STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Surinder Pal Bansal,

S/o Sh. Hem Raj,

Power House Road,

Gali No. 7, 

Bathinda.








 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o State Transport Commissioner, 

Punjab, Chandigarh.






…..Respondent

CC- 3820/2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant



For respodnent – Sh. J.S. Brar, PIO (98150-67979)



A letter dated 21.04.2010 has been presented from the District Transport Officer, Bathinda stating: 

“As per subject cited above, it is prayed that the cocnerned  complainant has given in written that he does  not requre the information  on point no. 1, 2 & 3 in the said appeal. In view of this, appeal regarding point no. 1, 2 & 3 may kindly be filed.”

 

Along with this letter, another page is attached signed by complainant Sh. Surinder Pal Bansal, stating as under: 

“In the above subject, information sought by me under  points no. 1, 2 & 3 is no longer required by me.  Therefore, in view of this, my complaint may kindly be closed.”



Therefore, it seems the complainant is satisfied.

 

The case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010
    


  State Information Commissioner

        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Khushpal Singh, Advocate,

Notary Public,

(Bharat Govt.)

Civil Courts,

Moonak (Sangrur) 







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Moonak

(Sangrur)








…..Respondent





                CC- 3870/2009  

ORDER  

Present:
None for the complainant.



For respondent: Sh. Rupinder Singh Bal, Naib Tehsildar, Moonak 

(94173-00001)



As per directions vide order dated 18.03.2010, information has been provided to the complainant from the office of Tehsildar, Moonak, Sangrur.  A letter written by the complainant Sh. Khushpal Singh, advocate has been presented stating that he does not need any further information and has no objection if the complaint is closed.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 










Sd/-

Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

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:
Sh. D.D. Bawa for the complainant (93573-20441)



None for the respondent.



None on behalf of respondent has been present on any of the hearings dated 12.11.2009, 06.01.2010, 24.02.2010 and 18.03.2010.  No reply to the show cause notice dated 06.01.2010 has been provided. 


Last opportunity was granted to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana to comply with the orders of the Commission otherwise I would be constrained to write to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, advising for further action. 


Name of Kanwar Narinder Singh was given as Sub-Registrar (East) from 16.07.2009 when the original application for information was filed.


No information has been provided till date and I am not sure if Kanwar Narinder Singh is actually the PIO o/o Sub-Registrar (East) Ludhiana.  Therefore, I am sending this order to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh to enquire into the matter and intimate the Commission the name(s) of the PIO from the Deputy Commissioner Office and to ensure that information is provided to the complainant by the next date of hearing. 


I am also attaching copies of all the four orders sent earlier along with the order to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh.


To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 










Sd/-

Chandigarh






Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010
    



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 Dhamotia in person.

For respondent: Sh. Mohan Lal, Tehsildar, Jagraon & Sh. Anil Narula, Patwari (98788-00020)



Today, Sh. Surinder Sharma, Naib Tehsildar, Samana and Sh. Anil Narula, Patwari came present for the respondent.  As regards the information, Sh. Amarjit Singh states that information on point no. 1 as per his original application dated 19.11.2008 is incomplete (Information from Ludhiana East & West). He has been informed that all information pertaining to point no. 2 has to be provided from Deputy Commissioner’s office.  Sh. Anil Narula states that he is not aware of the details of the case since he is only a Patwari and has been told to provide a letter from the S.D.M.-cum-PIO as he is busy in some meeting with the Deputy Chief Minister for wheat procurement.  This letter is dated 21.04.2010.



No reply to the show cause notice dated 18.11.2009 has been provided.



I am sending this order to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh to enquire into the matter so that by the next hearing, information is provided to the complainant.  Reply to the show cause notice should also be provided otherwise I will take decision regarding imposition of penalty under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005 and the disciplinary action against the erring officer.   Information to the complainant be provided within 15 days. 
 

