STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Jai Krishan DPRO, 153/8, Mohalla Giljiyan,

Bassi Pathana, District Fatehgarh Sahib



     -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Director, Horticulture Department, Punjab,

SCO-843-44, Sector-22A Chandigarh.



   -------------Respondent.

CC No.1285 of 2012
Present:-
Shri Jai Kishan complainant in person.

Shri Gulab Singh, Assistant Director (Horticulture) for the respondent-department.
ORDER



The respondent had furnished information to the complainant, who however, was not satisfied with the same and hence, moved the State Information Commission.

2.

The only issue, which needs clarification, is that whether Finance Department issues yearly sanction of the non-plan posts.  The plea of the respondent is that Finance Department issues sanction of the posts, which are on the plan side and not in respect of the non-plan.  This fact will be confirmed in writing by the respondent to the complainant particularly relating to the year 2009-10.  With this direction, the complaint case is closed.






       

( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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





Ms. Amarjeet Kaur, C/o Ekta nagar, Street No. 3,

Mandi Mullanpur, District Ludhiana  


     
-------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,
o/o Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.







-------------Respondent.
CC No. 1287 of 2012
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Rajinder Kumar, PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



None has appeared on behalf of the complainant.  The respondent, however, submits that the information was furnished to the satisfaction of the complainant and therefore, pleads that the complaint case may be closed.

2.

Since the complainant is absent without intimation, to give her one opportunity to file her objections, if any, the case is adjourned to 28.6.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          



Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Mr. Kamal Kishore Arora, 1158, bazaar kanak Mandi,

Amritsar.-143006






     -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Courts,

Chandigarh.

FAA/- o/o Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Courts,

Chandigarh







     -------------Respondents.

AC No. 673  of 2012
Present:-
Shri Kamal Kishore appellant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The plea of the appellant is that originally he had moved an application dated 21.2.2012 to the PIO/Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  A reply was received from the PIO vide letter dated 28.2.2012 that the Demand Draft submitted by the information-seeker is not acceptable as the same was not in favour of the Registrar, Punjab and Haryana High Court as required under Rules 3 and 7 of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007.  Therefore, the PIO returned the demand draft to the appellant.

2.

Thereafter, the appellant moved a fresh application to the PIO on 3.3.2012 enclosing a demand draft of Rs.50/- in favour of the Registrar, Punjab and Haryana High Court. The appellant has shown a print out from the official web-site of the India Post which indicates that the RTI request with the demand draft was delivered in the High Court on 5.3.2012.  The PIO replied to the information-seeker vide his letter No.658/APIO/High Court dated 25.4.2012 seeking Rs.200/- as fee of the copies of the documents @ Rs.10/- per page in the shape of adhesive court fee stamps or Indian Postal Order etc.  However information regarding point No. D of the RTI application dated 3.3.2012 was denied relying on the provisions of Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The information-seeker was further informed that he has a right to file First Appeal, which he has availed.  The first appeal was also disposed of with the observations as below:-
“This is with reference to your appeal on the subject cited above.


It is to information you that as per the report of the PIO, your application dated 3.3.2012 (received against I.D.No.422/APIO dated 10.03.2012) has already been decided and reply was sent to you vide letter No.658/APIO/HC dated 25.04.2012.


Since, your application has already been decided vide letter No.658/APIO/HC dated 25.04.2012, therefore, no action is required to be taken on your appeal.  Photocopy of the letter No.658/APIO/HC dated 25.04.2012 is also enclosed herewith.”

3.

Aggrieved, the information-seeker has come in second appeal under Section 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent has submitted a written reply vide Registrar-cum-PIO/s letter No.1015/APIO/HC dated 5.6.2012 and also sought an adjournment as the High Court of Punjab and Haryana is closed for vacation in the month of June, 2012.

4.

The appellant, however, has opposed the adjournment on the plea that only judicial side of the Hon’ble High Court is closed for vacation whereas the administrative side is fully working.  The plea for adjournment is invalid.  Secondly, the appellant has pleaded that he was conveyed to deposit the fee towards the cost of copies of the documents vide letter dated 25.4.2012. His application dated 3.3.2012 was, in fact, received in the High Court on 5.3.2012.  Section 7(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 requires the PIO to dispose a request for information as expeditiously as possible and in any case within 30 days, either providing the information or conveying denial on the grounds specified in the Act ibid.  The High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007 also lay down a time limit for giving information, preferably within 15 days and in no case later than 30 days 
5.

