STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

R.K. Saini, President,

New Generation Residents Welfare Society (Regd.),

Flat No. 15-G, New Generation Apartments,

Dhakoli, Zirakpur, District Mohali.


                                       ……Applicant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer, 

Nagar Panchayat, Municipal Council,

District SAS Nagar, Zirakpur.


     
           

           ……Respondent

MR No. 53/2009 In CC No. 1660 of 2008

    



               ORDER

-----

The order in this case was reserved on 27.11.2009.

1.

The Complainant representing New Generation Residents Welfare Society (Regd.) filed a RTI application dated 23.06.2008 with the Respondent APIO/PIO, office of Executive Officer, Nagar Panchayat, Municipal Council, District SAS Nagar, Zirakpur, Punjab, seeking the following information:



“Please furnish details in respect of the various amended plans submitted by the M/s New Generation Real Estate Pvt. Ltd. SCO 373-374, Sector 35-B, Chandigarh in the matter of T.P. scheme (New Generation Apartments), Dhakoli, Zirakpur, which was initially sanctioned by Govt. of Punjab vide Notification Number:- 4/8/2001/2LGIII/3238 dated 12.03.2001.  Diagram No. STP(S)/3/2000 dated 17.08.2000.”

2.

Getting no response, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Punjab Information Commission on 25.07.2008.

3.

A notice of hearing was issued to the parties on 13.02.2009 for 27.02.2009.  However, the hearing was adjourned to 20.03.2009 vide a fresh notice sent by the Punjab Information Commission, Deputy Registrar on 02.03.2009.

4.

On 20.03.2009, when parties were present, the Respondent submitted in writing that no request for information dated 23.06.2008 was received in the office.  The Respondent’s submission is signed by APIO and it is undated.
5.

The case was disposed of and closed on 20.03.2009 with the order: “The Complainant may file a fresh application, pay the requisite fee and obtain the necessary information”.
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6.

The Complainant filed a review petition with the Punjab Information Commission on 06.05.2009.  Appended to the petition was a certificate issued by the Manager Department of Posts, Customer Care Centre, General Post Office, Chandigarh, dated 26.03.2009, certifying that “the article has been delivered to addressee on 01.07.2008”.  Enclosed with this was a photocopy of the Respondent’s receipt register.

7.

In view of this, on 19.05.2009, I ordered the reopening of the case, as MR.  The Deputy Registrar was directed to issue notice of hearing to the parties for 05.06.2009.  The notice was issued on 20.05.2009.

8.

During the hearing on 05.06.2009, the Respondent said they have received applicant’s letter (06.05.2009) sent by the Punjab Information Commission alongwith notice of hearing dated 20.05.2009.  The Respondent was asked to file a written submission on the applicant’s letter and also to hold an inquiry/look into the matter whether the Complainant’s request dated 23.06.2008 was received in the office, and, if so, by whom and submit a report in writing to the Commission, not later than 24.07.2009.

9.

In the hearing on 24.07.2009, the Respondent filed two documents, dated 23.07.2009 and 24.07.2009, as per order dated 05.06.2009.  

10.

In his reply, dated 23.07.2009, Respondent has denied receipt of application dated 23.06.2008 on 01.07.2008.  Inter alia the Respondent writes:



“That the acknowledgment has been shown to all the employees of the Municipal Council and the signature does not match with any of the employee’s signature who was working in the office of the Municipal Council at the relevant time.  The inquiries have been made from the persons who were working on the receipt register, he has said that the signatures are not his and he has not received any such letter.”



In the document, dated 24.07.2009, the PIO, inter alia writes:  

“With regard to the inquiry made by the postal department, no comments can be given but it is submitted that the accompanying proof given by the postal authorities, which has been attached with the application, does not in any way prove that the application was received.  A bare perusal of the application would show that it does not show that who has received the so called letters which has been delivered by the postal authorities on 01.07.2008.”

“It is totally denied that any such application has been received or the registry was delivered in the office of the Municipal Council,  The proof so attached is being vehemently denied as no name of the employee or even the signature mentioned therein does not 
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match to any employee and no letter much less the letter of the Complainant even the other letters mentioned in the said proof, have not been received in the office of the Municipal Council.”

