STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. D.P. Jindal,

100, G.T. Road,

Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana. 






  
  … Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer

O/o Sub-Registrar (East) Ludhiana. 



    …Respondent
C.C. No. 2580 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh D.D. Bawa in person. (93573-20441) 


None for the respondent.

The last five hearing dated 12.11.2009, 06.01.2010, 24.02.2010, 18.03.2010 and 22.04.2010 none appeared on behalf of the Respondent.   Then a show cause notice was issued on 06.01.2010. No information was provided by the Respondent in response to original letter dated 06.07.2009. No reply to the show cause notice has been provided.  Mr. Manpreet Singh Chattwal, SDM, (East) Ludhiana  is present in another case and has been informed about CC 2509/09. He has no knowledge of the case and has assured the court that he will look into the case and provide the information within 15 days. 
To come up on 03.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Davinder Singh
s/o Sh. Bhupinder Singh

Backside of Gandhi School,

Ram Sharnam Road,

Ahmedgarh,

Tehsil Malerkotla,

Sangrur.







…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 







…Respondent

CC No. 1974 of 2008

Order
Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, ADSA-I-cum-PIO, DPI (SE) and Bhag Singh, Sr. Asstt. DP (SE) (98880-49133)



In the order dated 30.11.2009, it was recorded that complete information had been provided to the complainant to his satisfaction.    It was also recorded that:

“The Respondent also state that enquiry will be conducted by the next date of hearing to determine who is responsible for delaying the information and the amount of the penalty should be paid from the pocket of the PIO in the State Exchequer under the relevant Head of Account, otherwise directions are given to the Secretary Education (Schools) that the amount of penalty be deducted from the pay of the then PIO.”




In the order dated 27.01.2010, it was recorded:

“Respondent states that the file is still pending with the DPI and no decision has been taken till date.  It seems that the Directorate of Public Instruction (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh is making mockery of the RTI Act, 2005 and is not following the directions of the Commission.

However, one more opportunity is granted to the respondent to comply with the orders of the Commission otherwise appropriate disciplinary action will be initiated.






In the order dated 25.02.2010, it was recorded as under: 
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“Shri Yash Pal Manvi, Assistant Director-cum-PIO appearing on behalf of the Respondent stated that DPI(S) has fixed the responsibility regarding payment of penalty by the PIO/APIO for delayed information at the relevant time. As per provisions contained in RTI Act, 2005 only the PIO can be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. In case, DPI feels the delinquency on the part of the APIO, it is up to him to fix the responsibility and realize the amount and get it deposited in the Government Treasury. The Commission has nothing to do with the administrative matters of Respondent office. Therefore, the DPI(S) is again directed to get the amount of penalty realized from the salary of the PIO and deposit in the Government Treasury before the next date of hearing. A copy of the Challan for confirmation should also be sent to the Commission.”


In the order dated 18.03.2010, it was recorded:
“Sh. Yash Pal Manvi states that the position of the case is similar to the one which stood on 25.02.2010.  He assures the court that by the next date of hearing, directions of the Commission will be complied with. 

I am writing to Secretary School Education, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh to expedite compliance of the order of the Commission in letter and spirit.” 



In the order dated 22.04.2010, it was recorded:
“None is present on behalf of the respondent.  Therefore, I am sending this order to the Chief Secretary to enquire into the matter from the Secretary Education and intimate the Commission regarding the status of the action against the erring officers who are making mockery of the RTI Act 2005.”


On 22.04.2010, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO came present after the hearing was over and he was advised of the proceedings of hearing that day. 



Today Sh. Bhag Singh, Sr. Asstt. is present and states that the position is similar as it was in the last hearing  regarding fixation of penalty of the PIOs.  Sh. Yash Pal Manvi has given a letter dated 19.07.2010 which states: -

“It is informed that during the course of above said application, the following PIOs have worked in the office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh. 
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Amount of Rs. 12,500/- was ordered to be recovered from the Pay of Sh. Ajit Sigh, Supdt. E-1 and an amount of Rs. 12,500/-and an amount of Rs. 12,500/- was to be recovered from Ms. Surjit Kaur, PIO.   But she has moved an application for cancelling the order of recovery of penalty.” 

 
Penalty is imposed from the date of original application i.e. 11.08.2008 till the penalty was imposed on 21.10.2009. Information stands provided on 30.11.2009.



