STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(93175-16954)

Kanwar Ravinder Singh 

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

Village Koi,

Tehsil Dasuya,

Via Bhanowal,

Distt. Hoshiarpur





 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (EE)

Sangrur.
.






    …Respondent

CC- 3633/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Kanwar Ravinder Singh in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Asha Rani (01672-231342)



Complainant, vide request dated 06.08.2010, sought the following information: -



“Regarding recruitment of teaching fellows:

1.
How many posts of general category (males) are lying vacant and not filled so far?

2.
Merit marks up to which the posts of general category (males) have been filled?

3.
Up to the merit marks obtained by me (i.e. 57.46), how many candidates of general category (males) have not been appointed? 

4.
 What is the status of the recruitment process?”



The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 26.11.2010)


Respondent present has brought the information in the court.  The complainant, going through the same, expresses his satisfaction over the same. Asha Devi also states that the delay in providing the information has occurred due to the suspension of the dealing clerk.  



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98553-02896)

Sh. Manjit Singh,

5445, New Shivaji Nagar,

Ludhiana – 141008






  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Principal,

S.D.P. College for Women, 

Kila Mohalla,

Ludhiana – 141008






    …Respondent

CC-3632/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Manjit Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Iqbal Nath Arora, Office Supdt. (98559-11830)



Complainant, vide request dated 21.05.2010, sought the following information: -

“Regarding appointment of Jagjit Kaur d/o Tarlochan Singh posted in the library: 

1.
Attested copies of complete service record along with all the documents supplied by her at the time of joining.

2.
On what basis she has obtained the job?

3.
What method was adopted to fill the said vacancy?  Where is she posted?  Complete details. 

4.
 List of other candidates who applied for the said job with their qualifications.” 



A reminder was also sent by the Complainant vide letter dated 22.06.2010.  The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 26.11.2010)


Complainant states that the letter dated 05.06.2010 from the respondent has been delivered to him only on 16.12.2010.  However, there is no document in support of his assertion.   



Respondent presents two letters – one is dated 08.01.2011 wherein certain information is denied.  The letter reads as under:-

“It is submitted that the information available has already been given to the appellant.
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It is further brought to your kind notice that any further information could not be given because of the following reasons:

(i)
The employee is private employee of the institution and is drawing nothing from the Government.  

(ii)
We are unable to give any further information without the consent of the concerned person and she has already refused to give any information to her uncle because this matter relates to her personal dispute with the appellant. 

(iii)
Interview of her post was also private and not carry any burden on the Govt.” 



The other letter which is enclosed with the above communication is without any date and is written by Ms. Jagjit Kaur about whom the information has been sought.  The said letter does not suggest if any communication from the respondent was addressed to her asking for her consent to the information sought.  



None of the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 have been followed and the respondent is not aware of the Act.   Respondent also states that if the Commission permits, the information which has been brought by him can be handed over to the complainant.  This again proves that the respondent does not know about the provisions of Section 8 of the Act wherein it is stated that before parting with any third party information, it is necessary to see if any public interest is involved in it.  He also states that a court case is pending against Ms. Jagjit Kaur concerning whom the information has been sought.   Relevant provision of Section 8 of the RTI Act is reproduced below: 

“8 
 Provided further that those matters which come under the exemptions specified in this section shall not be disclosed:
 
 

(j)
information which relates to personal information the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authority, as the case may be, is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information.”


It is also pointed out that in case of third-party information sought, the consent of the third party is required to be obtained as provided in section 11 of the RTI Act. 2005 which reads: 

“11.
 (1)
 Where a Central Public Information Officer or a State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, intends to disclose any information or record, or part thereof on a request made under this Act, which relates to or has been supplied by a third party and has been treated as confidential by that third 
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party, the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, shall, within five days from the receipt of the request, give a written notice to such third party of the request and of the fact that the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, intends to disclose the information or record, or part thereof, and invite the third party to make a submission in writing or orally, regarding whether the information should be disclosed, and such submission of the third party shall be kept in view while taking a decision about disclosure of information: 
 

      None of the provisions have been followed in denying part information related to third party.
Complainant, when confronted with the query as to what public interest is involved in the information sought, has no answer.  He, however, states he needs the information for producing the same in a court case.

                          Going through the merits of the case I am of the opinion that information relates to third party and is not of public interest. Therefore, this complaint is being dismissed.  


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Research Officer,

Language Department,

Punjab,

103-E, Rajpura Colony,

Patiala






            … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary

Higher Education & Language Department,

Punjab,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 3628/2010
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Mela Singh, Supdt. (98889-30279)



Complainant, vide request dated 26.07.2010, sought the following information: -

“Attested copy of the proceedings of DPC meeting held on 30.07.2007 for promotion of Research Officers of the Language Department. 

