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.
 …………………………….Complainant
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) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Manoj Kumar, Assistant, O/o DGSE on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that all information stands supplied to the Complainant vide their letter dated 30.11.2009. During the hearing dated 18.12.09, Complainant wanted some more time to go through the same. Complainant was advised to visit the office of the Respondent for clarification, if any and Respondent states that she had not come for any clarification. Since, information as per record stands supplied. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that she is satisfied with the information provided.   No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajneesh Madhok,

B-XXX/63, Nehru Nagar,

St No-2, Railway Road,

Phagwara-144401.




 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (S),

Kapurthala.

(2)
Public Information Officer-First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Special Secy., Education,

3rd Floor, Mini Sectt., Pb, Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 722 of 2009

Order


The judgment in this case was reserved on 10.12.2009.  

2.
 The core question falling for decision in the instant matter is  whether the PIO of the office of District Education Officer, Kapurthala can be directed under the RTI Act 2005 to cause the information, pertaining to the fee structure/ hike in a purely private school namely Swami Sant Dass Public School, Phagwara (hereinafter referred to as ‘the school’), provided to  a person seeking it under said Act. 

3.
The information demanded from the Respondent is regarding the rules /instructions permitting an increase in the monthly fee by the school ; action taken against the increase in fee ; rules under which students can be forced to buy certain products e.g. school badge, uniform, books etc. from the school tuck shop; Govt. instructions regarding provision of facilities in the private schools etc.  In the application seeking information, the Appellant  has also referred to the definition of information as given in Section 2(f) of the Act, emphasizing that the ‘information relating to any private body which can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time being in force’ would also be information under the Act that can be demanded by a citizen. In answer to the 
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demand, the Respondent intimated the Appellant vide his letter dated 13.08.09  that the information demanded pertains to purely private school in relation to which the office of the District Education Officer does not enter into any correspondence. It is also submitted that the Respondent’s office is not in possession of any record pertaining to the school nor is there any legal provision under which the office of the DEO can access the record of the private school in question. It is also submitted that there are no rules/regulations framed by the government in relation to the matters referred to by the Appellant. In this premise, it is argued that the application for the information made by the Appellant before the Respondent is not maintainable.  In answer to the submission made by the Respondent, the Appellant places reliance on the decision of the Delhi High Court in the case of a private unaided school recognized under the Delhi School Education Act-1973.  It is also submitted that the school in question is to be treated as a public authority inasmuch as it enjoys income tax concessions and has been provided with land at subsidized rates by PUDA.  It is further submitted that DEO can ask for information from private schools as it is the controlling authority/competent authority in providing the recognition to them. It is lastly submitted that the department of Education has full control over the functioning of the private schools and has power to collect information from those schools.

4.
 On the basis of the rival submissions, the following three questions arise for determination:-


(i) whether the decision by the High Court of Delhi in regard to a case of a private unaided school covers the case of the Appellant herein?


(ii) whether the income tax concessions and provision of land at subsidized rates by PUDA confer a status of public authority on the school in question?


(iii) whether the school in question is controlled by the office of the DEO/Government of Punjab and can access the information in relation to the school under the law as contemplated under Section 2(f). 
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5.
I shall deal with these questions ad seriatim :-

Re(i)


6.
The reliance placed by the Appellant on the Delhi High Court is misplaced. The private unaided schools in the national capital territory of New Delhi are controlled by a 

statutory enactment i.e. Delhi School Education Act – 1973.  Under the provisions of this statute, the authorities in the department of education, exercise considerable control over the fixation of fee structure in those schools. The education department , therefore, has access to information in relation to the private unaided schools in a host of matters pertaining inter alia to fixation of fees etc. In the state of Punjab, however, there is no statutory enactment providing for the control of private unaided schools by the Government in the matter of fixation of fees etc.  The Government also has not made any provision in that behalf in exercise of its executive powers under article 162 of the Constitution of India.  The situation prevailing in the NCT of Delhi is , therefore, substantially different from that obtaining in the State of Punjab.  I, therefore, am of the view that the decision of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court referred to by the Appellant is of no help to him.  This point is decided against the Appellant.

Re (ii)

7.