Directions are given that the amount of penalty be recovered from the two PIOs namely Sh. Ajit Singh, Supdt. E-1 and Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali in the ratio of 50:50 i.e. Rs. 12,500/- from each, and deposited in the state treasury, within a period of two months. 


To come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.






        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

S/o Sh. Rai Singh,

H. No. 60/35 P/330,

Street No. 8, Mana Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana







…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







….Respondent

A.C. NO. 693 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotiia in person. (98884-90031)

For the respondent: Sh. Mohan Lal, Tehsildar, Jagraon (95010-39688)



During the hearing, SDM (East) Ludhiana Sh. Manpreet Singh Chhatwal submits that information regarding point no. 2 is voluminous and it is impossible to provide this to the complainant.   


Therefore, with the cooperation of the complainant, it has been decided that information on point no. 2 will be provided by Ludhiana (East) for the period from 19.11.2007 to 19.11.2008.  Point no. 1 is co-related to point no. 2 and will be provided when the documents of point no. 2 are provided.   



Reply to show cause notice has been provided vide letter dated 13.07.2010 which states:

“1.
That form the perusal of the record that the information asked by the petitioner as per his application was sent to the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ludhiana (East & West) vide this office letter no. 4740-41618/PIOI/RTGI dated 19.11.2008 (Annexure R-1) Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ludhiana (West) sent the information to the applicant on 02.04.2009.

2.
That the petitioner filed a complaint before your Hon’ble court and vide AC No. 693/2009 vide letter no. PSIC/NOT/CC-693/2009/6153 dated 23.06.2009, your office sent notice of first hearing which was fixed for 06.07.2009.  This notice was sent to SDM Ludhiana (East) and (West) vide this office endorsement no. 679-80/RTI dated 03.08.2009 (Annexure R-2).

3.
That as per your order dated 19.08.2009, it was brought in the notice of this office that the information relates to the whole District Ludhiana.  So again the application of the







Contd…2/-





-:2:-

petitioner was sent to all the Sub Divisional Magistrates, Distt. Ludhiana vide this office letter no. 2076-81/618/PIO/RTI dated 02.12.2009 b(Annexure R-3) under RTI Act u/s 6(3).  Again a reminder was also sent to all the SDMs Distt. Ludhiana vide this office letter no. 2227-32/618/PIO/RTI dated 11.12.2009 (Annexure R-4).

4.
That the information provided by this office to the petitioner by the SDM / Tehsildar falling in district Ludhiana is given in the below table: 

	S. No.
	Name of the Office
	Letter No.
	Date

	1
	SDM Payal
	690/MK
	14.01.2010

	2
	SDM Raikot
	214
	08.01.2010

	3
	Tehsildar, Jagraon
	321
	18.12.2009

	4
	Tehsildar, Ludhiana (West)
	245/RTI/SK
	18.12.2009

	5
	Tehsildar, Khanna
	910
	29.12.2009

	6
	Naib Tehsildar, Samrala
	3060
	16.04.2010

	7
	SDM Ludhiana (East)
	2852/RTI
	13.08.2009

	8
	Officer In charge, Pesh Branch
	5020/PB
	07.07.2010


5.
That the information given in para no. 4 in the above mentioned table, it is clear that the information has been given to the petitioner by the concerned quarters as well as by this office. 

6.
That there is no intentional or deliberate delay in providing the information to the petitioner by the above said office.  Therefore, the question of imposing of penalty of Rs. 25,000/- does not arise.”



Names of the PIOs connected with the case during different periods will be intimated by the next date of hearing as is stated by Sh. Mohan Lal, Tehsildar, Jagraon. 



Also the submissions made by the Complainant today are: 

“Today respondent has stated that I could visit him on 27.07.2010 and collect the information while in the letter no. 4170 dated 25.06.2010, respondent had clearly stated that this information was not available in their office.   I had sought the information on 19.11.2008 and the same has not been provided till date.  The respondent may be penalized.” 
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Submissions made by the Respondent are: -

“1.
Files regarding appointment of numberdars during 19.11.2007 to 19.11.2008 in Ludhiana (East) and West tehsils of District Ludhiana will be made available to the applicant on 27.07.2010 at 2.30 PM.

2.
After this, he can get the copies of the documents whichever he wants by applying to the copying branch by paying revenue fees.”



To come up on 04.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Darshan Singh 

s/o Sh. Amar Nath,

R/o K.D. House,

Radha Swami Road,

Nabha

(Distt. Patiala)






…Complainant

VERSUS

P.I.O.-cum-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Nabha.







