STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Prem Kumar 

s/o Sh. Des Raj,

Khu Wali Gali,

Maur Mandi,

Distt. Bathinda.







  …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa.
 


     



   
…Respondent

C.C. No. 680 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the parties.



In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010, names of the PIOs were identified and payment of penalty was to be made as follows: - 


(i)
Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS, DTO, additional charge – posted from




16.01.2009 to 25.03.2009



-
1/3rd
(ii)
Sh.  Nachhattar Singh Brar, PCS, Additional charge – from 28.03.2009 to 18.11.2009



-
2/3rd


Today none is present on behalf of the respondent to comply with the orders of the Commission.  One final opportunity is granted to the respondent to comply with the directions of the Commission.  This order is also being sent to the Principal Secretary Transport, Pb. and Secretary Transport, Punjab to implement the orders of the Commission. 


To come up on 10.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 
Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
C.C. 
The Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab

C.C.
The Secretary Transport, Punjab. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO.32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gur Partap Singh Ahlkuwalia

s/o S. Mohinder Partap Sh. Gurdev Singh,

Tehsil Office Khanauri,

Distt. Sangrur. 







…Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.



     




  …Respondent

C.C. No. 2104 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the parties. 


In the earlier order dated 10.03.2010, respondent was directed to fix the responsibility of the PIOs concerned so that proportionate penalty be divided among the erring officers.  A copy of the order was also sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab and Divisional Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.  




Today none has appeared on behalf of the respondent which shows disrespect to the directions of the Commission.  However, one final opportunity is granted to the PIO C/o Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to follow the directions of the Commission. 



The case is adjourned to 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh.





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.04.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Gurdial Singh,

S/o Shri Sadhu Singh,

R/o W. No.9,

# 245,Dasmesh Nagar,

Dhuri, District: Sangrur.



                          
    ---Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Dhuri.


                                      
   ---Respondent

C.C. No. 3436 of 2009

ORDER

Present: -
None for the parties. 


In the earlier order dated 10.03.2010, directions were given to the PIO c/o Tehsildar, Dhuri that information regarding plot covered under sale deed no. 858 dated 24.12.2001 should be provided to the complainant within 10 days and on the next hearing, the PIO should be personally present.





Today none has appeared on behalf of the respondent.  One final opportunity is granted to the PIO who should be personally present on the next date of hearing to comply with the directions of the Commission.  Information should also be provided to the Complainant within 15 days. 


To come up on 10.06.2010 at 12:00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.









    
Sd/-
Chandigarh





        (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010
                                      State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34 SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kirpal Chand
s/o Sh. Krishan Lal,

Village Bhagatpura Rabbwala,

P.O. Qadian,

Tehsil Batala,

Distt. Gurdaspur.







   …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh.

        




   …Respondent

C.C. No. 2328 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the Respondent - Ms. Neelam Bhagat, PIO; and Sh. Baljit Singh, Senior Asstt.



In the instant case, penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was levied on 19.11.2009 on the PIO C/o D.P.I. (S.E.) Pb. Chandigarh.  It was also recorded in the same order that none has been present on behalf of the respondent on 02.02.2009, 13.04.2009 and 17.08.2009.  No reply to the show cause notice was provided.  Till 19.11.2009, no information has been provided to the complainant.   In the order dated 21.01.2010, respondent had submitted the names of PIOs as under: -


From 04.06.2009 to 20.072009

Mrs. Surjit Kaur


From 21.07.2009 to 04.12.2009

Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu

Directions were given to DPI (SE) Pb. Chandigarh to look into the matter as early as possible and let the Commission know as to who was the PIO at the time of hearing the application, by the next date of hearing.



On 10.03.2010 respondent Ms. Neelam Bhagat stated that they have still not decided as to who was the PIO on whom the penalty should be been imposed but she assured the court that the same will be done by the next date of hearing.



