STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Nasib Singh,

ADC Retd., Advocate,

High Court, 49-A,

New Jawahar Nagar,

Jalandhar City-144001.

 …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.

(2)
Public Information Officer-cum-First Appellate Authroity,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Jalandhar
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 814 of 2009

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Suresh Kumar, Dealing Assistant on behalf of the Appellant
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent has authorized Sh. Suresh Kumar, Dealing Assistant to appear on his behalf. Appellant filed an application for information with the Tehsildar (Election), Distt- Jalandhar on 01.06.2009 for supply of correct voter list of himself and his family members on the basis of previous record of year 1999. The grievance of the Appellant is that in the newly issued voter cards, correct residential address has not been given. He has submitted that Tehsildar (Election) was himself competent to supply the document on the basis of previous record available in his office. He has sought that Tehsildar (Election) should supply the correct voter list under RTI Act 2005.
3.
Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Jalandhar vide his letter No.3601 HRC/RTI dated 20.08.2009 informed the Appellant that his appeal is not maintainable under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act 2005. He advised the Appellant to approach the Election Registration Officer-37, Jalandhar Cantt by filling application in form 8 for any correction in the voter list. 
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4.
Under the RTI Act 2005, PIO is not to create any information but to provide the information as exists in the record. Respondent has informed the Appellant regarding procedure to be followed for correction of his residential address in the voter list. 
5.
The instant appeal is, therefore, disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


        Sd/-                                        (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009



State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurpal Singh,

S/o Sh. Arjan Singh,

57-Guru Nanak Nagar,

Jaja Road, VPO- Jaja,

Via Budhi Pind, Distt- Hoshiarpur,

Pin-144212.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Secretary,

High Education, Punjab,

Mini Sectt., Sector-9,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3099 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Gurpal Singh, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Harnek Singh, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he sought information vide his application dated 05.04.2009. He further states that no information has been provided by the Respondent. Action should be taken against the Respondent for the delay in providing the information. 
3.
Respondent states that the delay in providing the information is due to the reason that files relating to DPC meeting was not available in his office as the same was sent to the higher authorities. He further states that Complainant was informed vide letter dated 13.07.2009 that sought for information will be provided after receipt of file from the higher authorities. Respondent further states that he has supplied the information to the Complainant today in the Commission.
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4.
Since, the information has been supplied. I have taken a lenient view for the delay in providing the information. However, the Respondent is warned to be careful in future while dealing with the RTI applications. The case is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Aneep Kumar Dewan,

H.No.390, Phase IB, Shivalik Avenue,

Naya Nagal, Distt- Ropar-1410126.

 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab Financial Corporation,

SCO: 95-97, Sector-17/B,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3093 of 2009
Alongwith

CC No. 3074 of 2009
Present:
(i) Sh. Aneep Kumar Dewan, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. R.C.Dass, Manager, on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Information demanded is similar in both the cases. So, these cases are clubbed. Respondent states that complete information is provided to the Complainant. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-          
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajinder Singh Sandhu, Advocate,

Chamber No.26,Civil Courts,

Near SDM Office,  Jagraon.

Distt- Ludhiana.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jagraon, Distt- Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3085 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Mohan Lal, Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant has sent a fax message that he is busy in another court and he has sought another date. The perusal of the record shows that complete information has been provided to the Complainant. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Devinder Khetarpal, Journalist,

Prem Basera, Tej Enclave,

Nabha-147201.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Director General School Education,

Sector-34/A, SCO:104-106, Pb,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3143 of 2009

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant has sent a fax message requesting for another date. The case is adjourned to 18.12.2009 (11.00 AM) for further proceeding. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Shiv Kumar,

Retd. DDO,

NAC. Lohian Khas,

Jalandhar.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. DPI (S), Pb,

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

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3119 of 2009

Present:
Nemo for the parties. 
ORDER


Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. One more opportunity is given to both the parties.
2.
Adjourned to 18.12.09 (11.00 AM) for further proceeding. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jaspal Singh, Punch,

Vill- Ferozewal Mangal Singh,

P.O. Daramkot, Distt- Moga.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3103 of 2009

Present:
Nemo for the parties. 
ORDER


Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. One more opportunity is given to both the parties.
2.
Adjourned to 18.12.09 (11.00 AM) for further proceeding. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Mehar Singh,

S/o Sh. Ralla Singh,

Vill- Dulchi Majra,

P.O. Bur Majra,

Distt- Roop Nagar.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. DPI (SE), Pb,