…Respondent
C.C. No. 2407 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh in person. (98721-23000)
For the Respondent: S/Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, SDM Patran (98151-59191), Gurmeet Singh, SDM Patiala (98888-08884), Tejinder Singh Dhaliwal, SDM Nabha (98723-15100) and Sukhwinder Singh Gill, SDM, Samana (98143-65200)



Reply to the show cause notice has been provided which states: -

“That Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, PCS, SERVED AS Public Information Officer-Cum-Sub Divisional Magistrate, Nabha from 18.04.2010 to 31.12.2009. Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PCS, served as PIO-Cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nabha from 04.01.2010 to 07.02.2010 (additional charge). Sh. Sukhvinder Singh, PCS, served as PIO-CUM- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nahba from 08.02.2010 to 11.03.2010 (additional charge). The answering respondent took over the charge of PIO-Cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nabha from 12.03.2010 till date. The information was provided to the complainant on 15.01.2010. 

2.
That the complainant had filed an application for getting copy of the letter No. 646/Reh./JTL dated 08.07.2008 issued by the Deputy Commissioner Patiala. The application was returned to the applicant for getting the information from the Public Information Officer Patiala. The Public Information Officer Patiala sent back the application with letter NO. 1635/RTI dated 22.12.2008.








Contd……2/-




-:2:-

3.
That it is a settled principle that a copy of a letter can be given only by the issuing authority. The letter mentioned by the complainant was issued by the Deputy Commissioner Patiala. Thus the complainant had applied for the copy of the letter to the wrong authority which was not competent to give certified copy of the letter. 

4.
That, however on the direction of this Hob’ble Commission issued on 14.01.2010, a copy of the letter was given to the complainant on 15.01.2010 under proper receipt. 

5.
That there is no delay on the part of the office as the copy of the letter has been given to the complainant on the direction of this Hon’ble Commission without any delay. The complainant sought the information from the wrong authority and did not apply to the right authority which could issue copy of the letter. 


Therefore, it is prayed that the application filed by the complainant with this Hon’ble Commission on 12.06.2009, may kindly be dismissed and the show cause notice may kindly be dropped.”



I am satisfied that there is no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in supplying the information.  



Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh present states that due to some misunderstanding, the application was returned by the Respondent.  Complainant also states that complete information to his satisfaction has been provided and that he does not wish to pursue the matter further.  



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: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Darshan Singh

s/o Sh. Amar Nath,

K.D. House,

Radha Swami Road,

Nabha, Distt. Patiala.





…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Nabha.







….Respondent
C.C. NO. 2408 of 2009

ORDER 

Present:
Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh in person. (98721-23000)

For the Respondent: S/Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, SDM Patran (98151-59191), Gurmeet Singh, SDM Patiala (98888-08884), Tejinder Singh Dhaliwal, SDM Nabha (98723-15100) and Sukhwinder Singh Gill, SDM, Samana (98143-65200)



Reply to the show cause notice has been provided which states: 
“That Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, PCS, SERVED AS Public Information Officer-Cum-Sub Divisional Magistrate, Nabha from 18.04.2010 to 31.12.2009. Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PCS, served as PIO-Cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nabha from 04.01.2010 to 07.02.2010 (additional charge). Sh. Sukhvinder Singh, PCS, served as PIO-CUM- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nahba from 08.02.2010 to 11.03.2010 (additional charge). The answering respondent took over the charge of PIO-Cum- Sub Divisional Magistrate Nabha from 12.03.2010 till date. The information was provided to the complainant on 04.03.2009 through registered post on 01.12.2009 and on 14.01.2010 in the office of this Hon’ble Commission. 

2.
That the complainant had filed the application in the office of the SDM Nabha on 23.09.2008.  The same was sent to the Tehsildar, Nabha vide endorsement no. 578/Misc. dated 23.09.2008. 

3.
That the demand of the complainant regarding delay on the part of Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, PCS is not justified as the

Contd……2/-





-:2:-

application of the complainant was sent to the Tehsildar, Nabha on the same day. 
4.
That the perusal of the record shows that Tehsildar Nabha had prepared the reply to the application and sent the same to the complainant vide letter No. 25/RTI dated 04.03.2009 at the address given by the complainant in his application.  But due to non availability of the complainant at the address, the same could not be delivered to him. On the direction of this Hon’ble Commission, the information was sent to the complainant again by registered post on 01.12.2009.  Again ion direction of this Hon’ble Commission, the information had been delivered to the complainant by hand in the office of the Hon’ble Commission on 14.01.2010 by the official of this office. 