Another letter has been presented from Director, Education Deptt. Secondary Education, Punjab, dated 01.04.2010 addressed to the Commission, which stated as under: -

(i) PIOs at the time of hearing in the case: -

“In compliance of the Orders of the Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, the information is as follows: -


PIO at the time of hearing in the case: 



This case was heard on 02.02.2009, 13.04.2009, 17.08.2009, 
23.09.2009, 19.11.2009 and 21.01.2010:

Vide orders no. 3/454 dated 04.05.2008 of this office, as noted at serial no. 10, from 04.06.2008, the Asstt. Director was the PIO in the recruitment branch.   As at that time, Ms. Surjit Kaur was the Asstt. Director, therefore during hearing of the case from 02.02.2009 to 13.04.2009, Smt. Surjit Kaur was the then Asstt. Director (who is presently Distt. Education Officer, S.E. Mohali) and thus the PIO at this time.



Vide this office order no. 4/675-2009 dated 16.07.2009 as noted at serial no. 3, Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director in the recruitment branch as at that time, Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu was the Deputy Director.  Therefore during hearing of the case from 17.08.2009, 23.09.2009 and 19.11.2009, to 13.04.2009, Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, was the then Dy. Director who has since retired on 31.03.2010 who was thus the PIO at this time. 



Thereafter, Mrs. Neelam Bhagat who has been posted in place of Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu as Deputy Director from 07.12.2009 is working as PIO from 07.12.2009 onwards.  Thus at the time of hearing on 21.01.2010, Mrs. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director was the related PIO of the recruitment branch. 



In the light of above facts, thus at the time of different hearings before this Commission, following were the PIOs: -


      Date of Hearing

PIO

02.02.2009 

Smt. Surjit Kaur

13.04.2009

Smt. Surjit Kaur

17.08.2009

Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu

23.09.2009

Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu

19.11.2009

Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu

21.01.2010

Smt. Neelam Bhagat, Dy. Director 

(ii)
PIO at the time application was filed by the complainant: 

The application dated 22.04.2008 by the complainant seeking information was received in this office on 28.04.2008 and in the RTI Branch on 30.04.2008.   At that time, as per this office order no. 2/139-07 dated 25.07.2007, if the PIO-cum-branch in charge happened to be on leave, the officer of the concerned branch was directed to attend the hearings before the Commission and if branch officer was on leave, branch officer-cum-APIO was to attend the Commission.  Since no officer was posted in the recruitment branch at that time, the branch officer-cum-APIO Sh. Yoginder Datt (now the Superintendent, SE) was responsible.  Thus at the time of application on 22.04.2008, it was Sh. Yoginder Datt who was then Supdt. Recruitment Branch (now Superintendent of Director Secondary Education) and accordingly was to be treated as the PIO.

(iii)
Responsibility for failure to supply information within the prescribed time:  

The application dated 22.04.2008 by the complainant seeking information was received in this office on 28.04.2008 and in the RTI Branch on 30.04.2008.    It was marked by the APIO, Recruitment Branch to the dealing Assistant on 08.05.2008.   Recruitment branch wrote a letter dated 05.09.2008 to the complainant informing that the result has not been published.  Therefore, the next step shall be taken upon publication of the result. 

On the basis of above, the then Supdt.-cum-APIO Recruitment Branch (Sh. Yoginder Datt who is now the Supdt. Office of Director, S.E.) was responsible for not providing the information to the complainant within the stipulated time.”



Sh. Baljit Singh, Senior Asstt. who is present today, states that pending information with him and he has assured the court that this will be sent to the complainant immediately by registered post, with compliance report to the Commission. 



As regards the imposition of penalty, I do not accept the letter written by Director Education (S.E.) dated 01.04.2010 wherein Supdt.-cum-APIO (Recruitment Branch) Sh. Yoginder Dutt has been made responsible for not providing information.  Only names of those who were supposed to attend the hearings of the Commission have been given which was not required.



One more opportunity is provided to the Director Public Instruction (S.E.) to provide exact list of the years and months where the said PIOs were posted in the office of Director Public Instruction Chandigarh from 22.04.2008 till date. 


