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

Shri Dass Ram 



________ Complainant

Vs.

Block Dev. & Panchayats Officer, 

Hoshiarpur




________Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-153 -2006:

Present:
Mr. Dass Ram complainant, in person.

Ms. Kumari Shanti, Superintendent, Office of Block Development & Panchayats officer, Garhshanker



Mr. Surinder Singh, Sarpanch of Village Tabba,



Garhanker.


Order:


Heard.


The complainant states before us that he has got the information required from the department except for the records of the Gram Panchayat Tabba, in respect of Jawahar Rozgar Yojna Scheme. 


Ms. Kumari Shanti admits that the information already provided has not been attested to be true copies. Ms. Shanta made a commitment that the remaining information will also be obtained from the Panchayat and given to the complainant. However, she said that the applicant has not deposited any fee on per page basis in respect of the information already provided to him.


After hearing all the parties, we order that the applicant will visit the office of the Block Development & Panchayats Officer, Garhshanker,  on July 26,2006, on which date, the Sarpanch of village Tabba will also attend the office and supply the remaining information to the applicant. The information already given and to be given on July 26,2006 will be attested by the Block Development & Panchayats Officer or any official authorized by him and the applicant will pay the fee at the rate of Rs.2/- per page for the information already received/ to be received by him.
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Ms. Shanta Kumari will appear before the State Information Commissioner, Mrs. Bajaj, in her Court at 10 A.M. on August 02, 2006 to confirm compliance of this order.

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Ms. Geeta Bala



Vs.

Secretary, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali.

Complaint Case No. CC-161 -2006:

Present:
Ms: Geeta Bala. Complainant, in person.



Mr. Joginder Singh, Public Information Officer, PSEB, Mohali.

Order:

Heard.

The applicant, in this case, applied to the Punjab School Education Board, for the required information, which is not the concerned authority. The concerned authority in this case is the Director, Public Instructions (Primary) Punjab and we, therefore, direct that the Direct Public Instructions (Primary), Government of Punjab or the Public Information officer of the Directorate shall bring the required information before the State Information Commissioner- Mrs. Bajaj – in her Court at 10 A.M.on August 02, 2006 for being handed over to the applicant. For facility of reference of the Director, Public Instructions (Primary), a copy of the communication of the District Education Officer (Primary) dated June 03,1999 will be attached and sent to the Director, Public Instructions (Primary), along with a copy of this order, for consideration and compliance.

A copy of this order also be sent to the Secretary, Government of Punjab School Education with a request to ensure compliance of this order. Any further submission which the complainant may wish to make in the matter can be done on the next date of hearing.



(Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Capt. V.K.Sehgal


________Complainant.

Vs

Sainik Welfare Board

________Respondent.

Complaint Case No. CC-195-2006:

Present:
Capt. V.K.Sehgal, complainant, in person.



Wg. Cdr. H.S.Kang, for the respondent-Board.

Order:


Heard

The complainant made a written submission, the only relevant portion of which, with reference to the orders passed by us on the last date of hearing on July 05,2006, is that he needs to be provided with a printed/attested copy of the Rules/Regulations governing the affairs of the Sainik Rest House, Sector 21-B, Chandigarh. Wg.Cdr.H.S.Kang  has made a commitment that this information will be given to the complainant within seven days. A copy of the written submission made by the complainant was also given to Wg.Cdr. H.S.Kang. 


The complainant further states that there is still some information pertaining to the public domain which he had asked for in his first application, which was not provided to him on the last date of hearing.  However, the details of the information yet to be given, has not been mentioned by him in the written statement filed today.  One last opportunity is, therefore, given to the complainant to make a written submission in this regard within seven days, which he should address, to the Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, Sector 21-B, Chandigarh.


To come up for further consideration before the State Information Commissioner-Mr.P.K.Verma at 10 A.M. on August 03, 2006.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Shri Ashok Kumar 

Vs.

Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-169-2006:

Present:
Mr. Ashok Kumar, complainant, in person.