SCO:95-97, Sector-17/D,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3127 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Mehar Singh, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Sanjeev Kumar Sharma, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent has provided information to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant is satisfied with the information. No further action is required. 
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Smt. Kulwant Kaur,

W/o Sh. Gurjeet Singh,

VPO- Nanagal Kalan,

Tehsil & Distt- Mansa.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Mansa.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3177 of 2009

Present:
(i) Smt. Kulwant Kaur, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Lila Singh, Patwari on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been provided to the Complainant. Complainant admits that he has received the same. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th November, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajinder Singh Sandhu, Advocate,

Chamber No.26,Civil Courts,

Near SDM Office,  Jagraon.

Distt- Ludhiana.
 …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Civil Hospital,
Ludhiana.

(2)
Public Information Officer-cum-First Appellate Authority,


O/o Civil Surgeon,


Ludhiana.
………………………………..Respondent

AC No.  822 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Darshan Singh, & Smt. Manpreet Kaur on behalf of the Appellant

(ii) Dr. Pardeep Sharma, Medical Officer on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard
2.
Respondent states that information was not provided being third party.
3.
Complainant is personally present for today’s hearing, she states that she has authorized Sh. Rajinder Singh Sandhu to sought information on her behalf. Respondent has provided complete record as available in the office to the Appellant today in the Commission. He further states that no other record is available in his office. Appellant has gone through the record and is satisfied.
4.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 25th November, 2009


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Maninder Singh,

H.No.1450, UT3,

Sector-3, Talwara Township,

Tehsil-Mukerian, Distt- Hoshiarpur.




 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o BBMB,

DAV Public School, Sector-2,

Talwara Township, Hoshiarpur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1806 of 2009

ORDER



The judgment in this case was reserved on 09.10.2009.

2.
Sh. Maninder Singh, Complainant has filed a complaint with the Commission vide his letter dated 07.07.2009 that he sought information from the Principal, Bhakra Beas Management Board, Chandigarh, DAV Public School, Talwara, Township, Distt-Hoshiarpur. Principal denied information stating that BBMB, DAV Public School, Talwara, Township, Distt-Hoshiarpur is not a public authority. 

3.
From the documents submitted by the parties, it transpires that Bhakra Beas Management Board, Chandigarh a statutory body constituted under Section 79 & 80 of the Punjab Reorganization Act, 1966. Dayanand Angle Vedic College Trust and Management Society, entered into an agreement with Bhakra Beas Management Board, Chandigarh for establishing and running the school. Since the Bhakra Beas Management Board, Chandigarh is under the control of Central Govt. Complainant is advised to file complaint/appeal with the Central Information Commission, New Delhi. No further action is required. 

4.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Dated: 25th November,2009                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sukhdip Kaur Jassar,

Kothi No.2, Ghuman Colony,

Bhupindra Road, Patiala.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Principal,

Mata Sahib Kaur, Girls College of Education,

Dhamomajra, Patiala.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  1424 of 2009

ORDER


The arguments in this case were heard on 16.10.09 and the judgment was reserved.
2.
The question falling for decision in the instant matter is whether “Mata Sahib Kaur Khalsa Girl’s college of Education, Dhamomajra, Patiala” is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) RTI Act 2005. 

3.
The genesis of the dispute is an application filed by the Complainant herein before the Respondent on 06.11.08 seeking some information from the Respondent under the RTI Act 2005.  Pursuant to this application, the Respondent supplied certain information to the Complainant. The Complainant, however, was dissatisfied with the information supplied and approached the Commission with the grievance that the information supplied to her was incomplete. Responding to the notice issued by the Commission, the Respondent vide its letter dated 14th July, 2009 stated that the information demanded by the Complainant has been forwarded to her. Additionally, it has been pleaded that the Respondent College is not a public authority within the purview of the RTI Act inasmuch as the Respondent is a self financed minority private B.Ed college and is not a Grant-in-Aid institution of the State Government.   On 8th October, 2009, after hearing the parties and noticing the contention of the Respondent, I had directed the Respondent to file an affidavit by the next date of hearing on the Respondent’s claim regarding non-receipt of grant from the Government or any  

Contd…P-2

-2-

Governmental agency.  An affidavit of the Principal of the Respondent College has been filed on 16.10.09. A counter affidavit dated 29.10.09 has also been filed by the Complainant, Mrs. Sukhdeep Kaur Jassar.