5.
That this Hon’ble Commission had dismissed the application filed by the complainant in CC No. 428 of 2009 vide order dated 19.11.2009.  That complaint was also regarding the application dated 23.09.2008 and thus no delay in supplying information has occurred on the part of Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, PCS, Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PCS, Sh. Sukhvinder Singh, PCS and the answering respondent.

Therefore, it is prayed that the application filed by the complainant with this Hon’ble Commission on 12.06.2009, may kindly be dismissed and the show cause notice may kindly be dropped.”



I am satisfied that there is no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in supplying the information.  



Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh present states that due to some misunderstanding, the application was returned by the Respondent.  Complainant also states that complete information to his satisfaction has been provided and that he does not wish to pursue the matter further.  



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: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Darshan Singh 

s/o Sh. Amar Nath,

R/o K.D. House,

Radha Swami Road,

Nabha

(Distt. Patiala)






…Complainant

VERSUS

P.I.O.-cum-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Nabha.







…Respondent
C.C. No. 2409 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh in person. (98721-23000)

For the Respondent: S/Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, SDM Patran (98151-59191), Gurmeet Singh, SDM Patiala (98888-08884), Tejinder Singh Dhaliwal, SDM Nabha (98723-15100) and Sukhwinder Singh Gill, SDM, Samana (98143-65200)



This case was last heard on 14.01.2010 where the complainant had stated that his original application dated 15.10.2008 had been returned to him on 04.11.2008 by the respondent, without reply. 



Today, complainant Sh. Darshan Singh present states that due to some misunderstanding, the application was returned by the Respondent.  Complainant also states that complete information to his satisfaction has been provided and that he does not wish to pursue the matter further.  



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: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Darshan Singh

s/o Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

C/o Sh. Puran Singh,

R/o Tarewala,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga.





…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga. 







….Respondent

C.C. NO. 3536 of 2009

ORDER 

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Jaswant Singh Dhillon, DTO Moga 



Sh. Jaswant Singh Dhillon, DTO present states that he has none of the correspondence regarding the original application since the staff at Moga has been transferred.   Hence he does not know anything about the information sought.  In the instant case, original application for information was filed on 12.08.2009 whereby the complainant sought the following information: -

“That the applicant being RO of Nices Green Co. has submitted the registration certificate of Motor Cycle No. PB-29-E-3617 along with all the relevant documents as required by Punjab Motor Vehicle Rules in this office on 26.09.2009 for transfer of ownership of said motor cycle on the name of Nicer Green Housing & Infrastructure Development Ltd. Ferozepur City from the name of Kulwant Singh son of Pala Singh resident of Moga.  This office has charged Rs. 40/- from applicant vide receipt no. 294506/72 dated 26.02.2009 in this respect but said transfer of ownership is still pending in your office.  The following information is required to be furnished to the applicant: 

(i) Is there any deficiency of any document submitted by applicant? 

(ii) How much time it will take to get transfer of ownership?

(iii) Can this office provide any certificate / document tempering in lieu of RC to play motor cycle till completion of transfer of ownership?”
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Respondent assures the court that this information will be provided to the complainant within 15 days.



To come up on 04.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

Distt. Sangrur. 






…Appellant

VERSUS

P.I.O.-cum-D.P.I. (Secondary Education) 

Punjab,

Sector 17,

Chandigarh







…Respondent

A.C. No. 576 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
None for the parties.

 
A Letter has been received dated 19.07.2010 from the Complainant Rakesh Kumar, the last paragraph of which states as under:-

“It is, therefore, prayed that the appeal may be disposed of by imposing heavy fine upon the respondents and giving demanded information and keeping in view the gravity of the information so demanded which is in the public interest at large.”

 
In the earlier order dated 22.04.2010, it was recorded: 

“Respondent states that neither Form A dated 16.02.2009 submitted by the complainant has been received nor were the summons of hearing dated 25.09.2009 and the orders sent on 11.11.2009 and 14.01.2010 received.  She claims that there are 30 PIOs and it could have gone to any of those designated PIOs.   It is a sorry state of affairs that in Education Department, even a specific letter does not reach the concerned officials.   The PIO present also contends that she contacted the D.E.O. Sangrur over the telephone, to ring up the complainant and ask as to what was the information he was seeking as she never received the original letter of the complainant or the copies of the communications from the Commission.
During the proceedings, it has been noticed that the Complainant has demanded third party for which the respondent is directed to observe the procedure as laid down in Section 11 read with section 8 of the RTI Act 2005 and also pass speaking order in case the PIO chooses to deny the information.   It shall also be seen by the respondent whether any public interest is
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involved in supply of the information.   This should be done within a period of one month.