To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. Copies of order be sent to the parties.









  Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh 
Dated: 22.04.2010




   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.

For respondent – Sh. Darshan Singh, Tehsildar, Nabha (98156-00891)



In the earlier order dated 17.02.2010, Sh. Harvinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar was present for the respondent and a show cause notice was issued for the delay in providing information to the complainant.   Tehsildar present Sh. Darshan Singh has no knowledge of the order passed on the earlier hearing and he states that he did not even receive the notice.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to file reply to the show cause notice.  This order is also being sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to enquire into the matter and intimate the Commission accordingly.     It is also noted here that for the period 25.09.2008 till December 2009, Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon (Retired on 31.12.2009) was the S.D.M.  From 15.03.2010 onwards till date, Sh. Tejinder Singh Dhaliwal is the SDM-cum-PIO.  In the intervening period i.e. 01.01.2010 to 14.03.2010, Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Gill and Sh. Gurmeet Singh were holding additional charge as SDM Patiala.



The matter regarding imposition of penalty shall be decided on receipt of reply to the show cause notice.  Information stands provided to the complainant.



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010



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.

For respondent – Sh. Darshan Singh, Tehsildar, Nabha (98156-00891)



Information has been provided to the complainant in today’s hearing.  Complainant demands penalty. 



Therefore, S/Sh. Balraj Singh Sekhon, Tejinder Singh Dhaliwal, Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Gill and Sh. Gurmeet PIOs C/o Sub Divisional Magistrate, Nabha are hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed on them till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the above PIOs are also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  They may take note that in case they do not file their written reply and do not avail themselves of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that they have nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against them ex parte. 



The show cause notice is being given to the above PIOs since the respondent present has given names of these officers being posted as PIOs.



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010



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 parties.



In the earlier order dated 17.02.2010, a show cause notice was issued to the PIO O/o District Transport Officer, Moga since he was not present on that day.   No reply has been provided and the respondent is not present.  Respondent was not present on the first hearing on 23.12.2009.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide information to the complainant otherwise penalty proceedings will be initiated against the erring officer. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. B.D. Bhardwaj,

28/1-D, B.N. Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.








…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (SE)

Ludhiana.








….Respondent

C.C. NO. 3512 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
None for the Complainant.



For Respondent: Ms. Varsha Shukla, Dy. D.E.O. (94170-29673)



Information was provided to the complainant on 25.02.2010 by post.  Complainant informed the respondent Ms. Varsha Shukla regarding certain discrepancies in the information.  Information was sent to him on 05.04.2010 and the complainant has telephonically advised the respondent that he has received complete information and that he is satisfied with the information provided.



Today none is present on behalf of the complainant and no communication has been sent by Sh. B.D. Bhardwaj, the Complainant.   Therefore, it seems he 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: 22.04.2010




   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.



In the earlier order dated 17.02.2010, Ms. Pankaj Sharma, PIO was present and the following order was passed: 

“”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 








….Contd…..2/-

-:2:-

interest is 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. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   State Information Commissioner



After the hearing was over, Appellant Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla came present.  He has been informed of the proceedings in today’s hearing. 










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Shri  Sham Lal Garg (Journalist),

Near Sadar Thana,

Sunam – 148028 (Distt. Sangrur)





 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, 

Sunam (Distt. Sangrur) 






…..Respondent





                CC- 3654/2009  

ORDER
Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Manmohan Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Sunam.

(98762-89190)



In the earlier order dated 15.02.2010, compliant was not present and Sh. Udham Singh, Tehsildar Sunam was present and had stated that part information is personal in nature and as per provision of Section 8(1) of the RTI Act, the same is not permissible.   Respondent was directed to quote the correct and relevant section of the Act whereby certain information was denied.   A letter dated 16.02.2010 has been presented stating:

“As regards the information sought by the applicant under Para Nos. 3, 5 & 8, it was demanded from the Patwaris concerned who have informed that this being a third party information, cannot be provided.   Besides, the information sought in other paragraphs also relates to the Patwaris / Kanungos / their spouses / families and the same is not permitted to be supplied as per Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005.  The interests of the said persons can be at stake if such information is passed on.  Also, the applicant has not disclosed the purpose of information.  In view of the findings of the Hon’ble Commission dated 30.12.2009 in AC Nos. 98, 252 and 448 of 2009, the information sought by the applicant is not of public interest.”