To come up on 26.05.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.







Sd/- 
Chandigarh.





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 05.04.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Mob: 98761-01257
Sh. Rupinder Garg,

S/o Sh. Makhan Lal,

Flat No. 89, Sector 48-A,

Mayur Vihar, Chandigarh.





   
   
…..Appellant

Vs.
Mob: 9988092867

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (SE),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.                                     
 ….Respondent

A.C. NO. 343 of 2008

ORDER

Present:-
None for the Appellant.

For the Respondent - Ms. Neelam Bhagat, PIO; and Sh. Baljit Singh, Senior Asstt.



Today, a letter has been presented by Asstt. Director, Public Instruction (SE)-II which states that the following PIOs have to deposit the amount of penalty: 
	Name of Branch
	Period
	Name of PIO concerned

	Establishment I
	10.11.2008, 20.02.2009 and 30.04.2009
	Sh. Jagjit Singh, Sidhu, Deputy Director

	Establishment II
	-do-
	-do-

	Recruitment
	-do-
	Smt. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director 




Respondent Mrs. Neelam Bhagat assures the court that they have informed the Registration Education that the amount should be deducted from the salary of these officers by the next date of hearing otherwise he has to  personally appear before the Commission. 


To come up on 26.05.2010 at 12:00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties 










Sd/- 
Chandigarh





        (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010
                                       State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Mohammad Yamin s/o Sh. Mohd. Suleman,

Mohalla Sadewala, Maler,

Malerkotla. (Sangrur) 






    …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Raikot.






   …..Respondent





                CC- 4009/2009  
Order

Present:
Complainant Mohd. Yamin in person.



For respondent – Sh. Ram Singh, Tehsildar Raikot..



Information sought is regarding medical certificate of Vinod Kumar in the year 1997-98.  Sh. Ram Singh, Tehsildar, Raikot who is present today states that as per the provisions under Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005, letter was sent to Sh. Vinod Kumar seeking if the information which pertains to third party, should be disclosed to the complainant.  Sh. Vinod Kumar, in an undated letter has stated as under: 
“I am Vinod Kumar son of Sh. Bant Ram resident of village Chakmari, Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.  The court case of my brother Ram Mohan son of Sh. Bant Ram regarding his plot, is pending before the court in Malerkotla, Distt. Sangrur and Mohd. Yamin is also a party in the same.   Therefore, with a view to harass me, he (Mohd. Yamin) is trying to interfere in my personal life.  Hence I do not want to give any clarification / information regarding myself.  I request not to give any information regarding my personal life.”



Complainant states that he only wishes to have the medical certificate of Vinod Kumar since he is handicapped and cannot perform the duties.    He has been advised that this is an internal matter of the department and he should ask for enquiry regarding evidence of the said official.  On this, he is satisfied.



Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 

Copies be sent to the parties.



Sd/- 
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Subhash Singh s/o Sh. Dharam Singh,

Plot No. 171-72, Aman Nagar,

P.O. Netaji Nagar,

G.T. Road West,

Ludhiana. 







                                      …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.







                                       …..Respondent





                CC- 4005/2009  
Order

 Present:
None for the parties.


In the last hearing dated 04.03.2010, none was present on behalf of both the parties.  Similar is the case today.



One more opportunity is provided to the respondent to provide information to the complainant as sought by him in his original application dated 18.12.2008.



To come up on 10.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies be sent to the parties. 


Sd/- 
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Smt. Satya Devi w/o Sh. Santokh Singh,

Village Madhopur,

Tehsil Phagwara,

Distt. Kapurthala. 







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon, 
Kapurthala.








…..Respondent





                CC- 4018/2009  
Order

Present:
Sh. Surinder Singh for the Complainant.

Dr. Gurdarshan Singh, APIO and Sh. Vikas, clerk, for the respondent.



In the last order dated 04.03.2010, directions were given to the respondent who was not present, to provide information to the complainant within 15 days.  It was also directed that on the next date of hearing, the PIO should be personally present. 