Mr. Narinder Pal Singh, APIO, for the respondent-University.

Order:


Heard.


Assistant Public Information officer has given a copy of the Memorandum No.ADC.PIO/2006/4488-90 dated 18-7-2006, addressed to the complainant which states that the documents which remain to be given to the complainant cannot be given because they are exempted under Section 8(3) of The Right to Information Act, 2005. It has been pointed out to the Assistant Public Information Officer that he has not interpreted this particular sub-section correctly since, in fact, he is obliged to supply information in accordance with this sub-section and not the opposite.


The complainant has been given an opportunity to personally search for the documents which remain to be given to him from the records of respondent-University. However, he has expressed his helplessness and unwillingness in the matter since he states that he has no idea where the records have been kept and he will not be able to give any assistance in searching them out. Therefore, the Asstt., Public Information Officer has been directed to make sincere efforts to locate the remaining documents and to bring with him  copies of those papers which could be located and a certificate to the effect that the rest are not traceable/available, on the next date of hearing.











P-2










-2-

Put up before Mr.P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner, on                  August 03, 2006 at 10 A.M., for further consideration.

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Balbir Aggarwal

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana

Complaint Case No. CC-175 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr.Rakesh Sehgal, for respondent-Corporation.

Order:


Heard.


Placed on record are copies of the information supplied under the signatures of Executive Engineer (B&R) Zone-C, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana, which were asked for by the complainant. Mr. Rakesh Sehgal states before the Court that a copy of this information has been sent to Shri Balbir Aggarwal-complainant. 

Since the complainant has not bothered to appear before this Court on the previous date, nor has he taken the trouble to find out about the next date of hearing, we presume that he is satisfied with the information provided to him.


In this view of the matter, the complaint stands disposed of.

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

(P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Jatinder Vir

Vs.

Municipal Council, Mansa

Complaint Case No. CC-177-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Surinder Pal, Clerk, Municipal Council, Mansa

Order:


Heard.


Mr. Surinder Pal, clerk, appearing  for the respondent-Municipal Council has confirmed that a copy of the Assessment Order required by the complainant has been given to him. He also handed over a copy of the information which has been provided, under receiopt, to the complainant on July 06, 2006. 


In this view of the matter, the complaint stands disposed of.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner


 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Gunraj Singh Saini



Vs.

District Forest Officer, Hoshiarpur.

Complaint Case No. CC-178 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr.R.R. Kakkar, for the respondent-Department.

Order:



Heard.


Another opportunity is granted to the complainant. He is directed to appear before the Court of State Information Commissioner Mrs. Bajaj, at 10A.M. on  August 02, 2006. 


Let a copy of this order be sent to the complainant forthwith.

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Satish Chander

Vs

Industries Department, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-182-2006:

Present:
Mr.Satish Chander, complainant.



Mr.R.D.Sehgal, for the respondent-Department.

Order:


Heard.


A communication dated July 18, 2006, from the Directorate of Industries & Commerce, Punjab and Chandigarh, has been received in the office, which has been placed on the file.


Mr.R.D. Sehgal states that all the relevant files concerning the information required by the complainant have been brought by him and are available for inspection. Accordingly, he is directed to show all the files to the complainant, who can select the documents of which he wants copies.


If the complainant is still dissatisfied, he can appear before the Court of State Information Commissioner – Mrs. Bajaj at 10 A.M. on August 02, 2006 and make submissions. The Public Information Officer will also appear on that date to confirm that the information required by the complainant was supplied to him, which he is ordered to do  before July 26, 2006.

Adjourned to August 02, 2006 at 10.A.M. for further consideration. 

(Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj)

         State Information Commissioner

(P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Gurpal Singh 



Vs.

District Education Officer, Gurdaspur.

Complaint Case No. CC-183-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent-Department.

Order:


It has come to notice that orders of this Court dated July 05, 2006 were inadvertently not communicated to the respondent, that is, District Education Officer, Gurdaspur. 