Having received the RTI request on 5.3.2012, the PIO wrote the letter asking for fee on 25.4.2012.  The PIO in any case exceeded the time limit of 30 days by about 21 days.  The law requires that in case of delay beyond 30 days, the information shall be furnished free of cost.  The plea of the appellant is that PIO has violated the mandatory provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 by demanding fee and by withholding the information on the grounds not tenable under the Act ibid.  This act of the PIO, therefore, amounts to unreasonable delay and willful denial of the information making him liable for penal action under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  It is further pleaded that denial of information in respect of the query at Sr. No. D of his application is without any legal basis.  Provisions of Section 11 of the Act ibid merely require that the PIO shall seek submissions of third party.  It does not, in any way, empower the PIO to withhold the information arbitrarily or without applying his mind to the facts of the case.
6.

Since the respondent-PIO has sought an adjournment and is not present today in person or through a representative in the interest of justice, one adjournment is allowed.  The PIO may file a detailed reply on the issues raised by of the appellant before the next date of hearing.
7.

To come up on 4.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M. 







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Shri Sarvinder Goyal, Advocate, # 397,  2nd Floor, 

Sector –9 Panchkula





     -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer, 

o/o Managing Director, Bhai Mata Singh College of Engineering,

Mukatsar







   -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1197 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Sardavinder Goyal complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant submits that vide an application dated 28.2.2012 addressed to the PIO/Bhai Mahan Singh College of Engineering, Mukatsar, he had sought information on issues listed in his RTI application.  However, till date no reply has been received from the respondent-PIO, who is absent today inspite of notice having been issued by the Commission. 
2.

The appellant submits a copy of mandatory disclosure proforma of the respondent-college from which it appears that there are as many as 6 public officials on the Governing Board of the respondent-college.  Vice Chancellor, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar is ex-officio member and in addition nominates two more members.  Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Technical Education and Industrial Training has also a nominated member.  AICTE has also a nominated member on the Governing Board.  Relying on the authority of this Commission in CC-702/2011 decided by the Chief Information Commission on 7.9.2011, the appellant pleads that the respondent is a public authority.  Since the information has not been furnished to him within the statutory period of 30 days, it amounts to willful denial of the information within the meaning of Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The information-seeker, therefore, pleads that notice under Section 20 of the Act ibid be issued to the PIO.

3.

I have heard the complainant and also gone through the record.  Prima facie, it appears that the respondent is a public authority.  Since the information has not been furnished within the statutory period, the PIO may be liable for penalty.  Notice summoning the PIO having not been returned by the Postal Authorities, it would be reasonable to assume that the same was served on the PIO.  Under the circumstances, I deem it appropriate to issue notice to the PIO/Managing Director, Bhai Mahan Singh College of Engineer, Mukatsar to show cause why penalty under Section 20 should not be imposed on him for willful and intentional denial of information to the present complainant.  Written reply of the PIO may be sent to the Commission within 30 days of this order.  PIO may also appear in person on the next date of hearing and avail the opportunity of personal hearing.

4.

To come up on 23.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Ms. Alka Gupta, # 35, Lane Number-2,

Punia Colony, Sangrur.









     -------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,

o/o Punjabi University, Patiala.




  -------------Respondent.

CC No.1201 of 2012
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has placed on record, its reply vide No.2554 dated 11.6.2012 enclosing a copy of letter No.2018 dated 7.5.2012 alongwith its enclosures furnished to the information-seeker, who is absent today without intimation.  The plea of the respondent is that entire information stands furnished and therefore, there is no merit in the complaint case.

2.

Since the complainant is absent without intimation, to afford one opportunity to file her objection, if any, the case is adjourned to 27.6.2012 at 11.00 A.M.
3.

Since the respondent has furnished the information, he is exempted from appearance on the next date of hearing i.e. 27.6.2012.






       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Mr. Harbans Singh, S/o Sh. Partima Singh,

R/o Village Upal-Kheri, P.O. Haider Nagar,

Tehsil Malerkotla, Distt Sangrur-148023



     -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Director Animal Husbandry, Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector -17, Chandigarh.


