Singh resident of village Kalra, District Jalandhar.
In response to order received in the above said case, it is submitted that Sh. Mohan Singh son of S. Dalip Singh has sought a copy of the order dated 11.01.1995 passed by the court of Sh. Sanjay Popli, PCS; and copies of the demarcation carried out by the Kanungo - Sh. Bidhi Singh on 29.06.1993 and 29.01.1995.

Upon thorough search, it is revealed that the said record is not available in the office because the above said order was not a court order.  It was only a miscellaneous one and no separate file is created in such matters and thus such orders are consigned to the records.   However, since the records are not
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traceable / available, the same cannot be provided to the applicant.   A report has also been obtained from Tehsildar Jalandhar-I regarding the demarcation.  He has, vide his letter no. 324/Reader dated 02.06.2011 has intimated that he has gone through the demarcation register and no such entry pertaining to demarcation has been found in it.  If the applicant desires, fresh demarcation can be carried out; but the applicant is not agreeable on this point.”


Sh. Manpreet Singh Bal, present on behalf of the respondent, stated that a copy of the above said communication dated 13.06.2011 has also been endorsed to Sh. Mohan Singh, by registered post.   However, the complainant pleads non-receipt of the same so far.


During the arguments heard at length, respondent stated that as per the version of the applicant-complainant, there was a stay from the Civil Court on removing the trees from his land.    He went on to submit that during such a case, no one can interfere in the matter during the currency of the stay and if any one has acted against the stay order, it is illegal.  Therefore, the applicant is advised to take up the matter with a competent court and avail the appropriate remedy. When Sh. Mohan Singh submitted that the court has decreed his suit, he was advised to file an execution of the decree and seek relief accordingly. 


Sh. Bal further submitted that they are still ready to order a fresh demarcation of the land owned by Sh. Mohan Singh, despite the fact that he has already declined such a suggestion some time in 2010.   He further submitted they are ready to conduct the fresh demarcation of applicant’s land from any of the competent officials named / suggested by Sh. Mohan Singh, the complainant.


Without going any further into the merits and the facts of the case, it is amply clear that the dispute is inter-se the applicant-complainant and the revenue department / officials whom he alleges have demarcated his land in some other Khasra numbers instead of the original ones.   As such, no information is available with the respondent which can be parted with and provided to the applicant- complainant.


Accordingly, the complainant is advised to take up the matter with a court of competent jurisdiction and seek redressal to his grievance.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Goyal

H. No. 101, 

New Grain Market,

Sangrur. 







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda 







    …Respondent
CC- 1241/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Avtar Singh Makkar, Tehsildar Bathinda (92179-38410)



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission by Sh. Amandeep Goyal on 18.04.2011 when, in response to his application dated 08.03.2011, no information was provided.  The information sought was: 
“1.
How many sale deeds were registered from 1995-96 to 2010-11 pertaining to land situated within the ‘Lal Lakir’?

2.
Please inform what document in support of ownership has been annexed in each of these sale deeds.  Is any Khasra number mentioned in the same or not?

Please provide the information as per format attached.”



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him. 



Sh. Avtar Singh Makikar, Tehsildar, Bathinda is present on behalf of the respondent and submits a letter dated 13.04.2010 addressed to the complainant, wherein it is stated: -
“Your request for information has been transferred to this office by the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda in terms of section 6(3) of the RTI Act and received on 12.03.2011. Regarding the information sought, a report was sought from the Registration branch which is annexed herewith.”



The report from the Registration Clerk, Registration Branch, Tehsil Office, Bathinda reads: -

“The applicant has sought information pertaining to sale deeds concerning properties situated within the ‘Lal Lakir’.  It is submitted that no separate index is prepared for these properties.   As held by Hon’ble SIC Ms. Rupan Deol Bajaj in the
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complaint case titled ‘Shamsher Singh Sohal vs. Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar’ decided on 21.04.2009, copies of the sale deed(s) required can be obtained as per directions of the Govt. by payment of the prescribed fee i.e. @ Rs. 100/- per deed / document.”  



Since already a channel / system for obtaining copies of the revenue documents as provided in the Registration Act is in force, complainant is advised to obtain the required documents in accordance therewith. 



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Goyal

H. No. 101, 

New Grain Market,

Sangrur. 