Attested copy of the proceedings of the DPC regarding promotion of SC category.”



Complainant states that he also sent a reminder on 06.09.2010.  



The instant complaint vide letter dated 18.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 30.11.2010)


A letter dated 10.01.2011 has been received from the complainant regretting his in ability to attend the court on health grounds.  However, he has submitted that complete information to his satisfaction has been received by him on 16.12.2010.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(094172-89151)

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Mehta

H. No. 200 HH/EB

HHEB Block,

Power Wing Colony,

Nangal Township – 140124 (Pb)



             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o The Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

The Mall,

Patiala







    …Respondent

CC- 3593/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ashwani Mehta in person.


None for the respondent.



Complainant, vide request dated 22.06.2010, sought the following information: -

“1.
Whether the decision of LPA No. 327/2009 dated 05.10.2009 has been implemented by the Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.?  If not, action taken on this decision be supplied. 

2.
Whether any SLP in the Supreme Court of India has been filed against the LPA-327/2009 dated 05.10.2009 by the Department? If yes, supply the SLP No., date of filing thereof and name of the advocate with complete address along with latest status of the said appeal.”



According to the Complainant, a reminder was also sent on 14.08.2010.   He further submits that vide letter No. 4538/LG-596 dated 26.08.2010, he was informed that the information steps are being taken to procure the information from various branches / Board and would be provided as soon as it is received.



The instant complaint dated 19.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission when complete information was not provided (received in the office on 25.11.2010)


Complainant states that seven months from the date of application for information have passed but no information has been provided.  He presents letters dated 02.07.2010 and 14.09.2010 received from the respondent.    The letter dated 02.07.2010 is addressed to the Legal Adviser of their department directing him to provide the information sought; whereas the letter dated 14.09.2010 is completely illegible.  
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Complainant also states that he is taking leave from the office and it is difficult for him to attend the hearings and requests that information may kindly be sent to him per registered post.  He seeks exemption from appearing personally, which is granted.



No communication has been received from the respondent nor is anyone present from the said office. 



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant under intimation to the Commission at the earliest. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Old Cantt. Road,

Near Octroi No. 7,

Faridkot – 151203





 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Distt. Education Officer (S.E.)

Tarn Taran






     
    …Respondent

CC- 3589/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Er. Ranjit Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Kans Raj, Dy. DEO (95010-34212) 



Complainant, vide request dated 05.08.2010, sought the following information: -

“1.
List of all schools under your control.

2.
No. of sanctioned and vacant posts of teaching staff category-wise (subject-wise) in each school. 

3.
Particulars of each teacher working in the above schools i.e. name, father’s name, residential address and qualifications.” 



The instant complaint dated 17.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 25.11.2010)


Information has been brought to the court and provided to the complainant. Respondent also states that it has taken time to collect the information therefore the delay.


Complainant, on perusal of the information, expresses satisfaction over the same. 



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(95695-12675)

Sh. Mutwali Mohammad Alam

s/o Sh. Mohammad Nirsu

R/o Dargah Mohammad  Gaus Pir,

Near Fort Payal,

Tehsil Payal,

Distt. Ludhiana





            … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Payal (Ludhiana)






    …Respondent

CC-3574/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. M.M. Alam in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Paramjit Singh, clerk (98140-46247)



Complainant, vide request dated 23.07.2010, sought the following information: -

“Attested copy of the present Jamabandi for the year 2007-08 and 2002-03 pertaining to land measuring 3 Bighas 9 Biswas of the Dargah situated in Payal (Near Killan), Tehsil Payal, Distt. Ludhiana with Khasra numbers.”



Respondent, vide letter dated 30.08.2010 informed the Complainant that as per the report received from Tehsildar, Payal, in the Jamabandi for the year 2002-03 and 2007-08, there is no entry of ownership of the Dargah with the particulars as sought by him. 



The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission when complete and relevant information was not provided (received in the office on 29.11.2010)


Complainant is present and states that no information has been received by him according to his original application dated 23.07.2010.  He also states that the record of Jamabandi is available with the office of SDM Payal (Ludhiana).   
 

Sh. Paramjit Singh, clerk is present on behalf of the respondent.  He states that after 1960, the record of the area within the ‘Lal Dora’ is available with the office of Municipal Commissioner, Ludhiana.  He has been advised that since the application was not transferred to the said department, as provided under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005, it now becomes the responsibility of the respondent (SDM Payal) to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and provide the same to the complainant within a fortnight.
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In the next hearing, PIO, office of Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Payal shall appear in person.