   -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1256 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Harbans Singh complainant in person.



Shri K.P.S. Pasricha, PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that information has been furnished to the complainant vide its letter No.211 dated 15.6.2012.  It is further submitted by the respondent that recruitment was done by Guru Angad Dev Veterinary and Animal Sciences University, Ludhiana and the original record is in the custody of that University, which is an independent public authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The complainant is satisfied with the information furnished to him as held by the respondent.  Hence, the case is closed.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

1778,Sector-14, Hisar. 





     -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

FAA/- o/o Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh







 -------------Respondents.

AC No. 655 of 2012
Present:-
Shri Sardavinder Goyal  on behalf of the appellant.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The appellant had filed an application dated 18.11.2011 to the PIO/Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab seeking among others certified copies of all the reports submitted with enclosures by Shri Chander Shekhar, the then Additional Director General of Police-cum-Inquiry Officer in the Punjab and Haryana High Court in Naya Gaon land grab case.  The PIO/Chief Secretary transferred the request for information to the Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Home on 27.1.2012.  It transpires that the Home Department may have transferred the request on to the Police Department as Inspector General of Police-cum-PIO further transferred the request for information to the PIO/Punjab and Haryana High Court vide his letter dated 24.2.2012.
2.

Aggrieved the information-seeker moved the State Information Commission and notice was issued to the PIO/Punjab and Haryana High Court, who has submitted a written reply that the request for information has inadvertently or by typographical mistake been sent to the Hon’ble High Court.  It has been averred that the PIO/Punjab and Haryana High Court  is not a party in the said case.

3.

None has appeared today on behalf of the respondent PIOs i.e. Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab, Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Home, Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh and Punjab and Haryana High Court.  

4.

Shri Sardavinder Goyal who has appeared on behalf of the appellant states that the original inquiry report would be in the custody of the Director General of Police, Punjab Chandigarh or any of the offices reporting to him, since the inquiry was conducted by the Additional Director General of Police, Punjab.  Similarly, some reports were submitted to the Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab, Chandigarh.  The plea of the appellant, therefore, is that PIO/Chief Secretary as well as PIO/Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh are custodians of the concerned reports/record and they have wrongly transferred his request for information to another public authority.  His further plea is that in any case all these reports have also been placed on record of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, therefore, are in the custody of the public authority of the Hon’ble High Court.  The appellants pleads that all these PIOs may be summoned so that the information held by them is furnished to him in compliance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
5.

I accept the plea of the appellant.  It would be appropriate to summon PIOs/Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Chandigarh, Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Home, Chandigarh, Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh and Punjab and Haryana High Court.  Copy of this order be endorsed to all of them to file their written reply before the next date of hearing which is fixed for 23.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M. 







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




Punjab
1. The PIO/Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Chandigarh
2. The PIO/Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Home, Chandigarh.

3. The PIO/Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh.

4. The PIO/Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mr. Niranjan Singh, #5372, LIG, Urban Estate,

Phase-2, Patiala-147002 





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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Govt. College of Physical Education,

Punjab, Patiala 






   -------------Respondent.

CC No.1223 of 2012
Present:-
Shri Niranjan Singh complainant in person.



Ms.Kamalpreet Kaur, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits a written reply vide No.9209 dated 14.6.2012 stating that the information had early been sent to the complainant vide letter No.7963 dated 15.3.2012.  The respondent has again furnished copies of all the relevant documents to the complainant, who., however, points out deficiencies.  One adjournment is allowed to the respondent to remove the deficiencies as pointed out by the complainant,

3.

To come up on 16.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Ranjit Singh, S/o Swaran Singh, R/o Minhas Cottage,

LIC Colony, Sector-4, Mundi Kharar, District Mohali. 



     -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o District Treasury Officer, Mohali.

FAA/- o/o District Treasury Officer, Mohali                                      
        -------------Respondents.
AC No. 666  of 2012
Present;-
Mr. Ranjit Singh appellant in person.



Ms. Renuka, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The appellant had applied on 18.11.2011 to the District Treasury Officer, Mohali seeking certain information pertaining to non-disbursement of his GPF amount, Partial information was given to him on 2.12.2011 and he has been paid GPF amounting to Rs.5,01,706/- on 12.12.2011.
2.