I have carefully considered the submission based on income tax concessions and provision of land at subsidized rates by PUDA.  Exemptions, Rebates and Concessions under a tax legislation are granted as per the provisions of the Statute.  These are provided pursuant to the fiscal policy of the State adopted with a view to achieving certain objectives.  The incidence of tax is created by the Statute and it has no existence de hors the Statute.  The computation of the tax is undertaken as per the provisions of the tax legislation and the liability to pay tax is quantified accordingly.  It is not that there is any primordially existing tax liability, which the tax legislation seeks to regulate or waive.  The tax liability arises only because it is created by the Statute and its incidence and quantum is also determined by the Statute.  The liability to pay tax is as per the operation and inter-play of the various provisions of the Statute.  The liability arises as a result of the conjoint effect of all the provisions of the Act.  The grant of Exemptions/Rebates/Concessions under a tax legislation is not a largesse doled out by the State to an individual or an institution.  These are granted as a part of fiscal policy of the 
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State with a view to giving impetus to certain activity/activities deemed beneficial to the Public.  A tax exemption cannot be perceived as an instance of funding by the State.  In fact, acceptance of this submission would lead to patently absurd consequences.  To illustrate, let us take the case of tax exemptions granted under Section 88 of the Income Tax Act, 1961.  Under Section 88 ibid, various kinds of investments/payments made by individuals have been exempted from the incidence of income tax.  One such instance is the contributions/payments made by a person to a Public Provident Fund.  All deposits made in a Public Provident Fund are exempt from Income Tax.  Even the interest accruing on such deposits remains outside the pale of the tax liability.  Accepting the submission made by the Complainant would mean that in relation to any individual investing in a Public Provident Fund, the expenditure incurred by him on his own living would be deemed to be provided by the State through tax funding. It is also seen that as per the scheme of the Income Tax Act, 1961, the subjects are taxed at different rates.  For higher incomes, the rates of tax are higher and the lower incomes are taxed at comparatively lower rates.   From this, one could say that there are concessional rates of tax provided for the lower income groups.  Does it mean that the individuals paying income tax at lower rates or whose income are exempt from tax wholly or partly are being funded by the State indirectly?  Obviously not. In view of this, the grant of income tax concessions have no bearing on the question whether the school in question has the status of a public authority. Insofar as provision of land at subsidized rates by PUDA to the school is concerned, it by itself will not be enough to determine whether the school concerned can be termed as a public authority.  The question is whether the provision of land at subsidized rates tantamounts to substantial financial assistance by the Government to the school.  It is true that the financial assistance would also include within its fold, the bringing into existence assets of enduring nature i.e. infrastructural facilities.  However, mere provision of land at subsidized rates will not be enough to clothe the beneficiary with the status of a public authority.  The matter is one of degree.  If infrastructural facility is provided at a nominal price, it may amount to substantial financial assistance.  
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But some concession in the price of land allotted to an institution, keeping in view the beneficent purpose for which it has been established, is not the same thing as making available the infrastructure free of cost or at a nominal price. No material has been placed on the record by the Appellant to show that the confessional rate referred to by him are nominal rate. Nor has it been so alleged by the Appellant in his appeal.

RE(iii)

8.
 As per my finding on question No. (ii), the school in question is a purely private body that can, by no stretch of imagination, be held to be a public authority  under the RTI Act 2005.  Now the question is whether the information relating to the school in question can be ‘accessed under any law for the time being in force’ by the Respondent i.e PIO O/o District Education Officer, (Secondary), Kapurthala.  Section 2(f) of the RTI Act 2005 includes within the term ‘information,’ information relating to a private body which can be accessed by a public authority under any law.  As already noticed  in this judgment  hereinearlier, there is no statutory enactment vesting the control of the school concerned in any Govt. authority.  There are no executive instructions / orders issued under Article 162 of the Constitution of India providing for any governmental control over the private unaided schools in the State of Punjab.  In the absence of any legal provision requiring / permitting a governmental authority to have access to information in the custody of a private body, no public authority can compel or require a private body to disclose information relating to it for being transmitted to the citizens.  I answer question no. (iii) accordingly.

9.
In view of the foregoing, I hold that the Respondent is under no obligation to procure the information from the school concerned and thereafter provide it to the Appellant. Rather, the Respondent is legally incompetent to even ask the private school 
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concerned to divulge the information for the said purpose. The instant appeal is, therefore, dismissed  being without merit. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,
H.No.361/2, Sector-41/A,

Chandigarh.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer
O/o Civil Surgeon,

Mohali. 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3719 of 2009

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


(ii) Dr. Vijay Kumar, Assistant Civil Surgeon, Mohali & Sh. Davinder Singh, Steno on behalf of the Respondent  
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that the sought for information has been provided to the Complainant.  Copy of the same is taken on record. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information provided. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,
Vill-Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O.Ramgarh, Distt-Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer
O/o  State Transport Commissioner, Pb
Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3671 of 2009

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

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

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi,
S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

H.No.455, Adarsh Colony,

Bhadson Road, Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,
Gurdaspur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3634 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Hira Lal, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been sent to the Complainant by registered post on 24.12.2009. Copy of the same is taken on record. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information provided. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sunil Gautam,
H.No.270/B, Sector-51-A,

Chandigarh.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Education & Research, Pb,

Mini Sectt., Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3736 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Sunil Gautam, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Chhota Lal, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that information has been provided to the Complainant. In case Complainant wants some more information he should visit his office on any working day during the next week. Complainant is advised to visit the office of the Respondent to inspect the record and point out further documents required by him. Respondent is directed to allow the Complainant to inspect the record and provide copies of the documents pointed out by him after inspection of the record.