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(080544-15500)

Sh. Rohit Taneja

s/o Sh. Manohar Lal Taneja,

H. No. 934, Gali Telian,

Near Dharam Pal Chane wale,

Nimak Mandi,

Amritsar – 143001





             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Engineer,

B-Zone,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Ajnala Road,

Amritsar.





       

    …Respondent

CC-3556/2010
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Sakattar Singh Dhillon, ASE (96461-13016), D.P. Sahota, AAE (96461-13215), Dev Dat Sharma, (98884-88955)


Submissions of the respondents have been taken on record.



For pronouncement of order, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Munish Kumar Seth

s/o Sh. Sudesh Kumar,

Near Main Post Office,

Dhuri (Sangrur)






        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh




  …Respondents

AC - 1077/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Rajinder Kumar (80542-99799) and Sh. Supinder Singh (94176-46599)



Appellant, vide request dated 19.08.2010, sought the following information: -

“1.
Certified copy of the attendance register in respect of Ankur Sehgal, Class IV Employee O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab for 31.01.2007 and 06.02.2010. 

2.
Certified copy of the appointment order in respect of Ankur Sehgal, Class IV Employee O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab.”



According to the Complainant, a reminder was also sent on 24.09.2010.    



The instant appeal dated 22.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 26.11.2010)


Respondents present state that complete information has been sent to the appellant by registered post on 31.12.2010.  However, nothing has been heard from the complainant nor is he present today.



One more opportunity is granted to the appellant to inform the Commission if there are any specific deficiencies in the information provided. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/- 
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(94173-65939)

Sh. Rajneesh Pal Singh

H. No. 160/2, P.O. Dr. Maanwali Gali,

Mohalla Hargobindpura,

Jagraon (Distt. Ludhiana)





       …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

Govt. Senior Secondary School,

Kaunkekalan (Distt. Ludhiana)  

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.) Punjab,

Chandigarh

.



       
  …Respondents

AC - 1084/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Rajneesh Pal Singh.
For respondent: S/Sh. Rasila Chaudhary, Vocational master, Baldev Singh from o/o DPI (S); and Anil Kumar from o/o DEO (98762-00372)


Appellant, vide application dated 31.08.2010, sought the following information: -

“1.
Attested copy of ACR for the year 2009-10 of Rajneesh Pal Singh, Vocational master, GSSS, Kaunkekalan.  If not available, issue me a non-availability certificate for the same. 

2.
Through which official my case ACP 9/14 (despatch no. 970 dated 21.07.2010) was sent to the office of DEO (SE)?  An attested photocopy of the acknowledgement of ACP from the office of DEO (SE).”



Vide letter no. 1065 dated 21.09.2010, respondent informed the appellant as under: -

“1.
Your ACR for the year 2009-10 has been sent to the office of DEO for confirmation.  Original copy will be provided to you when received back.

2.
ACP is the individual responsibility of the office.   Upon approval, a copy will be provided to you.”



Appellant found the information provided irrelevant and incomplete and preferred the first appeal on 04.10.2010.  Still when the information was not provided, the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 24.11.2010 (received in the office on 02.12.2010).
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Appellant states that information on point no. 1 had already been received while information on point no. 2 has been provided to him in the court today.   He, however, states that he was not kept informed of the proceedings of the information on point no. 2.  He also states that information has been provided to him after 4 months and a half and demands action against the respondent.  


Respondents state that approval for the information sought under point no. 2 has been received only on 06.01.2011; hence immediately thereafter, the information has been provided.  Sh. Rasila Chaudhary admitted the mistake that the appellant was not informed about the development. 

Seeing the lapses in the reasons for delay and appellant’s plea for action against the respondent, PIO Jaswinder Kaur, Principal, Govt. Senior Secondary School, Kaunkekalan (Distt. Ludhiana)  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. 25,000/- 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. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 109, Green Enclave,

Kharar Road,

Daon-140301 (Distt. Mohali)




       …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Mohali


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali.





   
  …Respondents

AC - 1083/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant
For the respondents: Ramesh Chander, dealing Asstt. (98146-41583) and Sh. Jinder Singh, Supdt. –II (99888-80858)



Appellant, vide his request dated 24.09.2009, sought the following information: 
“1.
How many cases were registered from the sale deeds registered in various Tehsils in Dist. Mohali for insufficiency in payment of stamp duty during the period 01.01.2008 to 01.09.2009?
2.
This information be provided in respect of area from 4 Marla to 16 Marla.