11.

During the hearing on 24.07.2009, a copy each of the two documents, dated 23.07.2009 and 24.07.2009, was given to the applicant for his response to be given to the Respondent, not later than 14.08.2009.  The case was adjourned to 28.08.2009.  However, the case had to be adjourned twice and came up on 21.10.2009.


The applicant who submitted in his reply to the two documents on 04.08.2008, writes: 


“That Department of Post is of the Central Government and communication by “Regd. Post” is universally accepted as reliable.  Here in this case the Respondents not only negated this reliability: but is now challenging the authenticity of the “Certificates of delivery” issued by the Department of Post.  They dare do all this but are not ready to supply the information which the EO/NC-Zirakpur only possess.”

12.

When the case came up for hearing on 21.10.2009, a copy of the response of the applicant, dated 04.08.2009, was handed over to the Respondent for comments and case was adjourned to 06.11.2009, with the direction to the Respondent to file his response within one week.

13.

On 06.11.2009, the Respondent submitted his response to the applicant’s document dated 04.08.2009.  The case was adjourned to 27.11.2009, when the order was reserved.  
14.

In his response dated 06.11.2009, PIO, has stayed that:

 “The present controversy in the application as to whether the application so made by the Complainant was ever received in the office of Municipal Council or not.  This is not only one application made by the Complainant.  The other applications made by the Complainant have been duly considered and appropriate action has been taken.  Once, this application was not received, the same was brought to the notice of this Hon’ble Court.  Infact, the Complainant are not interested for the information but are only interested in harassing the Officers of the Municipal Council for the reason best known to them.  Otherwise, they would have made the fresh application when the case was disposed of in March, 2009, and would have got the same if they were entitled for under the law.  Rather than choosing to get the information, the present application has been moved which shows that the intention of the Complainant.  Till the application is received along with the required documents including the fees, no information can be supplied to the Complainant.
…4
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“In reply to this para it is submitted that the authenticity of the certificate, produced by the Complainant clearly shows that how it is being described that the answering Respondent received the letter sent by the Complainant.  The Complainant had sent the same letter to the office of the Principal Secretary also, which was also not received and the said case was also disposed of by this Hon’ble Court on the same date i.e. 20.03.2009 with a direction to the Complainant to file a fresh application along with the required fees.  For any inaction on the part of the postal authorities, the answering Respondent cannot be made liable.”

15.

In the context of these facts, and also written and oral submissions made by the parties, I am of the considered opinion that the Respondent could, perhaps, have offered to give the information by asking the applicant to re-submit the RTI request.  But that was not to be.  The Respondent not only chose to contest the receipt of the RTI application dated 23.06.2008, but also expressed his apprehensions and doubts even over certificate issued by the department of posts.  However, I find no merit in the Respondent’s averments.  Also, there is no ground for me to disbelieve the department of posts.  That the benefit of the intent be given to the applicant. Since, it has clearly emerged that he had posted a request of information.


Therefore, I direct that a copy of the original RTI application, dated 23.06.2008, be sent to the Respondent alongwith this order.  The Respondent will supply the requisite information, as per record, duly attested to the applicant against payment to be determined by the Respondent.  

Should the applicant pay the fee for obtaining information, the Respondent shall be duty bound to supply the same.



The case is disposed of and closed.



Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.










       Sd/-
Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Sukhwinder Kaur,

W/o Surjit Ram, R/o Badshah Pur,

Tehsil Dhuri, District Sangrur.



                                       ……Appellant

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI(S), Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


DPI (S), Punjab, Chandigarh.           
                                             ……Respondents

AC No. 921 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Ms. Sukhwinder Kaur, in person.

Representative, Mr. Mohan Singh, Superintendent & Mr. Baljeet Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the Respondent.
-----



The Appellant vide her RTI request dated 06.04.2009, has demanded list of selected female candidates under Sports category for the post of Punjabi Mistress.
2.