The plea of the appellant is that he has received the GPF amount but wants to know why a pick and choose policy is being adopted by the District Treasury Officer in clearing the bills.  It is averred that bills received in treasury office are not passed in accordance with date on which they are received.  Bills are picked up for clearance at the discretion of the treasury officer or as and when a telephone call is received from the Finance Department.  This is a malpractice and discriminatory in nature.

3.

The respondent-District Treasury Officer, Mohali submitted a written reply vide his No.4066 dated 11.6.2012 stating that the applicant was informed that bills are cleared as per para 10 of the Standing Order read with the Finance Department’s instruction issued vide No.1545 dated 4.2.2009.  It was stated that the requirement of clearing the bills within four days of its receipt as laid down in instructions dated 31.5.1994 and amended vide letter dated 4.2.2009 are partially superseded under unusual circumstances and payment is made as per the priority fixed by the Government.

4.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It transpires that due to ways and means situation, at times, pick and choose policy is being adopted by the District Treasury Officer under instructions from the Finance Department.  This is a purely administrative matter and this Commission cannot give any relief to the appellant.

5.

So far as the information is concerned, the same was furnished to him on 2.12.2011.  Further clarification has now been given by the District Treasury Officer vide its letter dated 11.6.2011 that GPF amount of appellant was released to him.  Under the circumstances, complete information stands furnished and appeal case is closed.







 
      ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.





Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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





Mr. Pankaj Rana s/o Shri Sushil Kumar,

#788, Gali No.7, Tripuri Town,

Patiala.




 


     
-------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,
o/o Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar

-------------Respondent.
CC No. 1376 of 2012
Present:-
Shri K.C. Sood on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Kumar, PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had applied for supply of a copy of examination answer-sheet of B.Tech Trade on 2.3.2012 and his request was received in the University on 6.3.2012.  The University replied to the information-seeker on 30.3.2012 asking an amount of Rs.64/- towards the cost of fee for supply of information.  The University did not seek the requisite fee within the prescribed period under Rules.  Consequently, the University is liable to furnish the information free of cost. 
2.

The respondent during the course of hearing of the case, furnished a copy of the answer-sheet to the complainant.  Hence, the information stands furnished and the case is closed.






 
      ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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





Shri Ashok Kumar, #927, Sector 43-A,

Chandigarh.




 


     
-------------Appellant. 




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,

o/o Thapar University, Patiala.

FAA-Thapar University, Patiala.




 -------------Respondents.
AC No. 708 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Ashok Kumar appellant in person.



Shri Vikas Mohan Gupta advocate for the respondent.

ORDER



I have heard the parties.  The respondent in this case is Thapar University, Patiala, which is a University established by the Central Government.  Therefore, only Central Information Commission has jurisdiction to hear the matters arising under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The appellant has been suitably advised to move the Central Information Commission.  Since the State Information Commission has no jurisdiction in the matter, the appeal case is closed.






   
    ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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





Mr. K.N. Singla, #80/5C, Samana Street,

Dhuri 148024.





     
-------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,

o/o Markfed, Sangrur





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

CC No. 1308 of 2012
Present:-
Shri K.N.Singla complainant in person.



Shri Kashmir Singh, AFO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant submits that he has received the information.  His only grouse is that the department had demanded Rs.50/- towards fee as cost of the documents whereas the information was furnished to him consisting of only one page.

2.

The respondent, on the other hand submits that amount of Rs.50/- has been returned  (Postal Order No.989608) vide their letter No.4788 dated 13.06.2012 .  The complainant, however, is yet to receive the same.  It is likely that it may still be with the postal authorities.  The respondent is cautioned to be careful in calculating the amount of fee required, in future, as it causes avoidable inconvenience to the information-seeker.  With this observation, the case is closed.








       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Shri Mohan Lal, House No.999, Gali No.-5,

Kabir Nagar, Tung Bala, Majitha Road,

Amritsar.



  


 -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.
   -------------Respondent.
CC No. 1313 of 2012
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

None on behalf of the respondent..

ORDER



From the perusal of the record, it appears that notice in this case was issued to the PIO/Punjab Technical University, whereas the subject matter pertains to GNDU, Amritsar.  The PIO/Punjab Technical University was inadvertently impleaded as a respondent and is, therefore, exempted from appearance.  Notice, however, be issued to the PIO/Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.