Let a copy of the orders dated July 06, 2006 along with the present order be sent to the District Education Officer, Gurdaspur for strict compliance and for appearance before the State Information Commissioner-Mr. P.K. Verma, at                  1o A.M. on August 03, 2006, for reporting compliance.

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

StateInformation Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Mr. Y.C. Bali



Vs.

D.A.V. College, Hoshiarpur.

Complaint Case No. CC-186-2006:

Present:
Mr. Y.C. Bali, complainant in person.

None for the respondent-College.

Order:


Heard


This Court has taken serious notice of the fact that Shri Raj Kumar Bhalla, who made a commitment before this Court, during the hearing on July 05.2006, that a copy of the letter dated December 21, 1994, mentioned in this Court’s order of that date, shall be given to the complainant within two days, has neither supplied the information to the complainant nor has he appeared before us today to explain this failure on his part.


Shri Raj Kumar  Bhalla has, therefore, made himself liable to the penalties prescribed under Section 20 of The Right to Information Act, 2005. He has, become liable to be penalized to the extent of Rs. 250/- (Rs. Two hundred and fifty only) per day, with effect from July 08,2006 till the date, he complies  with the order of this Court  dated July 05, 2006. 
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Before these orders are made absolute and the specific amount to be recovered from Shri Bhalla is specified, he is given an opportunity to be heard in the matter, for which, he can appear before the State Information Commissioner – Mr. P.K. Verma, in his Court at 10 A.M. on August 03, 2006.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma) 

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Kamaljit Kaur



Vs.

Nirmal Singh Chhina

Complaint Case No. CC-106-2006:

Present:
Ms. Kamaljit Kaur in person.



None for the respondent.

Order:


In this case, the Senior Superintendent of Police-cum-Public Information Officer communicated to the complainant vide his lertter dated February 24, 2006, that the list of documents, which is required by  her is available in his office (annexure–Aara).The complainant was asked to deposit the required fee for the same, which was done on            May 25, 2006. Rs., 2800/- were sent on that day to the Public Information Officer (Rs.2500/- as information-fee, Rs. 200/- for indexing and Rs.100/- for sending the information by Regd. Post. However, despite the lapse of almost two months, the required information which the Public Information Officer, has himself stated in his letter, is available, has not been made available to the complainant.


In this view of the matter, the Senior Supdt. Of  Police Ludhiana is hereby directed to supply the aforementioned information for which the required fee has since been paid,  within a period of seven days from today and compliance of the order should be made available before the State Information Commissioner, Mr.P.K. Verma, in his Court at 10 A.M. on August 03, 2006,  by fax.

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

(P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Nitin Jain  

vs.

 Distt.Revenue Officer,  Ropar.


&

Nitin jain  


Vs.

Naib Tehsildar, Majri



Complaint Case No. CC-142  -2006:   &
Complaint Case No.CC-143-2006:

Present:
Mr. Nitin Jain, complainant, in person.



Mr. Rajbir Singh, Distt. Revenue Officer, Ropar.

Order:

This Order will dispose of two Complaint Cases, that is, (Complaint Case No.142 of 2006 (Nitin Jain vs. Distt. Revenue Officer, Ropar,), and (Complaint Case No. 143 of 2006, (Nitin Jain  Vs. Naib Tehsildar, Majri).

Shri Nitin Jain has given an application dated March 16,2006 to the District Revenue Officer, Ropar and that  dated March 27,2006 to the Naib Tehsildar, Majri, both the Assistant Public Information Officers, asking for the same information from both the sources:-