I am of the view that information sought on point no. 3, 5 and 8 is not of public interest.   Therefore, it can be denied.  Moreover, the complainant has not appeared at the earlier hearing and similar is the case today. 



Therefore, it seems he is not interested in pursuing the case.    The matter is hereby closed and disposed of.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.











Sd/-

Chandigarh.







Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 22.04.2010




   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. Inderbir Singh Sidhu, father, for the Complainant. (98140-62972)

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

 

A letter dated 09.11.2009 from the APIO denying information under Section 8(i)(j) & Section 11.

“On the above subject, it is to inform you that as per section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005, the information sought by you is not concerned with any Public Activity or Public Interest.   Rather is concerning some individual.   The other party Sh. Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu son of Sh. Budh Singh, resident of Ghumand Singh wala has submitted a letter the information sought by you may be declined under Section 11 of the RTI Act.


Therefore, your application is hereby rejected as per Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005.  If you have any objections, the same may be filed with the Court of Hon’ble Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur within 30 days of receipt of this letter.”

 

It is to be pointed out at this stage that Section 11 of the RTI Act 2005 reads as under: -

“11  (1) Where a Central Public Information Officer or a State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, intends to disclose any








….Contd……2/-

-:2:-

information or record, or part thereof on a request made under this Act, which relates to or has been supplied by a third party and has been treated as confidential by that third party, the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, shall, within five days from the receipt of the request, give a written notice to such third party of the request and of the fact that the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, intends to disclose the information or record, or part thereof, and invite the third party to make a submission in writing or orally, regarding whether the information should be disclosed, and such submission of the third party shall be kept in view while taking a decision about disclosure of information: 

Provided that except in the case of trade or commercial secrets protected by law, disclosure may be allowed if the public interest in disclosure outweighs in importance any possible harm or injury to the interests of such third party. 
(2)   Where a notice is served by the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, under sub-section (1) to a third party in respect of any information or record or part thereof, the third party shall, within ten days from the date of receipt of such notice, be given the opportunity to make representation against the proposed disclosure.   (3)    Notwithstanding anything contained in section 7, the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, shall, within forty days after receipt of the request under section 6, if the third party has been given an opportunity to make representation under sub-section (2), make a decision as to whether or not to disclose the information or record or part thereof and give in writing the notice of his decision to the third party.   (4)   A notice given under sub-section (3) shall include a statement that the third party to whom the notice is given is entitled to prefer an appeal under section 19 against the decision.”



Naib Tehsildar present admits that no letter as mentioned under Section 11 regarding third party information was written to Sh. Ravipreet Singh Sidhu for denial of information.  This I find strange as to how Sh. Ravipreet Sidhu came to know that information was being sought by Ms. Harleen Sidhu regarding is personal property. 










……Contd…….3/-

-:3:-



Sh. Parvez Chugh, advocate has come present without any authority letter, without any intimation either from the Commission or from the said office regarding explanation of denial of information to third party.    Therefore, his presence is not part of the proceedings of the case. 



Also, applications filed by Ms. Harleen Sidhu with Tehsildar, Talwandi Sabo (dated 14.10.2009) and with PIO at Estate Office, U.T. Chandigarh (dated 16.10.2009) whereby also similar information was sought, have been accepted and the information provided. He further states that Naib Tehsildar, Bhagwanigarh accepted the request earlier and demanded Rs. 500/- towards fee.  When the fee was remitted, after a few days, they informed that this information is denied as the third party – son-in-law of Sh. Inderbir Singh Sidhu has objected to it. 