None is present on behalf of the respondent today.  Therefore, one more opportunity is granted to Ms. Pankaj Sharma to follow the directions of the Commission.” 



A letter dated 27.05.2010, the appellant states:

“It is, therefore, prayed that the appeal may kindly be disposed of by imposing heavy fine upon the respondents and giving demanded information and keeping in view the gravity of the information so demanded which is in the public interest at large.”



From the above communication from the appellant, it is not clear if complete information has been received.  



None is present on behalf of the respondent.  However, one more opportunity is granted to appear and provide information to the appellant.   Respondent is also directed to observe the procedure as laid down in Section 11 read with section 8(j) of the RTI Act 2005 and pass speaking order in case the PIO chooses to deny the information.   


To come up on 04.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Ms. Harleen Sidhu,

513/5, Harbhajan Villa,

Sarabjit Nagar,

Kapurthala – 144601





…..Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Naib Tehsildar,

Bhawanigarh.
 





…..Respondent 

CC- 147/2010

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Inderjit Singh for the Complainant (98140-62972)

For the respondent: Sh. Shailender Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Bhawanigarh (99147-10083)

Sh. Parvez Chugh, advocate for Sh. Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu (98555-86037)



Vide order dated 22.04.2010 Respondent was asked to observe procedure under section 11 of the RTI Act. The Respondent also wrote a letter dated 23.04.10 to the 3rd party a copy of which was also received in the Commission on 06.05.10 asking his reply about the information demanded by the Complainant. 
 

Today the case came up for hearing and both the parties were present, and Sh. Parvez Chugh, Advocate appearing on 3rd party has given a written submission objecting to supply of information to the Complainant. In view of this, the Public Information Officer / Respondent is directed to take the decision as per Section 11 of the RTI Act,2005 and convey to the parties as well as to the Commission, within a period of 15 days. A copy of written submissions made by Sh. Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu (Husband of the Complainant) is sent herewith. 

 
To come up on 04.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings. 
 
Copies of order be sent to the parties. 






        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Harvinder Singh,

34/10, Raj Nagar,

Kapurthala Road,

Near Harsimran Public School,

Jalandhar. 







…..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Land Records,

Back Side of Sports College,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar




…..Respondent 

CC- 108/2010

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Kesar Singh, Record In charge (94633-16581)



A letter dated 14.07.2010 from the Complainant states: 

“Please refer to your notice of hearing No. CC 108/2010 vide which personal hearing fixed for 19.07.2010 has been intimated. 

Sir, it is prayed that case may please be decided on the merits and also pray to supply the copy of reply filed by the respondent, if any, in the interest of justice.

Till date, information has not been provided / supplied.” 



Information in the instant case pertains to Director, Land Records, Jalandhar, Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar and DDPO Jalandhar. 



Since the application was not transferred under section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005 to the concerned department, therefore, directions were given to the respondent present Sh. Kesar Singh, Record In charge to procure this information form the said departments and provide the same to the complainant. 



I have gone through all the points in the original application dated 29.08.2009.   Some of the points i.e. point nos. 3 and 13 are not specific.   They do not pertain to specific year or specific area. 



Therefore, respondent has been advised that he should inform the complainant that for these vague points, a separate application specifying the correct years and other particulars should be filed.   Rest of the points should be answered point-wise to the complainant.
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To come up on 04.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(98765-67377; 88722-42232)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Chotu Ram,

Village Nurpur Khurd,

Block Nurpur Bedi, District - Roop Nagar 


…..Complainant                 

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Anandpur Sahib.
 





…..Respondent 

CC- 106/2010

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Complainant in person. (88722-42232)

For the respondent: Sh. Harbhajan Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Nurpur Bedi.


In the last order, it was recorded as under: 
“Information has been provided to the complainant on 12.04.2010.  Complainant states that this information is incomplete.   Therefore, directions are given to him to visit the office of Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib on any working day and inspect the records and inform about the documents required.”


