STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Anil Kumar Saini

# 42, Village Kaimbwala,

U.T. Chandigarh. 

  




    …Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





      

…Respondent

AC- 830/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Anil Kumar Saini in person.
For the respondent: Insp. Veer Pal Kaur; and Sh. Parshottam Kumar, HC.


Today, Appellant Sh. Anil Saini submitted that no information has so far been provided to him by the appellant, despite directions from the Hon’ble Commission.


Sh. Parshottam Kumar, present from the office of DGP, Punjab, stated that in compliance with the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, a fresh Central Recruitment Board was constituted wherein a Committee of three members was formed to adjudge the suitability of the SPOs for their absorption as Constables in Punjab Police and two of the members of the Committee were from the PAP, Jalandhar and hence the relevant records are with the PAP, Jalandhar.  At this, Sh. Saini presented a letter no. 745 dated 07.05.2004 from the DIG, PAP, Jalandhar wherein it had been stated that “the result has already been sent to DGP / Punjab, Chandigarh for further necessary action”.    He reasoned that this clearly indicates that the relevant results were with the office of the respondent DGP, Punjab.

In view of the aforesaid, respondent is directed either to provide the requisite information to the appellant positively before the next date fixed or in case a plea is taken otherwise, the respondent PIO shall submit a duly sworn affidavit within a week’s time, with a copy of the same to Sh. Anil Saini, stating that the information is not available with them.


Adjourned to 04.10.2012 at 2.00 PM. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sucha Singh

s/o Sh. Rajinder Singh,

VPO Jasraur,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar



        


 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.






…Respondents
AC- 818/12
Order

Present:
For the appellant: Sh. S.M. Bhanot.


For the respondent: Sh. Parshottam Kumar, HC.


Respondent sought an adjournment with the assurance that complete information along with relevant data shall be provided to the appellant, latest within a month’s time.   Appellant did not object.


Accordingly, the case is now posted to 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM for further proceedings. 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harbans Singh

s/o Sh. Hari Singh,

R/O Mohamadgarh, 

P.O. Himatana,

Tehsil  Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur.





   
 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o I.G.P, PAP,

Jalandhar Cantt.





        
 …Respondent

CC- 1464/12

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harbans Singh in person.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Malkiat Singh, DSP (Control Room); and Paramvir, ASI


Sh. Harbans Singh, vide application dated 12.10.2011 addressed to the respondent sought the following under the RTI Act, 2005: -


1.
Certified copy of complete service book with details;


2.
Certified copy of application submitted under BRS;

3.
Certified copy of application dated 02.12.2003 submitted for earned leave.


Respondent, vide letter no. 25236 dated 04.11.2011, informed the complainant that in terms of notification No. 2/27/2005-1AR/191 dated 23.02.2006 issued by Govt. of Punjab, Department of Information & Technology; and Section 24(4) of the RTI Act, 2005, PAP is not amenable to the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 and hence no information could be provided.


Present complaint has been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 11.05.2012, pleading that no information has been provided. 


During the proceedings, it transpired that the complainant, in this case, has sought his personal information which, by no means, involves any sensitive documents and has to be provided.  Hence the respondent is directed to make the relevant information available to the complainant within three week’s time, under intimation to the Commission.


To come up on 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Director General of Police, Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, to ensure that the requisite information is provided to the complainant by the PAP, Jalandhar.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94636-66155)

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal

10904, Basant Road,

Indl. Area B,

Near Gurudwara,

Ludhiana-141003
  


        


 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34,

Chandigarh 

S.B.S. Nagar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34,

Chandigarh 
3.
Public Information Officer,



O/o Civil Surgeon,


Ludhiana.

    



            …Respondents

AC- 855/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Balbir Aggarwal in person.
For the respondent: Dr. Pardeep Sharma, APIO, (98884-56296), S/Sh. Ajay Kumar, dealing clerk, both from office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana; and Adarsh Kumar, Supdt.-cum-PIO, office of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab. (0172-2605595)


Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, vide letter dated 09.03.2012 sought information from the respondent on three points pertaining to the complaint dated 12.01.2012 filed by him against Dr. B.L. Kapur Hospital.   He further sought information on seven points contained in the said complaint dated 12.01.2012.


It is further contended that first appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 10.04.2012.   However, the (present) Second Appeal has been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 21.06.2012 stating that no information has so far been provided. 


Sh. Balbir Aggarwal submitted that no information has so far been provided to him. 


Sh. Adarsh Kumar, appearing on behalf of the respondent Directorate of Health stated that since the matter pertained to irregularities in the Dr. B.L. Kapur Memorial Hospital, Ludhiana, the application of the applicant-appellant had been forwarded to the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana for getting an enquiry conducted into the matter.