2.

To come up on 6.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Suruchi Dogra d/o Shri Amar Nath Dogra,

EE-169/8, Near Railway Road, Jalandhar.


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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

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

Chandigarh.

FAA-the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, 

Chandigarh.






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

AC No. 48 of 2012

Present:-
Mrs. Suruchi Dogra appellant in person

Shri Sachin Sohal, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that they had written a registered letter to the appellant informing her that she may inspect the record on any working day in respondent’s office.  However, due to lack of coordination in the matter, the inspection could not be carried out.  The parties agree to inspect the record today in the office of the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.  Accordingly, the case is adjourned to 6.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hardial Singh,

Gali No.14, Ward No.5,

#534, Basti Gobind, Moga.




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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Tehsildar, Anmritsar-1.



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

CC No. 2580  of 2010

Present:-
Shri Hardial Singh complainant in person.
Shri Sandeep Rishi, Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev)-cum-PIO o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar alongwith Shri Jashanjeet Singh, Tehsildar, Amritsar-1 and Mrs.  Vijay Sharma, Retired Tehsildar, Amritsar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


In response to the order dated 26.4.2012, Tehsildar, Amritsar-1 has furnished the information vide his letter No.415-416 dated 14.5.2012.  An amount of Rs.3000/- has also been paid to the complainant vide DD No.612112 in compliance with the order dated 20.12.2011.
2.

Shri Manjit Singh Narang, SDM, Amritsar has submitted his explanation regarding furnishing of the information.  He has stated that in compliance with the orders of the Commission dated 14.3.2012, he had instructed Tehsildar, Amritsar-1, who however failed to comply with the same. Shri Narang has stated that it is surprising that she neither sent information to the complainant nor confirmed to the SDM or his successor and therefore, the responsibility for negligence is entirely of Mrs. Vinay Sharma, the then Tehsildar, Amritsar-1. The present Tehsildar-Shri Jashanjeet Singh has since complied with the directions of the Commission and furnished the information apart from payment of compensation of Rs.3000/- in the form of Demand Draft.
3.

Shri Sandeep Rishi, PCS, Former SDM, Amritsar-1 and now Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev), Amritsar has also submitted his written explanation stating that he alongwith Mrs. Vinay Sharma, Tehsildar-cum-APIO had appeared before the then Ld. SIC-
Mrs. Ravi Singh on 22.9.2010.  As the record pertaining to Tehsil office, Mrs. Vinay Sharma had assured the Commission that the information will be supplied within a week’s time.  
Shri Sandeep Rishi was transferred from the post of SDM, Amritsar to SDM, Bhatinda on 14.7.2011 and Shri M.S. Narang joined in his place.

4.

The plea of Shri M.S. Narang and Shri Sandeep Rishi is that there was no negligence or delay on their part.  The information was held by or under the custody of Tehsil office.  Mrs. Vinay Sharma, the then Tehsildar had herself assured the Commission to give the information and therefore, the responsibility falls  on her.
5.

Mrs. Vinay Sharma also appeared in person and stated that she has since retired from service in December, 2011.  The delay occurred inadvertently.  There was no willful or intentional delay.  She further pleaded that considering her retirement from service, a lenient view may be taken and penalty may not be imposed on her as it would be a harsh measure on a retired officer.

6.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  The information has now been furnished.  Primarily the responsibility for furnishing information rested on Mrs. Vinay Sharma, who was the custodian of the relevant record.  It also appears that she had given an assurance to the Commission that she would supply the information. Responsibility for the delay must rest on her.

7.

However, considering that she has retired from service in December, 2011 and is now a pensioner, a lenient view may be taken, particularly because information has been furnished and compensation amount has also been paid to the information-seeker.  However, a word of caution needs to go the District Administration, Amritsar.  The present case is an example of a casual approach at all levels of the administration.  It is expected that in future, the officials will be more vigilant and careful in ensuring that statutory time limit prescribed by the law is strictly adhered to.  With this direction, the case is closed.







       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




Punjab
CC

The Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Palwinder Singh, #1389, 

Guru Tegh Bahadur Housing Complex,

SAS Nagar (Mohali)






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, SKR College of Physical Education,

Bhago Majra, Tehsil Kharar, Distt. Mohali.



