      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kulwant Singh Behniwal,Advocate,

Old Courts Complex, Mohinder Ganj,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar, Budhlada,

Distt. Mansa.








 Respondent

CC No. 959 /2011

Present:
Shri Kulwant Singh Behniwal, complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Shri Kulwant Singh Behniwal filed an application with the PIO of office of Tehsildar, Budhlada, on 14-01-2011 and asked information about the agricultural land situated in village Datewas for the period from 1950 to till date along with a fee of Rs. 10/- in the shape of Indian Postal order No. 89E-64181, dated 23-12-2010.  The APIO of office of Tehsildar, Budhlada replied back to the complainant vide letter No. 1293, dated 07-02-2011 in which he has stated that :-


“ T[go'es ft;k ;pzXh nkg B{z fbfynk iKdk j? fe nkg ih tb'A wzrhnK rJhnK 

nkoHNhHnkJhHsfjs BebK gNtkoh jbek dks/tk; gk;'A fe;/ th ezw tkb/ fdB nk e/ 
gakgs ehshnK ikD ns/ pDdh ch; gNtkoh jbek gk; iwQK eotkJh ikt/. F feTAfe 
nkg tb'A wzrhnK rJhnK BebK nkg ih d/ dZ;D s'A fpBk fsnko eoBhnK n;zGt jB. 
ns/ nkg ih d/ e[M B[efsnK ;pzXh foekov dkyb dcso ;do j' u[ek j? ns/ pkeh wkb 
foekov Bkb ;pzXs jB i' gpfbe foekov j? ns/ fJBQK dh e'Jh th ;pzXs ftnesh 



pDdh ;oekoh ch; iwQK eoktk e/ ;pzXs gNtkoh gk;'A fe;/ th ezw tkb/ fdB gokgs


eo ;edk j?. fJ; bJh nkg B{z fbfynk iKdk j? fe nkg tb'A wzfrnk frnk foekov 
gNtkoh jbek gk;'A pDdh ;oekoh ch; d/ eo fe;/ th ezw tkb/ fdB gqkgs ehsk ikt/.  
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Not satisfied with the reply of APIO, the complainant filed a complaint with the commission on 29-03-2011 which is received in the commission office on 30-03-2011 against diary No. 5570.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

None is present from respondent side.

3.

Shri Kulwant Singh Behniwal states that the APIO of office of Tehsildar, Budhlada has returned his application together with the IPO of Rs. 10/-. However, the perusal of letter of Tehsildar does not find any reference that the application of complainant is being returned in original. The commission has taken it very seriously as to how the PIO of office of Tehsildar has returned the original application, along with IPO, to the applicant and denied information under the Right to Information Act, 2005. 

4.

It is directed that the PIO/ Tehsildar, Budhlada will appear in person on the next date of hearing along with his written submission as to how the original application of the complainant has been returned and the requisite information has not been supplied to him. The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 05-05-2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
5

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

3- Ranjit Bagh, near State College of

Education, Patiala.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No. 2091 /2008

Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Nazar Singh, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO and Shri 


Naresh Kumar, Planning Officer, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent is directed to supply the copies of noting file of the period from 01-04-2011 to 19-04-2011 about the action taken on the representation of the complainant marked by the Commissioner to the office, within a period of 15 days.

3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 10-05-2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Devendra Singh Khera,

VPO: Khera Kalan, Tehsil Sardulgarh,

Distt. Mansa.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar, Sardulgarh,

Distt. Mansa. 







 Respondent

CC No. 990 /2011

Present:
Shri Pardeep Singh Mirpur, Advocate, on behalf of 



complainant.



None is present on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Devendra Singh Khera filed an application with the PIO of office of Tehsildar, Sardulgarh on 12-08-2010 which was got receited in the office of Tehsildar on 13-08-2010 vide diary No. 2373.  After getting no information, he filed a complaint with the commission on 09-03-2011 which was received in the commission office on 31-03-2011 against diary No. 5663. Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

None is present on behalf of respondent. However, Tehsildar, Sardulgarh was contacted on phone, who stated that he was on leave and has not received any notice for the hearing for today. He pleads that case may be adjourned at least for one week.
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4.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 05-05-2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Prem Kumar Rattan,

House No. 78/8, Park Road,

New Mandi, Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.




      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Financial Commissioner, Cooperation,

Mini Sectt.,  Punjab, Sector-9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 318 /2011

Present:
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan, appellant, in person.



Shri Gian Chand, Superintendent, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

On the perusal of application filed by the appellant, it reveals that the letter No. 2072, dated 22-12-2010 is not available in the file of the office of Financial Commissioner, Cooperation.

3.

However, after arguments it came to light that the appellant has made a representation to the Financial Commissioner, Cooperation personally on 22-12-2010 which was diarised in the office of Financial Commissioner, Cooperation against diary No. 2072.  Therefore, this is a diary number not a letter issued by the Department of Cooperation.
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4.

Now it is directed that the appellant should file a new application with the PIO of office of Financial Commissioner, Cooperation, for getting action taken report on his representation dated 22-12-2010 diarised against No.2072. Accordingly, the case is closed and disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

House No. 539/112/3, St.1-E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

PO: Basti Jodhewal, Ludhiana.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. of Local Government, Mini Sectt.,

Sector-9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No. 1258 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Jagdish Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal 



Secretary, Local Govt. and Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior 



Assistant, office of Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab, on behalf 


of respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant.