Directions are given to the respondent to observe the procedure as contemplated in Section 11 of the RTI Act 2005 and pass a speaking order before the next date of hearing. 
 

To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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 parties.



Information sought by the complainant is: 

“1.
Please Intimated that what kind of Taxes/ Fine/ Charges/ Misc./ Penalty are Collected by your department for the period 01.04.2005 to 31.07.2009 be intimated in MONTH WISE in the following format:-

	Sr. No. 
	Name of the Tax 
	Collected by whom 
	Collected Amount for the period April 04 to 31.03.09
	Objects of the Tax 
	Amount of Non- Recovery 

	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.


	Action/ step taken by the department for recovery 
	Name & Address of the Defaulters if any 
	Amount evolved 

	7.
	8.
	9.


2.
I, there any complaint box in office, if yes intimate that how many complaint boxes are there and where it has been affixed. 










…Contd. on P.2/-





-2-

3.
Whether any complaint have been received by this office for the period April 04 to 31 March 09 if yes name & address of the complainant and nature of their complaints be intimated. 

4.
Please intimate when the “Chulla Tax” was started?

5.
Please intimate whether “Chulla Tax” is taken right now, if No please intimate when it was abolished & by whose order/ Notification, the copy of the same be supplied?

6.
Please intimate that have you ever given/ allotted/ handover Kuda Land to throw their garbage/ wastage to the villagers/ person etc?

7.
If yes, Please intimate that when and whom the Kuda Land (To throw their garbage/ wastage) is given in the village?

8.
Please intimate that why this Kuda Land is given (i.e. what was their objects)?


9.
Please intimate that how many total Kuda Land were allotted and for up to what time?

10.
Please intimate whether possession has been given permanent or for specific time?

11.
Please supply the copy of Contract/ Notification/ Guidelines/ Instructions/ Trade Notice/ Circular under which these Kuda Land were allotted/ given.

12.
One specimen copy of the allotment letter/ letter/ document of possession/ any other kind of documents/ whatsoever documents which is given at the time of allotment/ given to beneficiary of Kuda Land, be supplied. 

13.
Please intimate about the Kuda Land in the following format:- 
	S. No.
	Name of the Person Whom Kuda Land Allotted/ Given to throw their garbage
	Father Name to Whom Kuda Land Allotted/ Given To throw their Garbage
	Address Whom Kuda Land Allotted/ Given to throw their garbage
	Area of the Kuda Land Allotted/ Given in Sqr. Feets
	Present status of the Land as per your record

	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.

	
	
	
	
	
	


	Intimate the Name of the Authority who checked whether Kuda Land Allotted/ Given are used in the same manner as per the norms of the objects
	Date of inspection/ checking by the authority
	Khasra Number of Kuda Land
	Location Number of Kuda Land (i.e. North, East, West, South)
	Details/, Comment/ Information/ Have ever been supplied or possessed reg. Kuda Land

	7
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.

	
	
	
	
	




Today none is present for the Complainant and the Respondent. 



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide information to the complainant otherwise penalty proceedings will be initiated against the erring officer. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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:
Complainant Sh. Rakesh Kumar in person.

For Respondent: Sh. Aman Pal Singh, Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib. (98148-53692)

Information sought by the complainant vide his letter dated 06.11.2009 is: 

“1.
Attested copy of Murabbebandi of village Nupur Khurd for the year 1969-70;

2.
Reasons for not providing for the passage from the hilly area of village Nurpur Khurd at the time of Murabbebandi;

3.
Members present at the time of Murabbebandi – photocopy

4.
Scheme under which the passages were kept in hilly area of village Nurpur Khurd at the time of Murabbebandi.

 

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.



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(97797-37621)

Sh. Harchand Singh Bhullar

S/o Sh. Santa Singh Bhullar,

Village Lakhmir Wala,

P.O. Sunam, District- Sangrur.