3.
Adjourned to 22.01.10 (at 11.00 AM), for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pawitter Singh,
S/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

R/o Arewali Gali,

Near Bus Stand, Muktsar.

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

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb,

Sector-34/A, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3721 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, APIO-cum-Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant. Complainant states that he has not been provided copy of the notification of the Para Medical Council (Pb) Mohali  and copy of the attendance register of interview held on 27.06.07 and 28.02.08. Respondent is directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

7.
Adjourned to 22.01.10 (at 11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Joginder Kaur,
D/o Sh. Darshan Singh,

R/o Vill- Khiala, P.O.Taragarh,

Tehsil-Pathankot, Distt-Gurdaspur.

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

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3683 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Hiar Lal, Suptd.  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant has informed on telephone that she was not aware regarding today’s hearing being held at Chandigarh. Presuming that hearing will be held in the O/o Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur, she has come to the office of D.C. Gurdaspur.  Respondent states that the sought for information has been sent to the Complainant by registered post on 24.12.2009. Copy of the same is taken on record, which should be sent to the Complainant along with the order. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Makahan Singh,
S/o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Vill-Bika, P.O. Thah Thana,

Distt- SBS Nagar.

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

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Nawanshahar.

\

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3705 of 2009

Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

Heard

2.
In this case, it is observed that notice of hearing sent to the Complainant was received back from the postal authorities with the endorsement of the postal authorities that the recipient has refused to accept the letter. It is presumed that Complainant is not interested in pursuing the case. No further action is required. The case is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Atul Singla, Advocate,

Distt- Courts, Barnala.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Director,
Health & Family Welfare, Pb,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  3682 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, APIO-cum-Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information as available in the office has been provided to the Complainant. Regarding salary of Sh. Jeewan Singh, Complainant is advised to get the information from the different DDOs in the State where the Complainant had drawn his salary.  No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,
M.A.Med. Ph.D (Education),

H.No.B-1/127/MCH,

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur-146001.

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

O/o Education Minister of Punjab.
2) 
 Public Information Officer-cum-First Appellate Authority,
O/o Education Minister of Punjab.

……………………………..Respondent

AC No:  958 of 2009
Present:
(i) S. Jagat Singh, on behalf of the Appellant 

(ii) Sh. Kartar Chand, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard
2.
Appellant has authorized S. Jagat Singh to appear on his behalf.  Respondent has provided the sought for information to the Appellant today in the Commission. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdish Singh Khosa,
 Both No.83, Mini Sectt,

Opposite Nestte, Dairy-Moga.

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

O/o Incharge-cum-Secy.,

Zila Parishad,

Moga.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3602 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. N.S.Dandiwal, on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Sunil Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant has authorized Sh. N.S.Dandiwal, Advocate to appear on his behalf. Complainant states that no information has been provided to him, in response to his application for information dated 27.04.2009. Deputy D.E.O has authorized Sh. Sunil Kumar, Clerk-cum-APIO to appear on his behalf. Respondent states that he has brought the information today in the Commission to deliver it personally to the Complainant. Respondent has provided the information to the Complainant except one item. Respondent further states Complainant should collect remaining information on 4th Jan 2010 from his office. Complainant has agreed to visit his office to collect the remaining information. No further action is required. 

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Sukhdev Raj Sharma,
Vill & P.O.Nowshera,

Majitha Road, Distt-Amritsar.

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

O/o Registrar,
Board of Ayurvedic & Unani System of Medicine,

Sector-38/C, Chandigarh.

(2)
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Principal Secretary,


Health & Family Welfare, Pb,


Mini Sectt. Sector-9, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 953 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Sukhdev Raj Sharma, the Appellant

(ii) Smt. Suhinder Kaur, Assistant O/o Board of Ayurvedic & Unani System of Medicine on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant states that complete information sought by him has not been provided. He further states that Respondent has not answered to his queries. Respondent states that Appellant has been allowed to inspect the record and all the information as available on the record has been provided to the Appellant. He further states that medical registration of the Appellant was cancelled.  Appellant wants that orders of canceling his registration be revoked. He is putting undue pressure by filing number of application, where as information as available in the record has been provided.