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa 







    …Respondent
CC- 1242/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Harkirat Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Budhlada (98768-38136); and Harsimran Singh, Tehsildar, Sardulgarh (90412-72123)


The present complaint has been filed with the Commission by Sh. Amandeep Goyal when, in response to his application dated 08.03.2011, no information was provided.  The information sought was: -

“1.
How many sale deeds were registered from 1995-96 to 2010-11 pertaining to land situated within the ‘Lal Lakir’?

2.
Please inform what document in support of ownership has been annexed in each of these sale deeds.  Is any Khasra number mentioned in the same or not?

Please provide the information as per format attached.”



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him. 



S/Sh. Harkirat Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Budhlada and Harsimran Singh, Tehsildar, Sardulgarh appeared on behalf of the respondent and submitted as under: 

“It is submitted that no separate index is prepared for the sale deeds pertaining to properties situated with the Lal Lakir.  Copies of the sale deed(s) required can be obtained as per directions of the Govt. by payment of the prescribed fee, as provided in the Registration Act.”



Since already a channel / system for obtaining copies of the revenue documents as provided in the Registration Act is in force, complainant is advised to obtain the required documents in accordance therewith. 



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.



   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bal Krishan Saini,

# NA 167, 

Gali No. 4,

Kishan Pura,

Jalandhar City – 144004





 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar






     
    …Respondent
CC- 3043/2010
Order



This case was last taken up for hearing on 27.04.2011 when no one appeared on behalf of the complainant and Sh. G.S. Khaira, PCS, Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar came present on behalf of the respondent and the matter was posted to date for pronouncement of the order. 



In this case, complainant sought information vide application dated 19.06.2010 from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar who transferred the same as per section 6(3) of the RTI Act to the SDM, Jalandhar-I vide letter dated 12.07.2010.



It has come to light that vide letter dated 19.08.2010, Sh. Saini wrote to the ADC Jalandhar also stated as under: -

“Are Govt. employees permitted keeping on drawing salaries while in service and also to sell the govt. properties?  Punjab Govt. is being looted both ways.”



In the hearing dated 15.12.2010, it was recorded: -

“Sh. Saini presented a document titled ‘Time Calculation’ which reads as under: -



“No. of days from 22.06.10 to 30.06.10

10



July 






31



August





31



September





30



October





31



November





30



December (up to 14.12.10)



14







Total
          177 days

No information given up to 14th December 14.12.10 up to inspite of serving notice and order dated 11.11.2010, attached copies of notice & orders.”
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Similarly, during the hearing dated 10.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Sh. Saini terms every document provided in information to be ‘scandalous’ and states that in every hearing, new faces on behalf of the respondent are made to appear before the Hon’ble Commission as his intentions are dishonest and malafide.”



It was further recorded, in the same hearing that:    

“He (the complainant) kept on talking at random and was all the more offensive towards the respondents present.   He was letting none else to speak or make submissions. 

I have gone through all the points with the complainant and the documents on the file and am of the view that complete information as per the original application stands provided in the present case.

Complainant Sh. B.K. Saini states that he be compensated for the detriments suffered by him, in addition to imposing a penalty on the respondent PIO for the delay caused.”



Sh. G.S. Khaira, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Jalandhar was issued a show cause notice in the said hearing.



Reply to the notice was submitted in the hearing on 27.04.2011 when the case was posted to date for pronouncement of the order. 



Sh. G.S. Khaira, in his reply has asserted: -

“In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that on 11.11.2010, this Hon’ble Commission had advised the complainant to send a copy of the said sale deed to the Commission and to the office of the undersigned.  Also directions were given to this office to provide information within a week of receipt of the said documents from the complainant.

The complainant supplied the above ordered document to this office on 20.12.2010 and the information was supplied to the complainant on 28.12.2010 vide letter no. 183 within seven working days.  A copy of the above was also supplied to this Hon’ble Commission.  Moreover, this Hon’ble Commission has also viewed in its order dated 10.02.2011 and 16.03.2011 that complete information as per the original application stands provided. 

As far as the appearance in person is concerned, it is respectfully prayed that due to communication gap, the respondent could not appear before the Hon’ble Commission on
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the last hearing i.e. 16.03.2011.  However, the respondent holds the Hon’ble Commission in high esteem and cannot even think of disobeying its orders.  If the Hon’ble Commission feels any lapse on the part of the respondent, the respondent hereby tenders unconditional and unqualified apology for the same.”