…..Complainant        







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Sangrur

 






 …..Respondent                               

CC- 97/2010

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harchand Singh Bhullar in person.



For Respondent: Sh. Jaspal Singh, Section Officer (93175-71353)



Information sought as per form A dated 20.11.2009 is:

Re: Driving licence no. 06729 dated 28.12.2006 issued in name of Sh. Harvinder Singh son of Sh. Amrik Singh resident of Lakhmirwala.

· What is the minimum age required for getting a driving licence?

· What document was attached with the application for driving licence by above said Sh. Harvinder Singh in support of his age?”



Respondent states that he has not received the letter dated 20.11.2009 from the Complainant which is strange as the complainant Sh. Harchand Singh Bhullar sent a registered letter which has been sent to PIO-cum-DTO Sangrur.   A copy of this is presented to the respondent and he has been advised to provide information within 15 days.



Respondent states that this is third party information and vide letter dated 16.11.2009, Sh. Harvinder Singh, the third party has asked them not to disclose the information. 



After hearing the views of Sh. Harchand Singh, I am of the view that the information sought regarding Sh. Harvinder Singh son of Sh. Amrik Singh resident of Lakhmirwala is not of public interest.



Therefore, the complaint is rejected and the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  









…Contd on P.2/-
-2-

Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 22.04.2010




   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 Respondent: Ms. Balvinder Kaur, Superintendent (01633-263641)

 

Part information has been provided to the complainant.  As regards the pending information, respondent states that they are not sure if photocopies of the certificates of the candidates should be provided since it seems it is a third party information. 



Directions are given to her to quote the proper section of the RTI Act 2005 under which the information is being denied.   If they cannot prove that this is not of public interest, the same should be provided. 



Directions of the Commission should be implemented within 15 days. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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:
Complainant Sh. Narinder Singh in person. 



For respondent: Ms. Rajinder Kaur, Block Primary Officer.



The original application for information is dated 09.01.2010 and the information sought is: -
“I was retired voluntarily in 2007 but my pension case has not been settled till now. Reasons for non-sanction of pensionary benefits in my favour be intimated.  Also responsibility also be fixed so that my pension case could be settled as I am suffering hard.”



Most of the information regarding pensionary benefits of Narinder Singh has been provided to him.   It has been represented in the court that provisional pension has been released to him as under: -



06.01.2010


Rs. 1,07,206/-



15.03.2010


Rs.      3,752/-



31.03.2010


Rs.      3,752/-



Complainant states that some payment is still pending and the respondent submits that certain documents have to be submitted by the complainant to complete the file and put up to the D.P.I.  so that the amount can be got sanctioned from the A.G. Office.



Directions are given that this file should be put up before the DPI by the next hearing so that the process of payment of pensionary benefits starts. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010



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. Gulai in person.

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


(94635-86655)



A letter dated 09.04.2010 has been presented which is quoted as under: 



“Reference your orders in CC 2194 of 2009 – Sh. O.P. Gulati vs. PIO

In the above matter, Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, vide its order dated 22.02.2010 directed as under: 

‘Respondent Sh. Yash Pal, Asstt. Director-cum-PIO   has informed the court that he has joined the office only on 03.11.2009.  He is confused as to who is the PIO from the period 10.08.2007 to 27.01.2010.  He is not aware as to who is the PIO for this long period.   Therefore, directions are given to him and the Education Secretary to fix the responsibility specifically for recovery of penalty imposed in the order dated 27.01.2010.  The PIO present is also not aware of the objections in the information supplied, pointed out by the Complainant.

Therefore, I again issue directions that the information should be provided to the Complainant within a period of one month.’