3.
RTI Act has been passed to enable a citizen to access information. But the fact remains that RTI Act is information sharing forum and not a problem solving mechanism. 
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Under the RTI Act Information can be accessed by a citizen but for redressal of his grievance recourse lies some where else.  

4.
Since information as available in record has been provided and no opinion or reasons are to be given regarding queries of the Appellant. The case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Shakinder Singh,
Ex-Conductor No.192-C,

S/o Sh. Sadhu Singh,

H.No.68-C, Ranjit Nagar,

Ceyona Road, Patiala.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,
Patiala.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3611 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Ashok Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent has provided the remaining information to the Complainant today in the Commission. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,
Vill-Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O.Ramgarh, Distt- Ludhiana.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o State Transport Commissioner, Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3672 of 2009

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



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

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has not received the information regarding Sh. Rakesh Kumar (presently working as MVI). Respondent is directed to ensure that sought for information regarding Sh. Rakesh Kumar is provided to the Complainant by 15th January, 2010. No further action is required.
3.
The case is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Chanan Singh,

S/o Sh. Mota Singh,

R/o Arora Rasta,

Sultanpur Lodhi,

Distt-Kapurthala-144626.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o DPI (Colleges),

Pb, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3661 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Simran Singh on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Mr. Simran Singh, counsel appeared on behalf of the Complainant and states that no information has been provided to him with respect to his application for information dated 03.10.2009.  Respondent is absent. Respondent is directed to provide the sought for information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing, failing which action under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005 will be initiated. 
3.
Adjourned to 22.01.2010 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amardeep Singh Sandhu,

763, Phase-2, Army Complex,

Mohali-160055.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Finance Commissioner Revenue,

Civil Sectt., Pb, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3655 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Harsh Kumar, Suptd.-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that record is not available, he has sought more time to provide the information.
3.
Adjourned to 28.01.2010 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurjit Singh, Advocate,

S/o Sh. Balaur Singh,

Vill-Jhanduke, Tehsil-Sardulgarh,

Distt- Mansa.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Mansa.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3641 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Gurdip Singh, on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant has authorized Sh. Gurdip Singh to appear on his behalf. In this case, Complainant has asked the District Magistrate, Mansa by filing an RTI application dated 29.09.2009 seeking information due to which reasons the arms license of the Applicant could not be issued. He further states that public information officer with malafied intention has supplied the wrong information submitting that the said license could not be issued because proof of date of birth is not attached with the application for the issue of arms license. Complainant states that the said proof was attached with the application as is evident from the column No.5 of the receipt issued by Subidha Centre, Mansa on 23.11.2007. 
3.
It is observed that PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner, Mansa has provided wrong information to the Complainant. PIO is directed to provide the complete and correct information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing failing which action under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005 will be initiated. 

4.
Adjourned to 22.01.2010 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
                    Sd/-
                                                                    (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hadayat Masih,
S/o Nazar Masih,

R/o Vill-Saidogazi,

P.O.Jaffarkot, Tehsil-Ajnala,

Distt- Amritsar.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o General Manager,
Pb Roadways Patti,

Tarn Taran.

(2)
First Appellate Authority,


O/o General Manager,


Punjab Roadways,


Amritsar Depot No.2,


Amritsar. 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3635 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Amarjit Singh, Clerk O/o General Manager, Pb Roadways, Amritsar on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been provided to the Complainant vide letter dated 15.12.1997. Copy of the same is taken on record. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he 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: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi,

S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

H.No.455, Adarsh Colony,

Bhadson Road, Patiala.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3633 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Satwant Bir Singh, Kanungo on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information is very voluminous and it relates to about nine hundred villages. This information is not available in the O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur. The sought for information can only be provided by the concerned Patwari/Tehsildar, as the record is with them. Respondent has requested that Complainant should file application for information with the concerned Tehsildar giving complete details regarding which information is required by him.
3.
Keeping in view the facts stated by the Respondent that information sought by the Respondent is very voluminous and relates to different filed offices. Complainant is advised to file separate applications with concerned Tehsildar giving complete details of the information sought. No further action is required.
4.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi,

S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

H.No.455, Adarsh Colony,

Bhadson Road, Patiala.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Finance Commissioner Revenue,

Pb, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3625 of 2009

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

(ii) Sh. Harsh Kumar, APIO on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that information as available in their office has been provided; rest of the information is to be provided by the O/o different Deputy Commissioner in the State who has been directed to provide the information to the Complainant. Complainant is advised to file separate application giving full details with the different Deputy Commissioner in the State to get the required information. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th  December, 2009


State Information Commissioner