The Respondent today hands over a copy of the selected candidates to the Appellant in my presence.  The Appellant had also demanded photo copies of the selected candidates Sports Gradation certificates, B.A. (III) certificates and B.Ed. certificates.  In response to this, the Respondent has stated in his letter dated 22.12.2009, that since the test was conducted on line, the Department does not have photo-copies of the certificates of the candidates.  This is contested by the Appellant.

3.

The Superintendent, Mr. Mohan Singh informs that the PIO is Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director, School Administration. If the photo copies of the demanded certificates are not on record, the PIO, Ms. Neelam Bhagat should give in writing through an Affidavit to the Commission that the demanded certificates are not on record.  This should be done not later than 13.01.2010.  


As far as supply of information is concerned, the case is closed.  

The case is adjourned to 22.01.2010 (Friday), Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, at 2.00 PM, for the confirmation of the submission of the Affidavit by the PIO.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.










      Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Sukhwinder Kaur,

W/o Surjit Ram, R/o Badshah Pur,

Tehsil Dhuri, District Sangrur.



                                       ……Appellant

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI(S), Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


DPI (S), Punjab, Chandigarh.           
                                             ……Respondents

AC No. 922 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Ms. Sukhwinder Kaur, in person.

Representative, Mr. Mohan Singh, Superintendent & Mr. Baljeet Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the Respondent.
-----



The Appellant vide her RTI request dated 06.04.2009, has demanded list of selected female candidates under Sports category for the post of Punjabi Lecturers.
2.

The Respondent today hands over a copy of the selected candidates to the Appellant in my presence.  The Appellant had also demanded photo copies of the selected candidates Sports Gradation certificates, B.A. (III) certificates and B.Ed. certificates.  In response to this, the Respondent has stated in his letter dated 22.12.2009, that since the test was conducted on line, the Department does not have photo-copies of the certificates of the candidates.  This is contested by the Appellant.

3.

The Superintendent, Mr. Mohan Singh informs that the PIO is Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director, School Administration. If the photo copies of the demanded certificates are not on record, the PIO, Ms. Neelam Bhagat should give in writing through an Affidavit to the Commission that the demanded certificates are not on record.  This should be done not later than 13.01.2010.  



As far as supply of information is concerned, the case is closed.  


The case is adjourned to 22.01.2010 (Friday), Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, at 2.00 PM, for the confirmation of the submission of the Affidavit by the PIO.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.











      Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Sukhwinder Kaur,

W/o Surjit Ram, R/o Badshah Pur,

Tehsil Dhuri, District Sangrur.



                                       ……Appellant

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI(S), Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


DPI (S), Punjab, Chandigarh.           
                                             ……Respondents

AC No. 923 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Ms. Sukhwinder Kaur, in person.

Representative, Mr. Mohan Singh, Superintendent & Mr. Baljeet Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the Respondent.
-----



The Appellant vide her RTI request dated 06.04.2009, has demanded list of selected female candidates under Sports category for the post of Social Studies Female Teachers.
2.

The Respondent today hands over a copy of the selected candidates to the Appellant in my presence.  The Appellant had also demanded photo copies of the selected candidates Sports Gradation certificates, B.A. (III) certificates and B.Ed. certificates.  In response to this, the Respondent has stated in his letter dated 22.12.2009, that since the test was conducted on line, the Department does not have photo-copies of the certificates of the candidates.  This is contested by the Appellant.

3.

The Superintendent, Mr. Mohan Singh informs that the PIO is Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director, School Administration. If the photo copies of the demanded certificates are not on record, the PIO, Ms. Neelam Bhagat should give in writing through an Affidavit to the Commission that the demanded certificates are not on record.  This should be done not later than 13.01.2010.  



As far as supply of information is concerned, the case is closed.  


The case is adjourned to 22.01.2010 (Friday), Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, at 2.00 PM, for the confirmation of the submission of the Affidavit by the PIO.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.

      Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Amarjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurbachan Singh,

House No. 463, Dharampur,

Qadian-143516, Tehsil Batala,

District Gurdaspur.
                         
                                                   ……Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


DPI (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.           
                                 ……Respondents 

AC No. 919 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Mr. Amarjit Singh, in person.