Dr. Pardeep Sharma, who came present from the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana submitted the Civil Surgeon had marked the enquiry to SMO Dr. Sanjiv Hans who has since been transferred as SMO, Raikot.   He further stated that Dr. Sanjiv Hans, vide his communication to the Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana, giving details of the pending enquiries with him including the one in the present case, requested for marking the same to some other officer; however, the Civil Surgeon has ordered that these enquiries are to be completed by Dr. Hans only.   He brought to the notice of the Commission that this development has taken place only early this week and as such, it shall take some more time before the enquiry is concluded and after that, the requisite information can be provided to Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, the appellant. 

In the circumstances, PIO, office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana is impleaded as a respondent.


Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana shall prevail upon Dr. Sanjiv Hans to expedite the enquiry and as soon as its final outcome is known, the information be provided to the appellant.


Adjourned to 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98556-05778)

Sh. D.C. Gupta,

Suchna Adhikar  Manch (Regd.)

# 778, Urban Estate Phase I,

Patiala-147002

  


 

        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34,

Chandigarh 

S.B.S. Nagar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34,

Chandigarh 

3.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Director, Animal Husbandry, Punjab,


Sector 17,


Chandigarh. 




     

  …Respondents

AC- 858/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh.  D.C. Gupta in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Adarsh Kumar, Supdt.-cum-PIO (0172-2605595)


Sh. D.C. Gupta, vide application dated 07.03.2012 sought from the respondent following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Budget provision for holding sterilization drives or vaccinating the dogs for the year 2010-11 and 2011-12;

2.
District-wise amount out of the budget distributed for the year 2010-11 and 2011-12;

3.
Whether there is a provision for free treatment in government hospitals in case of dog bites?

4.
Copy of bylaws for the owners of the dogs;
5.
No. of cases of dog bites reported in the year 2010-11 and 2011-12.


First appeal with the First Appellate Authority was filed on 18.04.2012 and the (present) Second Appeal has been filed with the Commission on 21.06.2012 as the information had not been provided.


Sh. Adarsh Kumar, Supdt.-PIO, appearing from the office of Director Health & Family Welfare, stated that they had transferred the application of the applicant-appellant in original to the PIO, Punjab Health Systems Corporation Ltd. as the information pertained to their office.   A copy of the said letter transferring the application has, however, not been produced on record.  Copy of a letter bearing No. PHSC/Dir.(P&F)12/(78)/593-94 dated 22.08.2012 has been received from the office of the Health Corporation which is addressed to the Director Health & Family Welfare in response to theirs dated 03.08.2012, received by them on 21.08.2012 under diary no. 10089, bringing to their knowledge that only information on point no. 3 pertains to their office while information on point no. 5 pertains to the Health & Family Welfare Department, while major part of the information pertains to the Department of Animal Husbandry; and Department of Local Govt.    It appears on receipt of the letter from the Health Corporation, PIO, office of Director Health & Family Welfare again transferred the request of the applicant-appellant to the PIOs, office of Director, Animal Husbandry; and Director, Local Govt. Punjab vide  letter no. 2605-06 dated 24.08.2012.

As a consequence, information on point no. 3 has been provided to Sh. Gupta by the Health Systems Corporation, which fact is also admitted by him.   However, rest of the information is still pending.


Information on point no. 5 admittedly is to be provided by the PIO, office of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab.    He is accordingly directed to provide this information to the applicant-appellant, preferably within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.


In view of the observations made hereinabove, it is imperative that PIO, office of Director, Animal Husbandry, Punjab is impleaded as a respondent, which is ordered accordingly.  PIO, office of Director, Animal Husbandry, Punjab is directed to provide the information as per the application of the applicant-appellant Sh. Gupta, as available in their records, under intimation to the Commission.   He shall also appear before the Commission on the next date fixed along with a copy of the information provided to the applicant-appellant, for perusal and records of the Commission. 

PIO, office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh, though has also written to the PIO, office of Director Local Govt. Punjab; it has not been revealed as to which particular information pertains to the said department.   Accordingly, PIO, office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh shall apprise the Commission the factual position in this regard whereafter, if need be, PIO, office of Director  Local Govt. Punjab shall  also be impleaded as a respondent.


Adjourned to 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM for further proceedings.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Kumar Gupta

s/o Sh. Jagdish Chand,

No. 499, Ward No. 4,

New Colony,

Mukerian,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.



        


     …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division,

Jalandhar 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Punjab,

Department of Revenue & Rehabilitation,

Chandigarh.





    
  …Respondents
AC- 1008/12
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Kewal Kumar, Supdt. II (98888-09412); and Vikas Mehta, Jr. Asstt. (98153-25795), office of Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar; and none from the office of Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab.


Vide application dated 26.04.2012 addressed to the Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar, Sh. Surinder Gupta sought under the RTI Act, 2005 information on 7 different points including recruitment / promotion to the posts of Kanungo, Naib Tehsildars etc. as also orders passed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court on 10.01.2011 in case of Harbans Lal etc. vs. State; and the order passed in the case of Khushbakhat Rai vs. State etc. 


It is further the case of Sh. Surinder Gupta that first appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 05.06.2012 while the (present) Second Appeal has been preferred with the Commission,, received in its office on 23.07.2012, asserting that the information has not so far been provided.