Today, PIO Dr. Balwinder Singh is not present.  However, Dr. Gurdarhsan Singh, APIO is present along with the dealing clerk Sh. Vikas.     They state that as per the directions of Registrar, Births, in the village Madhopur, application for birth certificate is given to the Chowkidar of the village Panchayat.   This was done in case of Seema Kumari on 16.11.1999.  Next procedure, according to the respondent, is that this information is handed over by Chowkidar to the Police station and after one year, they send the same to their office. 


In this case, according to the respondent, the information was not sent to their office.  They have verified that it is not available in the records.  Complainant protests and states that it is not possible.  I have informed him that it is not in the purview of the RTI Act either to give an opinion or to enquire the procedure of the Panchayat or the Birth certificates etc.  He has been advised to take up the matter either with the higher competent authority or the matter can be taken up in the Civil court. 



Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 

Copies be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurpreet Singh s/o Sh. Amarjit Singh,

Village Ashe Majra,

P.O. Kaliana,

Tehsil & District Patiala. 






 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar (Nawanshahr) 



    …..Respondent





                CC- 4001/2009  
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurpreert Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Bir Pal Singh, S.D.M. Nawanshahr.



Information regarding original application of the complainant dated 01.07.2009 has been provided to him and he is satisfied. 


Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 

Copies be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Satpal Gupta,

# 212, Ward No. 18,

Sherpur Road,

Near Dr. Gupta Hospital,

Dhuri (Distt. Sangrur)






  …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (Secondary)

Punjab, 

Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.

        






   …Respondent

C.C. No. 832 of 2008

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Sat Pal Gupta in person.

For respondent – Ms. Kanwaljit Kaur, Superintendent-cum-APIO; S/Sh Paramjit Singh, Assistant, Ajaib Singh, Jr. Asstt. from DEO Sangrur and Varinder Kumar, Jr. Asstt. from DEO Barnala.


In the course of hearing during the arguments, I am of the opinion that information has still not been provided to the complainant till date.   Ms. Kanwaljit Kaur has assured the court that this will be provided to the Complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. 



As regards the penalty clause, she still states that in this case, it is the Principal, Arya Senior Secondary School, Sangrur and Headmaster, Arya High School, Barnala who should be penalized.  Letters to the DEO have been written regarding this matter and he (DEO (S) Sangrur) has given a statement dated 01.04.2010 that they are not responsible for anything.  I have informed the respondent here that as per the RTI Act 2005, it is the PIO of the Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab Sector 17, Chandigarh who is responsible for payment of the penalty imposed under section 20 of the RTI Act.  She does not recall the names of the PIOs during the period 08.01.2008 onwards till date.  She has been advised to give this information to the Commission at the earliest.


This order is also being sent to Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh to see the callous behaviour and attitude of the department concerned in handling the cases under RTI Act.



Directions are given to the respondent to send the details of the PIOs concerned by the next date of hearing with information provided to the complainant.  

 

To come up on 26.05.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.

 

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Rajinder Singh,

S/o Shri Gurbax Singh,

R/o Vill. Pakka Kalan,

Tehsil: Talwandi Sabo,

District: Bathinda.          



                           
       ….. Appellant

                                                                     Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Regional Transport Authority,

Bathinda.







              ….Respondent

AC-466/2009

ORDER 
Present:
Complainant Sh. Rajinder Singh in person.

For Respondent – Sh. Surinder Kumar Chugh, Junior Asstt. 


In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010, information was provided to the Complainant in the presence of the court.



As regards penalty, the respondent assures that the order of the Commission will be implemented before the next date of hearing. 



To come up on 26.05.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 
Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. M.S. Toor, Advocate,

Corner Seat,

First Lane,

Opposite Bachat Bhawan,

New Courts, Ludhiana.






…Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.



 




   …Respondent

C.C. No. 1884 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
None for the parties.



Directions were given in the earlier order to comply with the orders of the Commission regarding payment of compensation amount of Rs. 3,000/-.  Today none is present on behalf of the respondent in compliance with the orders of the Commission. 