This court is of the view that the delay caused in providing the information is not deliberate or intentional and there is no malafide on the part of the respondent.  Hence no order as to any compensation or penalty. 



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

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdev Singh,

No. 4943, Block D,

Pancham Society,

Sector 68,

Mohali.







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur







    …Respondent
CC- 836/11
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. N.S. Bhinder, Advocate (98140-04044) along with Dr. Harjit Kaur (94785-47244)

For the respondent: Sh. Rahul Chaba, SDM, Batala (98720-33903)



Vide application dated 03.12.2010, Sh. Gurdev Singh sought the following information: -

“Regarding particulars of total plots, shops, agriculture land including Gair Mumkin plots, Gram Panchayat Deh and Shamlat deh land / plots owned by following persons in Batala, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur as a member of Coparcenary property and joint owner to the extent of 1/3rd share as the respondents are not disclosing the properties purchased by them in their names out of the funds generated by their father / grandfather / husband being a Karta of Joint Hindu Family: 

· S. Baldev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· Ms. Jasbir Kaur w/o S. Baldev Singh s/o Late Sh. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· S. Manpreet Singh son of S. Baldev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· S. Harpreet Singh son of S. Baldev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· S. Sukhdev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· Ms. Bhupinder Kaur w/o S. Sukhdev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· Bhagjit Singh son of S. Sukhdev Singh son of Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late Sh. Nirmal Singh;

· Ms. Daljit Kaur w/o Late S. Raghbir Singh s/o Late S. Nirmal Singh;
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All residents of village Satkoha, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur; 

· S. Sukhdev Singh s/o S. Gulzar Singh r/o Arjanpur, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur.”
 

It has been further submitted by Sh. Gurdev Singh that his request for information was transferred to S.D.O. (Civil) Batala under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 vide letter dated 10.12.2010.   He has also stated that Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Batala declined the information vide his letter dated 21.12.2010 in terms of Section 8(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 18.03.2011.  Earlier, notice in this case was sent for 01.06.2011 for hearing via video-conferencing.  However, later on, when a request was received from the complainant on 30.05.2011 indicating his inability to participate in the video-conferencing, notice of hearing was issued for today.



Today, Sh. N.S. Bhinder, advocate and Dr. Harjit Kaur Sandhu put in appearance on behalf of the complainant with an authority letter in their favour.



It is observed that the complainant, in his complaint filed with the Commission vide letter dated 07.02.2011, while referring to the respondent’s letter dated 21.12.2010 declining the information in terms of section 8(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, has asserted as under: -

“In this respect, it is pertinent to mention here that information as requisitioned vide letter dated 08.11.2010 pertains to the information with regard to the properties purchased by Baldev Singh, Sukhdev Singh, brothers of the complainant, either in their own name or in the names of their wives, sons and daughters, out of the undivided Hindu family funds which were generated through their father as Karta of the family Sh. Raghbir Singh who died on 16.06.2004, being the common ancestor of the complainant and Karta of the family and as such, the information sought does not fall within the meaning of Section 8(j) of the RTI Act, 2005 and hence the information sought is not at all an information pertaining to the third party.”



Complainant states that the contention of the respondent is not tenable as Batala is very much a part of district Gurdaspur and the various properties of the family are located in different villages / parts of District Gurdaspur and therefore, the information sought is very much within the domain the of the respondent i.e. Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur only and none else.   He further stated that considering such objections will defeat the very purpose of the RTI legislation and hence should be overruled.  



Complainant further argued that the information sought is for public purpose as Baldev Singh is Patwari who is concealing this information. 
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As he is working in the revenue department as Patwari, he is a public servant and the information is to be used in intra-departmental proceedings sought against him as and when it is furnished with the help of the Hon’ble Commission.  


Sh. Rahul Chaba, SDM Batala who appeared on behalf of the respondent, stated that the applicant, in his application seeking information has stated: - “Particulars of total plots, shops, agriculture land including Gair Mumkin plots, Gram Panchayat Deh and Shamlat deh land / plots owned by following persons in Batala, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur etc. etc.”   He submitted that the area / sub division pertaining to which the information is being sought, has not been specified.   He also said that Gurdaspur is a large district consisting of approx. 375 villages and many municipal towns and hence unless exact location of the property / land is not disclosed, it is not possible to provide the information sought. 