3.
Which authority filed the cases for deficient stamp duty?

4.
Why is not verified at the time of registration whether or not sufficient stamp duty has been paid?

5.
Has adequate stamp duty has been paid in all other cases?

6.
What is the system to check the payment of stamp duty?  What the factors for determination of the stamp duty?

7.
If due care is exercised at the time of registration, unnecessary expenses on litigation can be saved.  Why this is not done?

8.
This information is required in deeds between two individuals and not any firm / company.  Information should include name of tehsil, complete details mentioned in the registration (i.e. Khasra No.  H.B. No. Name of village, area etc.)  value of the land and the amount of stamp duty paid.  (Total amount of duty and percentage of the total value be informed)”



The first appeal was preferred vide letter dated 01.07.2010.   Respondent, vide letter no. 787 dated 15.11.2010 provided information which, according to the appellant, is incomplete and delayed.  The instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 02.12.2010.
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Respondents present submitted that relevant information has already been provided to the appellant and no specific discrepancies have been pointed out by Sh. Baljeet Singh.  A letter dated 06.01.2011 has been submitted by the respondent wherein it is stated: 

“It is submitted that two applications dated 08.04.2009 and 11.09.2009 from the applicant were received.  Information sought vide letter dated 08.04.2009 has been provided to him on 04.09.2009.  A photocopy of the same is attached.   In the letter dated 11.09.2009, applicant said the information provided is incomplete.  Therefore, complete information was provided vide this office letter no. 3335-(1) dated 18.10.2010 and a copy of the same is also enclosed.
As far as applications dated 24.09.2009 are concerned, only one was received.  The same was replied by the Sub-Registrar, Mohali vide letter no. 787/RC dated 15.11.2010 and a copy of the same is attached by the appellant with the instant appeal. 

It is also submitted that the applicant is trying to wriggle out of some personal problem and is trying to divert the attention of this office.  It is also submitted that the mutations are entered on presentation of the original sale deed registered.  The Patwari Halqa was required to enter the mutations on the basis of Memorandum but he did not do it.    Patwari is not expected to find out as to who has brought the registered sale deed.  If any undue favour was desired by the Patwari, the matter should have been brought to the notice of the higher authorities.  It is therefore, prayed that as the information has been provided on time, the instant complaint be disposed of.”



Appellant is not present nor has any communication been received.  He is directed to inform the respondent of specific objections to the information provided, within 10 days under intimation to the Commission.  Respondent is directed to take further necessary steps thereafter. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner


After the hearing was over, appellant Sh. Baljeet Singh came present.  He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 


Sd/- 
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98725-06603)

Sh. Karamjit Singh

s/o Sh. Bhajan Singh,

Ex. M.C. 

Bhogpur Road,

Bholath (Distt. Kapurthala) – 144622


             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Board of Ayurvedic & Unani Systems of Medicine,

Punjab,

SCO 182, Sector 38-C,

Chandigarh
.






    …Respondent

CC- 3678/2010
Order

Present:
Sh. Bhajan Singh (98725-06603), father of Sh. Karamjit Singh, for the complainant.

For the respondent: Ms. Surinder Kaur, Supdt. 



Vide request dated 18.09.2010, complainant sought the following information: 


“1.
Whether a BAMS can prescribe allopathic medicine?

2.
Whether a BAMS can claim to be gynaecologist or can mention Gynaecologist on the prescription slip and on the board of his / her office?

3.
Whether BAMS Maninderjit Kaur, Registration No. 7927 dated 20.04.2005 is a Gynaecologist?”



Respondent, vide letter dated 07.10.2010 provided copies of the notification issued by the Punjab Govt. and CCIM regarding practice by the practitioners qualified from the recognized institutions and registered with this office.  Complainant wrote back stating the information provided was not clear and to the point.


The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 19.11.2010 (received in the office on 02.12.2010).



Respondent present provides a copy of the notification issued by the Govt. and states that the complainant should see the answer to his queries in the same.   She was, however, reluctant to provide anything in writing.  She said she would go to the office and provide it after getting the same typed.  When the queries of the complainant were put to her, she replied as follows: -
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	Query
	Answer by the respondent present

	1
	Whether a BAMS can prescribe allopathic medicine?
	As per the notification, yes.

	2
	Whether a BAMS can claim to be gynaecologist or can mention Gynaecologist on the prescription slip and on the board of his / her office?
	As per the notification, yes.

	3
	Whether BAMS Maninderjit Kaur, Registration No. 7927 dated 20.04.2005 is a Gynaecologist?”
	As per the notification, no. 



I consider such attitude of the respondents as defiance and in future, the department to ensure that a person familiar with the facts of the case and the RTI Act is deputed to attend the hearing.