Respondents present stated that the requisite information has already been sent to the appellant by registered post vide their letter no. 3919 dated 03.08.2012 except information on points no. 4, 5 and 6 as the same could not be located by them despite since efforts.   It was further submitted by them that the pending information is quite old and hence they have not been able to lay hands on the same. 


Respondent is directed to make another thorough search in the records and if successful, the information be provided to the appellant Sh. Surinder Gupta.


It is observed that no one has put in appearance on behalf of the FCR, which is against the directions of the Commission.   PIO, office of Respondent No. 2 is granted another opportunity to appear before the Commission and explain the matter.


As the appellant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him, he is directed to inform the Commission if the information provided by the respondent is to his satisfaction. 


To come up on 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94173-03436)

Sh. Jagdish Rai

s/o Sh. Gurdarshan Rai,

Mohalla Aarnhani Rahon,

Distt. S.B.S. Nagar – 144517
  



 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer (SE)

S.B.S. Nagar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Education Officer (SE)

S.B.S. Nagar.




      …Respondents
AC- 846/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jagdish Rai in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Des Raj, clerk.


Sh. Jagdish Rai, vide application dated 16.02.2012 sought from the respondent information pertaining to clerical staff working with the said office.  


It is further the case of Sh. Jagdish Rai that respondent, vide letter dated 27.03.2012, declined the information being third party, on the ground that the staff concerned has not consented to part with the information.


First appeal with the First Appellate Authority was filed on 10.04.2012 and the (present) Second Appeal has been filed with the Commission on 20.06.2012 as the information had not been provided.


Appellant assailed the ‘third-party’ plea of the respondent.   The Commission is of the view that most of the points sought cannot be termed as ‘third-party information’.  Therefore, respondent is directed to provide the information to the appellant within a period of three weeks under intimation to the Commission.   However, if information on a particular point is considered to be absolutely personal, the same can be withheld, recording reasons for the same in writing.

To come up on 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94173-03436)

Sh. Jagdish Rai

s/o Sh. Gurdarshan Rai,

Mohalla Aarnhani Rahon,

Distt. S.B.S. Nagar – 144517
  



 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

S.B.S. Nagar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

S.B.S. Nagar.




      …Respondents

AC- 847/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jagdish Rai in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Jagtar Singh, Supdt.-PIO (95015-46879)

Sh. Jagdish Rai, vide application dated 16.02.2012 sought from the respondent information pertaining to Sh. Gurdial, BPEO, Mukandpur under the RTI Act, 2005.   He had sought the following: -

1.
Attested copy of letter no. E-6/2009/8409 dated 19.06.2009 addressed to DPI (EE), Punjab, Chandigarh recommending action against the said officer;

2.
Attested copy of order no. 13/33-2004-E1(2) dated 25.08.2009 ordering his transfer.

 
He further sought attested photocopies of further action taken, if any, on the strength of the said transfer letter. 


It is further the case of Sh. Jagdish Rai that respondent, vide letter dated 22.03.2012, declined the information being related to third party.


First appeal with the first appellate authority was filed on 02.04.2012 and the (present) Second Appeal has been filed with the Commission on 20.06.2012 as the information had not been provided.


Controverting the plea of the respondent regarding the information being ‘third party’, Sh. Jagdish Rai agitated that the envelope  containing the first appeal preferred by him had been returned undelivered by the postal authorities with the remarks – ‘Jagtar Singh, Supdt. refused to accept’.


Appellant rebutted the ‘third-party’ plea of the respondent.   The Commission is of the view that most of the points sought cannot be termed as ‘third-party information’.  Therefore, respondent is directed to provide the information to the appellant within a period of three weeks under intimation to the Commission.   However, if information on a particular point is considered to be absolutely personal, the same can be withheld, recording reasons for the same in writing.


To come up on 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh Bhupinder Singh

s/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

VPO Rangilpur,

Distt. Ropar-140108
                                                   

…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ropar.







…Respondent.                                           

CC- 781/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Bhupinder Singh in person.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Rajiv Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, GP Rangilpur; and Sunil Kumar, Sarpanch, GP Rangilpur.


Today, the complainant stated that incomplete information has been provided to him by the respondent.  

The deficient documents have also been provided by the respondents to the complainant, in the presence of the Commission.

Thereafter, Sh. Bhupinder Singh, upon perusal of the same, expressed his satisfaction and stated he had no objection if the matter is closed and consigned to records. 


As such, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Bhupinder Singh

s/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

VPO Rangeelpur,

District Ropar-140108

  

      
             …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer 

Ropar.





     
 
   …Respondent

CC- 783/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Bhupinder Singh in person.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Rajiv Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, GP Rangilpur; and Sunil Kumar, Sarpanch, GP Rangilpur.

 
Today, during the proceedings, it transpired that information only on one point i.e. relevant sanctions / approvals for the expenses incurred, remains to be provided, which, the respondents assured, would be made available to the complainant before the next date fixed. 



Now to come up on 18.10.2012 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 06.09.2012



State Information Commissioner