However, one more opportunity is granted to the PIO C/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana to comply with the directions of the Commission.  

 

To come up on 10.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.

 

Copies be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

After the hearing was over, Sh. Tejinder Singh came present for the Complainant.   He has been informed of the proceedings today.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Sudershan Kaur

House No. 2314, Phase XI,

S.A.S. Nagar (Mohali)






   …Complainant
VERSUS
P.I.O.-cum-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Bhulath (Kapurthala)





 
  …Respondent

C.C. No. 3352 of 2009
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Ranjit Singh for the complainant.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010. a letter had been received stating that information has already been provided to the Complainant in case CC No. 1599.  None was present on behalf of the respondent on 14.01.2010 and none was present on 04.03.2010.  Similar is the case today.



According to the Complainant, only vague information has been provided and rest of the information is pending.  He also states that he has not filed any other complaint either with the said department or with the Commission.



Therefore, PIO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



The case is adjourned to 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.



Sd/- 
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh) 
Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasdeep Singh Malhotra

Hindustan Times,

SCO 43, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.







  
 …Complainant
VERSUS
P.I.O.-cum-

Principal Secretary,

Medical Education & Research,

Punjab,

Chandigarh.







  
  …Respondent

C.C. No. 3342 of 2009
ORDER

Present:
None for the parties. 


In the earlier hearing, it was recorded that part information has been provided by the respondent on 14.01.2010.    Remaining information was to be provided by Dr. Kanta Devi, Registrar, Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 



None is present on behalf of the respondent and the Complainant.  Complainant Sh. Jasdeep Malhotra was not present on the hearing dated 14.01.2010.  It seems he is not interested in pursual of the matter since no communication has been received from him till date.



Therefore the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.



Sd/- 
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. K.K. Bhatia,

General Secretary,

Struggle Committee for Justice, & Anti Corruption Drive,

H.O. Amroh,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.






 
 …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Dispensary,

Gardiwala (Distt. Hoshiarpur)
        




   …Respondent

C.C. No. 1800 of 2009

ORDER
Present:   
None for the Complainant.



For the respondent: Dr. Sarup Singh.



In the earlier order dated 21.12.2009, information was presented to the Complainant in the presence of the court since he had not received the earlier information sent by registered post.  Another opportunity was provided to the complainant to point out any discrepancies in the information.



On 21.01.2010, Sh. K.K. Bhatia brought the objections to the information provided to him on the earlier hearing.    Since no one was present on behalf of the respondent, therefore a copy of the objections was sent along with the order and directions were given to the respondent to provide this information within 10 days.


On 04.03.2010 again none was present on behalf of the respondent and a show cause notice was issued.  



Today, Dr. Sarup Singh states that he did not receive the order dated 21.01.2010.   He has not brought reply to the show cause notice since he received the order dated 04.03.2010 on Saturday.


Therefore, directions are given that the respondent should give reply to the show cause notice and the discrepancies pointed out by the Complainant a copy whereof is again being sent with this order, before the next date of hearing.



To come up on 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 

Copies be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 33-34-35, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Malkit Singh 

500/E/7,

Dashmesh Nagar,

Kharar (Distt. Mohali)






   …Complainant
VERSUS
P.I.O.-cum-

Judicial Magistrate,

Phillaur








    …Respondent

C.C. No. 3349 of 2009
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Malkit Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Navpreet Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Goraya.



Information was provided to the Complainant on 03.02.2010 by UPC which was recorded in the order dated 04.03.2010.   Complainant is satisfied with the information but states that he is not satisfied with the procedure in which the information was supplied to him since his original application was dated 10.09.2009 and innumerable delay has taken place in providing the information.  



This order should be sent to Sh. Harjit Singh, Judicial Magistrate to look into the matter and ensure that in future, compliance of the orders of the Commission is done according to the provisions of the RTI Act 2005.