The information sought stands provided.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98155-21300)

Sh. Harpreet Sharma

s/o Sh. Mohan Lal

H. No. 651, Dashmesh Nagar,

Near Truck Union,

Malerkotla – 148023 (Distt. Sangrur)


             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab, Chandigarh
.





    …Respondent

CC - 3676 /2010
Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Mohan Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94172-22477)



Vide letter dated 26.08.2010, complainant sought the following information: 
“1.
As per Punjab Govt. Education Dept. (Education-2 Branch) Memo. No. 7/39/2001-2E2/19965 dated 26.09.2001, 1% posts are reserved for appointment from ministerial cadre to the master cadre.  How many sanctioned posts exist according to this 1% quota?  How many are there in district Sangur?

2.
Is the seniority of the official taken into consideration while considering such promotions?  

3.
At sr. no. 15 in the appointment letter of Laboratory Asstt. (SLA) it is mentioned that the appointment is subject to the outcome of SLP No. 4335/1989.  The said SLP stands disposed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide order dated 08.12.1994.  Please provide me copies of the case history and orders pertaining to above said SLP No. 43/35/1989).

4.
Seniority list of Senior Laboratory Assistants (SLAs).

5.
  Can the ministerial staff submit its cases for promotion when these are sought by the C&V?”



Complainant submits that a reminder was also sent on 04.10.2010.



Vide letter dated 25.10.2010, office of State Project Director, Sarv Sikhia Abhiyan, Punjab wrote to the DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh to provide the information.



Vide letter dated 12.10.2010, the respondent sent some information.   Since it was not relevant and complete, the complainant again wrote to the respondent vide letter dated 28.10.2010.










Contd……2/-

-:2:-



The instant complaint has been filed vide letter dated 23.11.2010 (received in the office on 02.12.2010) when no information was provided. 



Directions are given to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a week, under intimation to the Commission.  On receipt of the information, Sh. Harpreet Sharma shall also point out specific shortcomings in the same, if any to the respondent, in writing, with a copy to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 21.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98724-56085)

Sh. Chhajju Singh

D.M. (Retd.)

No. 21, Ward No. 9,

VPO Banur,

Distt. Mohali






 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director General

School Education, Punjab,

SCO 104-106, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.
.






    …Respondent

CC- 3673/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Chhajju Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Prabhcharan Singh, General Manager (0172-2600119)



Complainant vide request dated 22.06.2010, sought the following information: 

“1.
Supply the list prepared at the time of interview on 17.06.2009 for the post of District Manager, Mid-day-Meal wherein signatures of candidates were obtained.

2.
Supply the experience certificate of Sh. Dharam Paul, Distt. Manager for Hoshiarpur.

3.
Supply copy of regulations / rules framed by Punjab Govt. / Centre Govt. for selection / appointment of District Managers (Mid-day-Meal)

4.
Supply list of mark sheet in respect of interview of District Managers taken on 17.06.2009 where marks awarded to each candidate appear.”


Complainant submits that vide letter dated 06.07.2010, incomplete information was provided.  General Manager, vide letter no. 6463 dated 15.09.2010 sent a letter wherein it was stated the information is enclosed but there were no enclosures to it.  Complainant also submits that on 05.10.2010, he spoke to the GM at about 10.30 am.  He also states that he went to the office on 14.10.2010 at about 11.30 am when not only the information was not provided but respondent also misbehaved with and threatened him. 



The instant complaint has been filed on 23.11.2010 (received in the office on 02.12.2010)



During the hearing, Sh. Prabhcharan Singh stated that the letter dated 15.09.2010 sending the information was mailed per speed post. 










Contd……2/-

-:2:-

The respondent in court replied to the queries of the complainant, to his satisfaction.



Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nirbhay Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

VPO Changal,

Distt. Sangrur 






      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Sangrur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Sangrur. 

3.
S.H.O.


Police Station Sadar,


Sangrur.






…..Respondents

AC- 994/10

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Nirbhay Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Harbans Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Longowal. (94171-89994)



In the earlier hearing, it was recorded: -

“In the circumstances, the SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur is made a respondent in this case.  Directions are given to the PIO in the office of SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur to trace the application in question and provide a copy of the same to Sh. Nirbhay Singh.”  



I had also spoken to Sh. H.S. Bhullar, SSP Sangrur during the last hearing who had assured that he would look into and assist in the matter.



Nothing has been heard from the SHO, Police Station Sadar, Sangrur nor is anyone present on his behalf.   Sh. Nirbhay Singh also states that he has not received the information so far. 



One more opportunity is granted to the PIO in the office of SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur to appear and explain the position. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.01.2011



State Information Commissioner