“Whether the IAS=-PCS officers” Cooperative House Building Society or the IAS-PCS officers on any other name have bought any land in any part of Ropar District? If yes, what is the measurement, cost and location of the said land? Whether it has been registered? If registered where, when, at what amount, after paying how much stamp duty and registration fee and who are the sellers and purchasers in the said land registration deed? Whether any stamp duty and registration fee evaded in the registration of said land? If yes, who are the evaders and what action has been taken thereon? Who is Naib Tehsildar at Majri Sub-Tehsil in Ropar District and since when he is posted there? As per Government directions, what is the maximum period of posting at single place?”
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Shrti Rajbir Singh, District Revenue Officer, Ropar  stated that he has been transferred from Faridkot only in the month of June 2006 and posted as District Revenue Officer Ropar. He stated that the old district Ropar has been bifurcated into two districts i.e., Ropar and Mohali and Majri Sub-Tehsil, which is part of Kharar Tehsil is no longer a part of Ropar district w.e.f 14th April 2006. As such, the matter now concerns the District Revenue Officer, Mohali and not the District Revenue Officer, Ropar. He also stated that matters remained in a flux during the period when the application was received and therefore, the District Revenue Officer may please be excused for his failure to give information to the complainant since Majri                  Sub-Tehsil of the old district was transferred to the new district S.A.S Nagar (Mohali) before the expiry of the period of 30 days within which the information had to be supplied.  We find it plausible and accept the explanation.

 Shri Nitin Jain complainant, informed the court that he thereafter applied for the relevant information to the District Revenue Officer, S.A.S Nagar (Mohali), and has duly received it within the time prescribed under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (in short  “The Act”). However, Shri Jain stated that he has still not received any response to his application dated March 16, 2006 from the Naib Tehsildar Majri,  the Assistant Public Information Officer, made before him for the same information..  He requested that the Assistant Public Information Officer should be taken to task for this delay.

It is seen that the clerk of the Naib Tehsildar Majri had sent the required information to the District Revenue Officer, S.A.S Nagar (Mohali) on July 03, 2005,, who had asked for it, which had been supplied, to the complainant by the District Revenue Officer. That being the case, the Naib Tehsildar Majri, being an Assistant Public Information Officer, himself should have immediately sent the required information directly to the applicant. We expect that he would, in future, deal with applications for information in the manner prescribed under the Act promptly and correctly. However, we also note the extenuating circumstances in this case, namely; the re-organization of Ropar district which took place around the same time and the fact that the information was provided by him to the complainant, albeit through the longer route of n “through the proper channel” 
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Taking all the factors into consideration, we are of the view that no further action under the Act is called for in this case, particularly since the required information has been provided to the complainant to his satisfaction.

In view of the above, Complaint Cases 142 of 2006 and 143 of 2006 are hereby disposed of. 

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Santokh Singh 



Vs.

Revenue Officer, Amritsar

Complaint Case No. CC-48-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.

Order:


The complainant has not come  to pursue his complaint despite the notice having been sent on June 26, 2006.


Let another opportunity be granted to the complainant to appear before             Mr. P.K. Verma, State Information Commissioner, at 10AM on August 03, 2006. The respondent  may also be informed accordingly. 




















(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner

 (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.-

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

Smt. Darshna Devi Rattan________________Complainant





Vs:

Deputy Commissioner, Patiala._____________Respondent

Complaint Case No._87 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.

Order:



The complainant has not come  to pursue her complaint despite the notice having been sent on June 26, 2006.


Let another opportunity be granted to the complainant to appear before Mrs. Bajaj, State Information Commissioner, at 10AM on August 02, 2006. The respondent may also be informed accordingly. 

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State
Information Commissioner

         (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

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

Federation of Pollution & Park Management

Committee, Ludhiana


________________Complainant



Vs:

Commissioner, Municipal Corpn. Ludhiana_____________Respondent

Complaint Case No. 125  2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.

Order:


Fax message has been received on behalf of the complainant showing his inability to attend the Court today due to some unavoidable circumstances.

Let another opportunity be granted to the complainant to appear before Mrs. Bajaj, State Information Commissioner, at 10AM on August 02, 2006. The respondent  may also be informed accordingly. 

(Mrs.  Rupan Deol  Bajaj)







State
Information Commissioner

         (P.K. Verma)

State Information Commissioner

July 19, 2006.