Since the application for information is addressed to the PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur and the various properties of the complainant are not only restricted to Batala, the Public Information Officer, Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur is directed to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and provide the same to the complainant within a week’s time, under intimation to the Commission.


PIO from office of the D.C. Gurdaspur is also directed to appear personally on the next date fixed and explain the matter. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 04.08.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village Bholapur,

Jhabewal,

Post Office Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o District Transport Officer

Patiala

 





    …Respondent

CC- 3692/2010

Order

Present:
None for the complainant 

For the respondent: Sh. Anil Garg, DTO Patiala 



In the earlier hearing dated 12.05.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“There is disagreement between both the complainant and the respondent on the information provided so far.  Therefore, DTO Patiala is directed to look into this aspect and inform the Commission the status of the information sought.

Sh. Sobti submits that the DTO is away from India and would resume office on Monday, the 16th May, 2011.

In the next hearing, DTO Patiala Sh. Anil Garg shall appear in person and explain the matter.”



This morning, a telephonic message was received from Sh. Jasbir Singh expressing his inability to attend the hearing today.



Sh. Anil Garg, DTO Patiala appeared and submitted an acknowledgment from the complainant dated 13.06.2011 wherein it is stated: 

“Today i.e. 13.06.2011 at about 8.30 p.m., I have received complete information sought by me, through a special representative of the DTO Patiala.”



With this, now complete information to the satisfaction of the complainant stands provided.  



Reply to the show cause notice issued to Sh. Anil Garg, DTO Patiala on 07.04.2011, has been submitted wherein it is stated: -



“It is respectfully submitted as under: 
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“1.
That at the outset, it is submitted that I hold the Hon’ble Commission in high esteem and tender an unconditional apology for the alleged careless and casual attitude of the undersigned / respondent in the matter, if any. 

2.
That the applicant / complainant, vide his application dated 19.07.2010 which was received in this office on 23.07.2010, had called for information from the office of the respondent under the RTI Act, 2005 which was quite voluminous and the same was not available in the manner it was sought for by him.  Moreover, some part of the information sought by the applicant / complainant from this office pertained to the Driving Training Schools in Patiala district which was not readily available with this office. 

3.
That whatever the information asked for by the applicant / complainant was readily available with the office of the respondent, the same was supplied to him vide this office letter no. 5003/DTO/P dated 12.08.2010 (copy enclosed herewith), well within the stipulated period of thirty days.   As regards the information which pertained to the Driving Training Schools, the applicant / complainant was informed that the same was being collected and as soon as the same was received, it would be supplied to him in due course of time.  
4.
That subsequently, the applicant / complainant on receipt of a notice from the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide No. PSIC/Legal/2010/14559 dated 22.12.2010 was supplied para-wise detailed information vide this office memo. no. DTO/Pat/2010-11, the Xerox copy of which is enclosed herewith.  Since part of the information sought for by the applicant / complainant vide his application dated 19.07.2010 which was received in the office of the respondent on 23.07.2010 was quite voluminous and the same was not available with this office in the manner it was sought for, as such, he was requested to attend this office on any working day with prior appointment and inspect the relevant record and the information which he may wish to have this office, the same shall be supplied to him.
5.
That since the remaining information sought for by the applicant / complainant is quite lengthy and voluminous one and the same is not readily available with this office and in case the same is prepared by this office in the manner it has been sought for by him, it would disproportionately divert the resources of this Public Authority.   Since the main objective of the RTI Act, 2005 is to bring transparency and accountability in the administration, as such, it is earnestly requested that the applicant / complainant may be advised to attend this office on any working
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day with prior appointment and he would be shown the relevant record and whatever information / record he would like to have from this office, the same shall be supplied to him on payment of Rs. 2/- per page. 
In view of the facts and circumstances explained above, the Hon’ble Commission would appreciate that there has been no let up on the part of the undersigned / respondent in dealing with the application in question from the applicant / complainant and the attitude of the undersigned / respondent cannot be said to be both careless and casual in any manner whatsoever.   It is, therefore, respectfully prayed that the show cause notice served upon me may kindly be withdrawn and filed please.”

    

I have gone through the same and am satisfied that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information. 



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


   Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 14.06.2011



State Information Commissioner