The case is accordingly disposed of and closed. 
Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Malkit Singh 

500/E/7,

Dashmesh Nagar,

Kharar (Distt. Mohali)






   …Complainant
VERSUS
P.I.O.-cum-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Phillaur








    …Respondent

C.C. No. 3350 of 2009
Order 
Present: 
Complainant Sh. Malkit Singh in person.



For respondent: Sh. Navpreet Singh, Tehsildar, Goraya.



Most of the information has been provided to the complainant except the Conveyance Deed and orders of mutation in respect of Plot No. 1544, Munshi Ram son of Sh. Bhullar.



Respondent present states that it is available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar and he will procure it within next 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. 



To come up on 26.05.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of orders be sent to the parties. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Avtar Singh Deol 

Noori Adda,

Gali Tootian wali,

Tarn Taran.








   …Complainant
VERSUS
P.I.O.-cum-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Tarn Taran








    …Respondent

C.C. No. 3348 of 2009
Order

Present:
Sh. Avtar Singh Deol, Complainant in person. 


Sh. Kuldilp Singh, Naib Tehsildar Tarn Taran for the respondent.



In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010, information was brought to the Commission by the respondent and directions were given to send this information to the complainant by registered post since he was not present on that day. 



Complainant Sh. Avtar Singh Deol is present today and states that he has received the information and is satisfied. 



Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.



Copies of orders be sent to the parties. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Tejinder Singh

s/o Sh. Guirbax Singh,

Plot No. 40, Village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana – 141123.







  …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa.
 


     




   …Respondent

C.C. No. 566 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Tejinder Singh, Complainant in person.

None for the Respondent. 


In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010, it was stated: 

“A letter dated 08.02.2010 has been received from the D.T.O. wherein DTO Mansa has submitted that because of shortage of staff and other lacking facilities in the infrastructure, the application of the Complainant dated 16.01.2009 could not be attended to.  This letter has only been received in the Commission on 08.02.2010 after the order for imposition of penalty was issued on 19.11.2009.  I have also seen the names of the PIOs and order that the payment of penalty should be made as follows: -



(i)
Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS, DTO, additional charge – posted from




16.01.2009 to 25.03.2009



-
1/3rd
(ii)
Sh. Nachhattar Singh Brar, PCS, Additional charge – from 28.03.2009 To 18.11.2009



-
2/3rd”


One more opportunity is provided to the DTO Sh. Manjit Singh to comply with the orders of the Commission before the next date of hearing.   A copy of the order should also be sent to the Secretary Transport, Punjab for compliance of the orders of the Commission. 



To come up on 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 

Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Tejinder Singh

s/o Sh. Guirbax Singh,

Plot No. 40, Village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana – 141123.







  …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Kapurthala.
 


     




   …Respondent

C.C. No. 564 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Tejinder Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Amit Narula, Section Officer, O/O DTO Kapurthala for the respondent.



In the earlier order dated 04.03.2010, review petition dated 21.01.2010 was rejected.  Respondent was directed to comply with the orders of the Commission dated 19.11.2009 and he was further directed to report the status of supply of information to the Complainant.  

 

Today, Sh. Amit Narula, Section officer again requests for review.  I have already told him in the last hearing that review petition is rejected but he insists that none of the letters of the Complainant has been received by him nor any of the letters of the Commission starting with the summons of the Commission dated 04.05.2009, notice for first hearing on 03.06.2009, second hearing on 15.07.2009 have been received.  It is also to be noted here that all these orders were sent to PIO Office of Distt. Transport Officer, Kapurthala.  


On 19.11.2009, penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed on the PIO.   Since none had appeared on any of the earlier hearings, therefore, the name of the PIO was not mentioned.



In the order dated 21.01.2010, Sh. Bhupinder Singh, auditor, Office of State Transport Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh was present and he stated that no response has been received from the office of DTO Kapurthala regarding orders of the Commission.  A copy of this order was sent to the Secretary Transport, Principal Secretary Transport and Chief Secretary, Punjab to implement the orders and to take disciplinary action against the erring officers for non-compliance of the directions of the Commission.  