In compliance of the orders of the Hon’ble State Information Commission, the position is as follows: 
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(i) PIO at the time application was filed in the complaint:


The original application of the complainant is dated 10.08.2007.    As per office order No. 2/139-07/RTI(2) dated 25.07.2007 of this office at the relevant time if branch in charge-cum-PIO is on leave, the next senior officer of the concerned branch will attend the hearing as PIO, if this officer is also on leave, then senior most officer-cum-APIO would attend the court. Because at that time Smt. Surjit Kaur was in charge of Establishment-I being Asstt. Director, therefore, it was the responsibility of Mrs. Surjit Kaur being incharge of Establishment-I-cum-PIO.

(ii) PIO at the time of hearing in the case:

Date of hearings in this case are: 

16.04.2008, 07.05.2008, 21.07.2008, 22.09.2008, 16.02.2009, 04.05.2009, 22.07.2009 and 27.01.2010.

As per para no. 2 of office order No. 3/454-08/RTI(2) dated 04.06.2008 of this office, w.e.f. 04.06.2008, the then Deputy Director was the PIO of Establishment I branch.  As Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu was the Deputy Director at that time, therefore, on hearings dated 21.07.2008, 22.09.2008, 16.02.2009 and 04.05.2009 was the PIO who has retired on 31.03.2010.

As per para no. 4 of office order No. 4/675-09/RTI(2) dated 16.07.2009 of this office, up to 15.10.2009, the then Asstt. Director was the PIO of Establishment I branch.   Thus at the time of hearing of this case on 22.07.2009, Asstt. Director Smt. Surjit Kaur was the PIO of Estt.-I branch.

Thereafter, Sh. Yash \Pal Manvi who succeeded Smt. Surjit Kaur as Asstt. Director w.e.f. 03.11.2009.  Thus he is the PIO of Establishment-I w.e.f. 03.11.2009. Thus on the hearing of this case dated 27.01.2010, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi was the PIO of Establishment-I Branch.

In view of the above, at the time of original application and then hearings from 16.04.2008 to 07.05.2008, following were the PIOs:

Date of Hearing



PIO

16.04.2008



Smt. Surjit Kaur

07.05.2008



Smt. Surjit Kaur

21.07.2008



Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu (Retd.)
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22.09.2008



Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu (Retd.)

16.02.2009



Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu (Retd.)
04.05.2009



Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu (Retd.)

22.07.2009



Smt. Surjit Kaur (now DEO, Mohali)

27.01.2010



Sh.Yash Pal Manvi (now Asstt. Dir)

The information sought has been provided by the PIO on 17.03.2010.  For any other information, PIO may be   approached.”

As per this letter, 1-8 names are added in the letter.  In the letter presented by Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, names of PIOs mentioned were from 16.04.2007 whereas this letters mentions names of PIOs only from 16.04.2008.  This should be rectified by Sh. Sukhvinder Singh, DPI and penalty order dated 27.01.2010 should be implemented in letter and spirit since lot of time has already passed from the date of original application and the penalty imposition.  



Directions are given to Sh. Yash Pal Manvi to carry out the correction and ensure implementation of the penalty order. 

 

Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati laments but I am of the view that complete information has been provided to him. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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. Gulai in person.

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


(94635-86655)

Sh. Yash Pal Manvi presents a letter from the o/o Director, SE stating:

In response to your order dated 17.03.2010:

	
	Date
	Particulars
	PIO

	
	31.03.2008
	Original Application
	Smt. Surjit Kaur, now DEO (SE) Mohali

	First Hearing
	22.10.2008
	Complete information not provided
	Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director SE) (since Retd.)

	Second hearing
	19.01.2009
	Complete information not provided
	

	Third Hearing
	01.04.2009
	Show cause notice to PIO & to appear personally
	

	Fourth Hearing
	15.07.2009
	Smt. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director-cum-PIO appeared personally but reply to show cause notice was not given. 
	