Respondent present states: 

“If the complainant has already taken a copy of the scheme, the relevant page be provided so that enquiry be conducted against the Kanungo posted at that time to find out why the documents are not complete.”



Complainant states that though he had earlier in 2005, obtained a copy of the Murabbebandi under the scheme, however, he is unable to trace a copy of the same.



Complainant has been advised to find out the copies of Murabbebandi of village Nuprur Khurd for the years 1969-760 which were secured by him in the year 2005 only a period of 5 years has passed.  Respondent states that on the basis of that photocopy, enquiry will be conducted against the Kanungo posted at that time to enquire as to why the documents are not complete. 



With the above, the Complainant is satisfied.









Contd…..2/-

-:2:-


Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Tejinder Singh

S/o Sh. Sukhdev Singh,

H. No. 24941, Gali no. 2,

Baba Deep Singh Nagar,

Bathinda. 







…..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Muktsar. 

 





…..Respondent 

CC- 89/2010

ORDER

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.



For the respondent: Ms. Balwinder Kaur, Supdt. (01633-263641)



Information has been provided to the complainant but he wishes the same to be attested, which is done by the Respondent Ms. Balwinder Kaur.  With this, the Complainant is satisfied. 



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Narinder Singh (Retd. Head Teacher)

Govt. Primary School,

Ghat Pokhar,  
Gurdaspur-1 (Distt. Gurdaspur)


  
             …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Education Officer (Primary)

Gurdaspur. 

 




            …..Respondent 

CC- 88/2010

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Amandeep Singh Maniase, advocate for the Complainant (98727-20022)


For the respondent: Sh. Raj Kumar, clerk (90413-57800)



Complainant states that in his original letter dated 09.10.2009, he had sought reasons for non-sanction of pensionary benefits in his favour and had also sought fixing of responsibility for the same so that his pension case could be finalized.



Today Sh. Raj Kumar, respondent present states that the delay in finalization of the pension case of the Complainant was his extra ordinary leave for the period from 08.02.1988 to 07.01.2007.   He further stated that the case with papers for the pension of the complainant was sent to the office of Block Primary Education Officer, Gurdaspur on 14.05.2007.    The delay, if any, has occurred at that level only. 


With the explanation provided by the respondent, the complainant is satisfied. 



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(0172-2697982)

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 







…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 





…Respondent 

C.C. No. 2194 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati, in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO



Shri O.P. Gulati presents a letter from the Deputy Registrar, office of Information Commission, Punjab and points out to the Commission that enquiry should be conducted according to Section 18(b)(e); I am not in agreement with the submission made by him because I had gone through each point in my order dated 22.04.2010 and am of the view that complete information has already been provided. 



As regards payment of penalty, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, APIO present submits a letter giving details of PIOs, which states:

1. 25.07.2007 to 03.06.2008
Mrs. Surjit Kaur
10 Months

2. 04.06.2008 to 21.07.2009
Sh. J.S. Sidhu
13 Months



In view of the above letter, the amount of penalty is to be recovered as follows: 

1. Mrs. Surjit Kaur



Rs. 11,000/-

2. Sh. J.S. Sidhu



Rs. 14,000/-



Therefore, the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 25,000/- should be recovered from the above PIOs and deposited in the government treasury within a period of two months and copy of receipted challan(s) be submitted to the Commission. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 08.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. O.P.Gulati,

S/0 Shri M.L.Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector: 39-B,

Chandigarh.





                    
  ---Complainant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o(1) Director of Public Instructions(S),

 
SCO: 95-97, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.


 2.
Secretary School Education, Punjab

  
Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.                        
    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1616 of 2008

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati, in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO



In the instant case, information stands provided to the Complainant in spite of Sh. Gulati’s lamenting that it has not been provided. 



As regards payment of penalty, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, APIO present submits a letter giving details of PIOs, which states:

1.
25.07.2007 to 03.06.2008
Mrs. Surjit Kaur
10 Months

2.
04.06.2008 to 21.07.2009
Sh. J.S. Sidhu
13 Months



In view of the above letter, the amount of penalty is to be recovered as follows: 

1. Mrs. Surjit Kaur



Rs. 4,500/-

2. Sh. J.S. Sidhu



Rs. 5,500/-



Therefore, the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 10,000/- should be recovered from the above PIOs and deposited in the government treasury within a period of two months and copy of receipted challan(s) be submitted to the Commission. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 08.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. Copies of order be sent to the parties.