4.
I have carefully perused the affidavits filed by the parties as also the other documents placed on the file of this case.  What emerges from this is the fact that the Respondent College is a college which is managed by the SGPC, Amritsar. The SGPC is a statutory body.  The Respondent College is nothing but an emanation of the SGPC (a statutory authority). There is no material placed on the record by the Respondent to show that the Respondent College is a legal entity independent of the SGPC. The letter head of the College mentions the Respondent as being under the Management of the SGPC, Amritsar.  Section 2(h) RTI Act 2005 defines a Public Authority for the purpose of RTI Act 2005. The substantial financial assistance by the State would be a necessary condition precedent for a non-government organization to qualify as a Public Authority.    Where, however, the authority concerned has been established or constituted by a law made by Parliament/State Legislature, it would be a Public Authority even though it may not be receiving any financial aid from the State.  In the instant case, it is not in dispute that the SGPC, which manages the Respondent College, is an authority established under a statutory enactment.  The Respondent, being a mere emanation of the SGPC (a statutory authority) is, therefore, clearly be a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) RTI Act 2005. I, therefore, hold that the Respondent is a Public Authority within the purview of the RTI Act and amenable to the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission.

5.
In view of my finding given hereinabove, I direct the parties to address on the question as to how the information already supplied by the Respondent is incomplete or otherwise. To come up for further proceedings on 24.12.09 (at 2.00 PM). Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Dated: 25th November, 2009                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Smt. Aruna Rani,

D/o Sh. Darshan Lal,

R/o Prahlad Nagar,

Near Water Tank,

Tehsil & Distt- Hoshiarpur.
 …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director General School Education,

ICT Education, Society, SCO:104-106,

Sector-34. Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3122 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Balbir Saini C/o Sanjeev Pandit, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
                       (ii) Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
 Complainant has authorized Sh. Sanjeev Pandit, Advocate to appear on her behalf. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk appearing on behalf of the PIO, Sarav Skhiya Abihiyan states that this case has been wrongly sent to their branch, it relates to the PIO of ICT branch. Application has been sent to the concerned branch to provide information to the Complainant. He further states that PIO of ICT has requested to give another date for hearing of this case.

3.
Adjourned to 18.12.09 (11.00 AM) for further proceeding. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                
   (Kulbir Singh)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 25th November, 2009



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar,

Anti Corruption Council,

Head Office, Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot
 …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Hoshiarpur
………………………………..Respondent

AC No.  556 of 2009
ORDER



The arguments in this case were heard on 08.10.09 and the judgment was reserved.

2.
Appellant sought information from PIO-cum-Civil Surgeon, Hoshiarpur vide his application dated 23.02.09.
3.
Respondent vide letter No. RTI/2009/3840 dated 31.03.09 informed the Appellant to deposit Rs. 200/- as charges for the supply of documents. Appellant vide his letter dated 11.04.09 requested the Respondent to supply information free of cost as the fee has been demanded after 30 days.

4.
On not receiving the information Appellant filed appeal with the Deputy Director Health-cum-Appellant Authority, Chandigarh  to direct the PIO to provide the sought for  information.

5.
Appellant again reminded the First Appellant Authority vide his letter dated 22.06.09 to direct the PIO to provide information. PIO vide his letter No. RTI/09/242 dated 19.08.09 provided incomplete information to the Appellant. On not receiving the information, Appellant filed second appeal with the Commission. Commission issued notice of hearing for 11.09.09. It is observed neither the Appellant nor PIO attended any of the two hearings in the Commission. 
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6.
Appellant vide his letter dated 11.09.09 sent a fax message that due to sudden domestic work, he is unable to attend the Court on 11.09.09. Appellant did not attended second hearing on plea that no useful purpose will be solved by attending the hearing in the Commission and sought exemption for the hearing.

7.
It is observed that Appellant is not serious in getting the information.  He has not attended any of the hearings. Information sought by him is as per four performs submitted by him. Since the Appellant has a feeling that no useful purpose will be served in attending the hearing in the Commission. Appellant is advised to visit the office of the PIO to get the remaining information.

8.
PIO is directed that whenever Appellant visit his office, he should be allowed to inspect the record relating to the sought for information. He should also provide photocopies of the documents pointed out by the Appellant while inspecting the record relating to sought for information. No further action is required.

9.
The case is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
  




  (Kulbir Singh)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 25th November, 2009