	Fifth hearing
	26.08.2009
	SPI (SE) provided the information.  PIO did not appear personally.  Affidavit sought for not being present. 
	Smt. Surjit Kaur, now DEO (SE) Mohali

	Sixth hearing
	02.12.2009
	Sh. Balwant Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt. appeared.  Order reserved
	Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director

	Seventh hearing
	27.01.2010
	Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- imposed on PIO.   Secretary Education was directed to recover the amount of penalty from the salary of PIO
	Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director

	Eighth Hearing
	22.02.2010
	Directions given for providing complete information and to recover the amount of penalty from the PIO
	Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director


 

Since lot of delay has taken place since imposition of the penalty on 27.01.2010, therefore, Secretary Education is once again urged to implement the orders of the Commission in letter and spirit, as soon as possible. 

Complete information stands provided to the complainant. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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:
Appellant Sh. Rakesh Kumar in person.



For respondent: Sh. Jaspal Singh, Section Officer (93175-71353)



All information except point no. 5 and 6 has been provided.  A letter dated 22.02.2010 states that information will be provided only after the complainant has deposited the requisite fees.



In today’s hearing, respondent states that none of the vehicles have been passed by checking with the machines since these machines were not in order.  In response to point no. 5, respondent states that none of the authorized agents has been allotted any place in his office.   These two statements are given to the complainant.  Complainant is satisfied but he demands compensation and penalty.



Therefore, PIO 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 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. 
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To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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 Tehsildar, 

Phagwara.








…Respondent

CC No. 1520/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mahinder Singh in person.



For Respondent: Sh. Harminder Singh, Tehsildar, Phagwara.



(94179-00015)

 

In the last order dated 18.02.2010, Sh. Mahinder Singh had pointed out certain deficiencies in the information provided to him so far.  Tehsildar Sh. Harminder Singh wished one more opportunity to supply information on these points. 

 

Today, during the course of hearing, I have come to the conclusion that certain information is not available with the PIO O/o Tehsildar, Phagwara and this statement has been given in writing by the Respondent.  Complainant is not satisfied.  He has been advised to go to higher competent authority or a civil court.  

The matter stands closed and disposed of. 


 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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:
Complainant Sh. Mahinder Singh in person.



For Respondent: Sh. Harminder Singh, Tehsildar, Phagwara.



(94179-00015)



Information has been provided to the complainant except two pages of the demarcation report dated 20.03.2008 which are with the Deputy Commissioner’s office. 



Directions are issued to the respondent to provide the pending information to the complainant from the Deputy Commissioner’s office. 



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   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.



None for the respondent.



None was present in all the earlier hearings i.e. 05.11.2009, 16.12.2009 and 24.02.2010, and similar is the case today.   Last opportunity was granted to the respondent PIO on 24.02.2010 to follow the directions of the Commission. 



I am sending this order to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh, Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab to implement the orders of the Commission and to provide information to the Complainant as per his original application dated 23.12.2008.  It should also be intimated as to who was the PIO from 23.12.2008 till date.



To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. 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 parties.



On 21.10.2009, penalty was imposed on the PIO c/o D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab.   On 27.01.2010, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director was present and stated that complete information has been supplied to the complainant and he is satisfied.   He further submitted that file regarding imposition of penalty was with the DPI and that no decision had been taken till date.  Therefore, one more opportunity was granted to the respondent to comply with the orders of the Commission.



On 25.02.2010, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO was present and the DPI was again directed to get the amount of penalty realized from the salary of the PIOI and deposit the same in the Government treasury.   It was also recorded that it was up to the DPI to fix the responsibility and realize the amount and get it deposited in the government treasury. 



On 18.03.2010, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi stated that the position of the case was similar to the one on 25.02.2010 and he assured the court that by the next hearing, directions of the Commission will be complied with. 



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.
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           To come up on 19.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of the Orders be sent to the parties. 









   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




State information Commissioner
After the hearing was over, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi came present.  He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing. 










   Sd/-

Chandigarh






    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 22.04.2010




State information Commissioner