2.

Shri Jagdish Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Local Government places on record a copy of office order of the Government of Punjab, Department of Local Government (Local Government-1 Branch) issued vide ends. No.1/44/2009-2LG1/1444, dated 25-04-2011, vide which necessary approval of the competent authority has been obtained to pay an amount of Rs.4500/- as compensation to the complainant, Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate.
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3.

Since the sanction has been issued to pay the compensation, it is directed that the necessary draft may be issued in the name of Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate.  It is also directed that after the draft has been issued to the complainant, compliance report along with a  copy of the draft be sent to the Commission. On the assurance of Shri Jagdish Singh, Senior Assistant, Local Government-1 Branch, the case is closed and disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner




CC:

Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab,




(Coordination Branch), 6th floor,




Punjab Civil Sectt, Chandigarh. 

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmeet Singh s/o Sh. Amar Singh,

Mohalla Harnampura, Kotkapura,

Distt. Faridkot.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Education Officer (SE),

Faridkot.








 Respondent

CC No. 777 /2011

Present:
Shri Gurmeet Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Baljit Singh, DEO, Shri Suresh Arora, Deputy DEO and 


Shri Lakhbir Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As directed on the last date of hearing on 13-04-2011, Shri Baljit Singh, District Education Officer (Secondary Education), Faridkot, along with Shri Suresh Arora, Deputy District Education Officer (SE) and Shri lakhbir Singh, Superintendent, office of DEO (SE), Faridkot, is present in the court. He states that though the information is available on the record of public authority, but the complainant should ask the specific information in a particular case.

3.

So far as the question of mis-behave by Shri Lakhbir Singh, Sueprintendent, is concerned, he states that nothing of the sort has happened
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neither Shri Gurmeet Singh, complainant, has ever met him on any working day in his office.  Since the complainant has alleged mis-behave by the responsible office of rank of Superintendent, it is directed that Shri Baljit Singh, District Education Officer (SE), Faridkot, will  issue instructions to the field staff as well as the staff posted in his office to be polite with the public and deal the RTI applications as per the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005.  Further, the complainant is directed to file a new application with the PIO, if he wants any specific information in a particular case. 

4.

Since the complainant has asked the information in a proforma which could not be supplied without diverting the resources, the case is closed and disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vijay Mahajan,

Quarter No. 2, Mirpur Colony,

Pathankot- 154001, Distt. Gurdaspur.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Hindu Cooperative Bank Ltd.,

Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

CC No. 965 /2011

Present:
Shri Vijay Mahajan, complainant, in person.



Shri Tara Chand, Senior Accountant, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent states that some cases of Cooperative Banks are pending before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana for final decision, whether the Cooperative Banks are covered under the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005, or not.

3.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned since die. 
4.

However, the respondent is directed to inform the Commission about the final decision of the Hon’ble High Court as and when it comes.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner 

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Iqbal Singh,

VPO: Rasulpur Mallah,

Distt. Ludhdiana.






      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Information & Public Relations,

5th floor, Punjab Civil Sectt. Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No. 325 /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Malkiat Singh, PRO-cum-PIO on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of appellant.

2.

Shri Iqbal Singh filed an application with the PIO of office of Director, Information and Public Relations on 06-11-2010 and asked information about the efforts/ steps taken by that office with regard to the Notification No. 3/74/07/SA-II/2241, dated 11-07-2007 issued by the Department of Welfare, Government of Punjab, regarding post-matric scholarship scheme under which no fee is to be charged from the scheduled castes students for professional courses. He filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 25-11-2010. After getting no information from the PIO as well as first appellante authority, he filed a second appeal with the commission on 17-03-2011 which was received in the commission office on 31-03-2011 against diary No. 5585.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.
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3

The respondent-PIO states that the information running into (9) nine pages has already been supplied to the appellant through registered post vide letter No. PR(PIO)-2011/8, dated 06-01-2011, He further states that nothing has been heard from the appellant in this regard. He pleads that since the information has been supplied through registered post, the case may be closed.

4.

An effort was made to contact the appellant on his mobile phone as well as his Organisation’s number, but he could not be contacted. In the commission also nothing has been heard from him in this regard. Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mala Ram s/o Shri Pura Ram,

Regar Basti, Indra Marg, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Housefed, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.







 Respondent

CC No. 272 /2011

Present:
Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.



Ms. Seema Pasricha, Advocate, along with Shri Hakam Singh, 


Secretary and Shri Malkiat Singh, Sewadar, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Ld.Counsel on behalf of respondent, places on record written submission dated 26-04-2011.

3.

I have gone through the contents of written submission made by the respondent and I am satisfied with his submission and no penalty is imposed upon him. However, on the last date of hearing on 19-04-2011, an amount of Rs. 15,000/- (Rupees Fifteen thousand only) was awarded as compensation to be paid to the complainant. Keeping in view the hardship being faced by the respondent. As put forth by the Ld. Counsel of respondent, the amount of compensation is reduced to Rs. 5,000/- (Rupees Five thousand only).  
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An account payee cheque No. 0454989, Sangrur Central Cooperative Bank, Sunam, Account No. 32, dated 26-04-2011, amounting to Rs. 5,000/- (Rupees Five thousand only) towards payment of compensation to the complainant, is handed over to the Ld. Counsel, Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, on behalf of complainant in the court today in my presence.

4.

Since the orders of the court have been complied with, the case is disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 26-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