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(0181-2410594)

Sh. Mahinder Singh

s/o Sh. Naranjan Singh

305, New Joginder Nagar,

Jalandhar







…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Phagwara.







…Respondent

CC No. 2488/09

Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the Respondent: Sh. Harminder Singh, Tehsildar, Phagwara (94179-00015)



In the order dated 22.04.2010, directions were given to the respondent to provide information to the Complainant by procuring the same from the office of Deputy Commissioner.



Respondent present states that information has been provided to the complainant vide letter dated 01.06.2010.  I have talked to the complainant who states that endorsement on the backside of the page should also be provided. 



Directions are given to the respondent to provide the same to the complainant by registered post.



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: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Press Correspondent, 

Near OBC Bank,

Lehra Gaga – 148031 (Distt. Sangrur)



     …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Commissioner,


Patiala Division, Patiala.




…..Respondents

AC- 964/2009

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

For the Respondent: Sh. Gurpreet Singh Thind, DTO Sangrur (98884-48976)



Respondent present states that information on point no. 5 of the original application has been provided on 22.02.2010.  Information on point no. 6 regarding pollution check of vehicles has also been provided on the same date.



Reply to the show cause notice is received wherein it is stated:

1. It is respectfully submitted that the applicant Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla son of Sh. Sham Lal of Lehra Gaga had sought certain information vide his application dated 11.06.2009.  This application was received in the office on 18.06.2009.  It was attended to and the requisite information was supplied to him (with the prescribed period) by the then PIO / DTO Shri Sukhmandar Singh, PCS vide office letter no. 856 dated 06.07.2009.  Copy of the same is enclosed. 
2. That the Hon’ble Commission has observed in the opening para of its order dated 22.04.2010 that that “All information except pointy no. 5 and 6 has been provided.”  With due respects, it is brought the notice of Hon’ble Commission that this contention of the applicant is not correct.  So far as pint no. 5 is concerned, it can be seen from the perusal of application dated 11.06.2009 that the information sought by the applicant was regarding allotment of sitting space to the authorized agents which did not relate to the office of DTO Sangrur.  The applicant was duly informed vide above mentioned letter no. 856 dated 06.07.2009 of the DTO that this information required in column 5 was to be obtained (by the applicant) from the SDM Sangrur.  Therefore, there was no delay on the part of DTO Sangrur in supplying the information on this point to the applicant and there is no genuine cause for any grievance. 
3. So far as the information relating to point no. 6 is concerned, it can be seen from the perusal of above mentioned letter no. 856 dated 06.07.2009 of the DTO that this information was also supplied as per para no. 6 of the aid letter.  Therefore, there is no genuine cause with the applicant for any grievance on this point also. 
4. It may also be mentioned that the respondents named in the order dated 22.04.2010 of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner in the above case are:  (i) Public Information Officer o/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana; (ii) Public Information Officer o/o Commissioner, Patiala Division.  The above order was forwarded to this office by the o/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and further by the o/o Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur.    The Hon’ble Commission may be pleased to reconcile the facts on record.
5. In view of the facts and submission in the preceding paras, it can be said that the applicant Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla would not have any genuine grievance with reference to the information which was provided to him under the provisions of RTI Act 2005.  Therefore, the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner may be pleased to drop the penalty proceedings in this case.”



First reply to the compliant was given within 20 days of receipt of original application.  



I am satisfied with the explanation provided by the respondent and do not find any malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information and hence this is not a case fit for imposition of penalty. 



Information stands provided.



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







        Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(98724-55379)

Sh. Ajmer Singh

s/o Sh. Gian Singh

H. NO. 746, Ward No. 31,

Patti Palle Ki Moga

Tehsil & District Moga





…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Moga








….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2012 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
Complainant Sh. Ajmer Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Jaswant Singh Dhillon, DTO (98724-55379)



Reply dated 16.07.2010 to the show cause notice has been submitted.  I am satisfied that there is no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in supply of the information.   Respondent present also states that in the recent past, various DTOs were posted for short durations only.



Complainant is satisfied with the information but demands compensation.  It has been explained to him that because of the poor infrastructure in Moga administratively, the office of DTO has not been functioning.   Therefore, a lenient view is taken.



This order is also being sent to the Secretary Transport, Principal Secretary Transport Punjab to apprise them of the state of affairs in their department in district Moga. 



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: 19.07.2010


State Information Commissioner