…..Contd……2/-
-:2:-



In the hearing on 04.03.2010, Sh. Amit Narula, Section Officer was present and submitted a review petition dated 21.01.2010 which was rejected.



Following list of the PIOs has been presented by Ah. Amit Narula, the respondent present, from 22.01.2009 onwards: -


22.01.2009 to 03.03.2009

Ms. Daljit Kaur, PCS, DTO



04.03.2009 to 15.07.2009

Ms. Babita, PCS, DTO



16.07.2009 to date


Ms. Daljit Kaur, PCS, DTO



Secretary Transport, Punjab is directed to decide as to who is to pay the penalty imposed.



To come up on 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 
Copies be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Lal Singla

S/o Sh. Jaitu Ram,

B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.







   
…Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh.

        



 
  …Respondent

A.C. No. 570 of 2008 & CC 2808 of 2008
ORDER 
Present:
For the respondent – Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director (SE)-cum-PIO; and Baljit Singh, Sr. Assistant. 

None for the Complainant.

In the earlier order dated 10.03.2010, as per letter written by the Registrar, Education Dept,  it was recorded that penalty amount of Rs. 25,000/- be  divided between the two PIOs i.e. Ms. Surjit Kaur and  Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu and an amount of Rs. 12,500/- each was to be deposited.
Today, letter has been presented from Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu addressed to the DPI which states as under: -
“In response to your letter dated 11.01.2010 on the above subject, I have been directed to deposit Rs. 12,500/- towards penalty imposed is not justified.  I would like to bring to your notice that Hon’ble State Information Commission has imposed a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- on the PIO for not providing the information in time and also for not attending the court, out of which I have been asked to pay Rs. 12,500/-.  In this connection, complainant Sh. Sham Lal Singla submitted two   applications dated 17.04.2008 and 23.08.2008 which were clubbed on 09.03.2009.  I had appeared in the Commission on 090.03.2009 on behalf of the then PIO Sh. Onkar Singh.  Thereafter, this case was heard on 01.04.2009, 20.05./2009 and 29.07.2009.  On 20.05.2009, a show cause notice was issued to the PIO.  Thus in view of above, on 09.03.2009, 01.04.2009 and 20.05.2009 (the date of issuance of show cause notice)   Smt. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director DPI (SE) was the designated PIO of the Recruitment Branch and Sh. Yoginder Dutt was the APIO.   I was assigned the work of








…..Contd……2/-

-:2:-

Recruitment branch on 02.07.2009 and on 20.07.2009, I was designated PIO of the Recruitment Branch.  No file was put up before me by the Recruitment Branch.  The erstwhile PIO Ms. Surjit Kaur did not hand over any letter or conveyed anything verbally.    Only notices of hearing were brought to my notice.  ON 29.07.2009, the order was reserved in this case and was pronounced on 19.11.2009.  Therefore, there is no lapsed on my part.  I am in no way responsible for the same.  Even as on date, this file is not available with the Recruitment Branch.   Till I was designated as PIO of the Recruitment branch, the orders of the Commission were never taken serious note of.    No action was taken by the-then APIO and the-then PIO.  The court was being attended by the subordinate staff without any file and that too for taking a new date.  Therefore, I am not liable to pay any costs.  The responsibility lies with the PIO or the APIO, Statistical Assistant Sh. Onkar Singh, who attended the court on 09.03.2009 and never reported anything in writing to the concerned APIO / PIO.   I hope you will kindly consider my request accordingly.” 


Sh. Jagjeet Singh is not present today and this letter is addressed to the DPI (SE).  Therefore, directions are given to the DPI to decide by the next date of hearing as to who is to pay the amount of penalty as regards AC No. 570/2008 and CC 2808/2008.   A copy of the order should also be sent to the Secretary Education. 


To come up on 07.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.



Sd/- 
Chandigarh.






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

Dated: 05.04.2010



State Information Commissioner