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

CC No.  3636  of 2012

Present:-
Shri Palwinder Singh complainant in person.

Shri Bhupinder Singh, Principal alongwith Shri Jagjit Singh, clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant has pointed out two deficiencies in the information as per the details given below:-

(T)
It is submitted by the complainant that he had sought information at Sr. No.1 (T) of his RTI application dated 19.10.2011 pertaining to his Provident Fund Account.  The respondent has given the information except for the year 2010.  The plea of the respondent is that no Provident Fund was deposited in respect of the year 2010.  Hence, this information may be treated as NIL.

(i) At Sr. No.5 of his RTI application dated 19.10.2011, the complainant had sought information pertaining leave taken by him for the period 2001 to 2011.  The respondent has furnished the information except for the year 2007.  The plea of the respondent is that the attendance register pertaining to the year 2007 has been taken away by  Post Audit Cell, Roop Nagar.  The complainant on the other hand shows a letter No. RTI/12/620 dated 15.6.2012 issued by the Deputy Controller ( F & A), Internal Audit Cell, Roop Nagar, which is a reply given to him in response to an RTI application addressed to the Internal Audit Wing.  A perusal of this letter of the Deputy Controller ( F & A) shows that the attendance register for the year 2007 pertaining to Shahid Kanshi Ram College of Physical Education, Bhago Majra is not in the custody of the Internal Audit Department.
2.

To settle this issue, a notice be issued to the Deputy Controller ( F & A), Internal Audit Cell (Revenue), Roop Nagar to appear in person or through an authorized person and submit a written report to the Commission as to  whether the attendance register for the year 2007 in respect of Shahid Kanshi Ram College of Education was taken into custody by the Internal Audit Cell and if so whether it continues to be in its custody or has since been returned to the college authorities.
3.

The college authorities shall also produce any receipt which may have been given by the Internal Audit Cell, while taking the register in custody.

4.

To come up on 23.7.2012 at 11.00 A.M.
       ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nand Kishore s/o Shri Hans Raj,

r/o SCF No.101, New Grain Market, Sangrur.

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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the District Manager, 

Punjab Agro Food Grain Corporation Ltd., Sangrur.

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

CC No. 3206 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Ranbir Singh, Senior District Manager on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Ranbir Singh, Senior District Manager has filed his affidavit pleading that there was no willful denial or delay in furnishing of the information. The information sought by the complainant has since been furnished to his satisfaction. It has been further stated by him that there is no more record/information relating to queries at Sr. No.2 and 4 of the RTI application dated 15.9.2012.  In view of this, the respondent pleads that notice under Section 20 be withdrawn and the complaint case may be closed.

2.

The complainant is absent without intimation.  However, a written request dated 14.6.2012 has been received in the Commission vide diary No.9854 dated 18.6.2012 stating that he has received the information including pertaining to Sr. No.2 and 4 to his satisfaction.

3.

I have heard the respondent and gone through the record.  It appears that the delay in this case was not willful but due to non-availability of record with the respondent.  Since the complainant has expressed his satisfaction with the information furnished to him, the present complaint case, therefore, is closed.
      ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Shri Arun Garg w/o Sh. Sham Lal Garg, 40, Central Town,

V. Daad, P.O. Lalton, District Ludhiana (Pb.) 

           ______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, 
Chandigarh. 







 _______ Respondent.

CC No. 2038 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

None on behalf of the respondent..

ORDER



None has appeared on behalf of the parties..

2.

Issue fresh notice to the Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, Chandigarh for service on the Shri D.K. Sandhu, AIG (Prisons).

3.

To come up on 3.8.2012 at 11.00 A.M.

      ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




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

Smt. Shimla Garg w/o Sh. Sham Lal Garg, 40, Central Town,

V. Daad, P.O. Lalton, District Ludhiana (Pb.)


_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, Chandigarh.

FAA-The Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, 
Chandigarh. 






_____ Respondents

AC No.  529  of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

None on behalf of the respondent..

ORDER



None has appeared on behalf of the parties..

2.

Issue fresh notice to the Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, Chandigarh for service on the Shri D.K. Sandhu, AIG (Prisons).

3.

To come up on 3.8.2012 at 11.00 A.M.

      ( R.I. Singh)

Dated: June 18, 2012.



Chief Information Commissioner
                  



          




Punjab