PIO-cum-Assistant Director (School Administration), Mr. Yashpal Manvi, in person.
-----



The Appellant vide his RTI request dated 09.11.2009, has sought certain information about holding of Departmental Promotion Committee meetings, certain promotions of Lecturers as Principals etc. etc. on seven points.  
2.

The point-wise information vide letter dated 14.12.2009, has been provided to the Appellant in my presence today.  A copy of which is taken on record.  In respect of two points concerning Science Supervisors, the Appellant if he so desires, may file a fresh application with the respective DEOs and collect the requisite information.  

The case is disposed of and closed.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.










      Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Ashok Din,

Art & Craft Teacher,

Govt. High School, Lohakhera,

District Sangrur.




                               ……Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Head Mistress, 

Govt. High School, Lohakhera,

Sangrur.       




    
                                ……Respondent

CC No. 3529 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Ashok Din, in person.

Head Mistress, Ms. Karamjeet Kaur, in person.
-----



The Complainant today submits in writing vide letter dated 14.12.2009, that he has received the information and he does not wish to pursue the case.  The same is accepted.   

The case is disposed of and closed.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.


        Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Mukhtiar Singh (Retd.),

PTI (NFC), Block-Sultarpur Lodhi-2,

Village-Randhirpur,

PO & Teh. Sultanpur Lodhi, 

District Kapurthala, PPO No. 112199.

                               ……Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (E),

Kapurthala.     




    
                                ……Respondent

CC No. 3520 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Mukhtiar Singh, in person.

Representative, Mr. Ram Kumar Joshi, Supdt., for the Respondent.

----



The Complainant vide his RTI request dated 01.10.2009, want to know the status of a medical bill for the period 19.08.2008-25.08.2008.  The entire correspondence related to this has been handed over to the Complainant to his satisfaction.

Therefore, the case is disposed of and closed.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.






                    Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Simerjeet Kaur,

W/o Jasbir Singh,

Village Khadur Sahib, Patti Balooki,

Tehsil Khadur Sahib, District Tarn Taran.
                         
       ……Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (SE), 

Tarn Taran.




    
                                ……Respondent

CC No. 3506 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Malkiat Singh, Sr. Asstt., for the Respondent.

----



In response to Complainant’s RTI request dated 22.05.2009, an appropriate response was sent to her on 22.07.2009.  A copy of which is taken on record.  
2.

The representative of the Respondent also submits a copy of the order in case CC-2100/2009 of the same Complainant which was disposed of by Ld. State Information Commissioner, Mr. Surinder Singh on 08.10.2009.  In that case too the information demanded was the same, says, the representative of the Respondent.


In view of the foregoing, the case is disposed of and closed.


Announced in the hearing.



Copy of the order be sent to the parties.






            Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Rajinder Bhatia, Adv.,

Chamber No. 158, New Courts Complex, 

Jalandhar City-144001.



                               ……Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal, APPEEJAY School,

Mahavir Marg New Jawahar Nagar,

Jalandhar-144001.



    
                                ……Respondent

CC No. 3516 of 2009

    



               ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Shakun Chaudhary, Advocate, for the Respondent.

----



Advocate, Mr. Shakun Chaudhary, has appeared on the behalf of the Respondent without an authority letter.  He is directed to bring his Vakalatnama at the next date of hearing.
2.

The Complainant vide his RTI request dated 20.10.2009, has sought information about a particular student.  The Respondent Principal, vide her letter dated nil, a copy of which is taken on record, has informed the Complainant that the information sought by him pertains to the third party and as such cannot be provided.  
3.

The Complainant, if he so desires, may justify in writing to the Commission:



(i)
How the Respondent APEEJAY School is a public authority?



(ii)
What public interest or activity is involved if the information is disclosed.

4.

The submission by the Complainant should be submitted before the next date of hearing.  He should send a copy of the same to the Principal, APEEJAY School who would counter reply to this to the Commission with a copy to the Complainant.



The case is adjourned to 13.01.2010 (Wednesday), in Room No. 7, 3rd Floor, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.


Announced in the hearing.

Copy of the order be sent to the parties.








                 

      

       Sd/-

Chandigarh,




                                    (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, December 23, 2009                      

          State Information Commissioner
