STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana- 141 001


                         ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
                                    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1195 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 08.09.2010, a penalty of Rs. 5,000/- was imposed upon Sh. Kuldip Singh, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Ludhiana for the delay caused in supply of the information.    It was directed to be deposited in the treasury within a month. 


Information in the instant case stands provided on 10.08.2010.



Today, none is present on behalf of the respondent and no communication has been received from the respondent office.


One more opportunity is provided to the respondent to deposit the amount of penalty within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission, failing which initiation of disciplinary action shall be recommended.



For further proceedings, to come up on 28.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties. 








Sd/-
Chandigarh





  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Singh Ghuman

S/o Late Harjinder Singh,

Vill.- Tarkhan Majra,

P.O.  Malko Majara,

Tehsil & Distt. 

Fatehgarh Sahib






…..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Fatehgarh Sahib


                        …..Respondent

CC- 2782/2010

Order
Present:
None for the parties.


Vide his application dated 13.07.2010, complainant sought the following information from the respondent office: -

“Attested copy of mutation No. 941 village Tarkhan Majra (Computer generated)”



When no response was received for more than a month, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 20.08.2010.



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant within a week’s time.  Upon receipt of the same, complainant is also directed to inform the Commission if he satisfied.



In the next hearing, Sh. Harshdeep Singh Thind, Tehsildar-cum-PIO, Fatehgarh Sahib shall appear in person to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 28.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Singh Ghuman

S/o Late Harjinder Singh,

Vill.- Tarkhan Majra,

P.O.  Malko Majara,

Tehsil & Distt.  Fatehgarh Sahib.




…..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Fatehgarh Sahib


                        …..Respondent

CC- 2783/2010

Order
Present:
None for the parties.


Vide his application dated 13.07.2010, complainant sought the following information from the respondent office: -

“Attested copy of mutation No. 2979 village Harbans Pura (Computer generated)”



When no response was received for more than a month, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 20.08.2010.



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant within a week’s time.  Upon receipt of the same, complainant is also directed to inform the Commission if he satisfied.


In the next hearing, Sh. Harshdeep Singh Thind, Tehsildar-cum-PIO, Fatehgarh Sahib shall appear in person to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 28.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98881-68223)

Sh. Jagmohan Singh,

Chief Editor Taja Masle

# 347/86, Model Town Colony,

Saleem Tabri,

Ludhiana. 







…..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana- 141001



                                 …..Respondent

CC- 2793/2010

Order
Present:
None for the parties.


Vide his application dated 03.03.2010, the complainant sought the following information from the respondent department: 

“Letter No. 2544 SK/NSK 1 dated 13.07.2009 was written by you to the Officer In charge, Establishment Branch.  What action has been taken on the same by the Officer In charge, Establishment Branch.   A copy of the same be provided.”



When no response was received, a reminder was sent to the respondent on 15.04.2010.  Even thereafter when no response was received, the present complaint was filed with the Commission on 19.05.2010.   


Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant within a week’s time.  Upon receipt of the same, complainant is also directed to inform the Commission if he satisfied.



In the next hearing, Sh. S.R. Kaler, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, shall appear in person to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurinder Singh,

C/o Lucky telelinks,

Balmik Chowk,

Jandiala Guru,

Tehsil & Distt- Amritsar 





…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar 
 






   …Respondent

CC- 2689/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 23.09.2010, SDM-cum-PIO Amritsar-I had communicated that information had been sent to the complainant by speed post on 18.09.2010 but acknowledgement of the same was awaited.  A fax message had also been received from the complainant stating that information had been received by him on 20.09.2010 but however, he sought one more hearing.



Today none of the parties is present.  No objections have been pointed out by the complainant.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied with the information which has been received by him on 20.09.2010.


Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amrit Pal Singh, Advocate,

D-15, Marg 13,

Saket,

New Delhi – 17






…..Appellant




                      Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Registrar, 

Transport Nagar,

Ludhiana



                                     
…..Respondent

AC- 714/2010

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Amirt Pal Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearing dated 22.09.2010, a clerk appeared on behalf of the respondent who had no knowledge of the information sought.   Respondent was directed to provide complete information to the complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission.   It was also directed that in the next hearing, Sh. Manpreet Singh Chhatwal, SDM (E) Ludhiana-cum-PIO should be personally present.


None of the directions of the Commission have been followed.  None is present on behalf of the respondent.  



A letter dated 05.10.2010 has been received from the respondent wherein it is stated: -

“ft;kL
J/H;H 714$2010n B'fN; nkc j/ohfJzr fwsh 11-10-2010- ;qh nfwqsgkb f;zx, 
tehb pBkw ghHnkJhHU b[fXnkDk d/ ;pzX ftu nrbh g/;h dh sohy b?D ;pzXh.

T[go'es ft;/ ;pzXh J/H;hH 714$2010 fi; dh g/;h fwsh 11-10-2010 d/ ;pzX ftu p/Bsh j? fe fwsh 29-9-2010 s'A eowukohnK dh jVskb ekoB fJ; e/; Bkb ;pzXs j'o d;skt/i ns/ ;{uBk fJeZmh ehsh ikDh j? fe jVskb ekoB fJemh BjhA ehsh ik ;edh j? fi; ekoB fwsh 11-10-2010 B{z wkB:'r efw;B ih dh ndkbs ftu g/; j'Dk w[;feb j?. fJ; bJh nkg ih B{z p/Bsh j? fe fJ; e/; ftu nrbh sohy d/D dh feqgkbsk ehsh ikt/ ih. fJ; e/; ftu nrbh sohy b?D ;pzXh nkg ih B{z p/Bsh pklo/ f;aekfJs eosk nzfwqsgkb f;zx n?vt'e/N B{Z th ;{fus ehsk frnk j? ns/ Bkb jh nkg ih d/ j[ewK fwsh 22-9-2010 dh gkbDk eod/ j'J/ gqkoEh B{z







Contd…2/-
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fJ; dcso d/ gZso BzL 1285, fwsh 27-9-2010 okjhA T[gbpX ;{uBk w[jZJhnk eotk fdZsh rJKh j? ns/ fJ; skohy s/ fBwB j;skyo tb'A fsnko ehsk itkpdktk i' wkB:'r ndkbs ftu dkyb ehsk ikt/ ih ns/ nkg ih B{z p/Bsh j? fe  fJ; e/; ftu nrbh skohy d/D dh feqgkbsk ehsh ikt/ ih."


Another letter, without date, has also been received from the Public Information Officer-cum-Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ludhiana (East) wherein it has been stated: -

“;hH;hH 714$2010 ftu p/Bsh j? fe gqkoEh tb'A doyk;s fwsh 31-5-2010 d/ ;pzX ftu dcso ;p ofi;Noko b[fXnkDk (g{oph) tb'A fog'oN ehsh rJh j? fe fJ; dcso d/ gZso BzL 1025$n?;Hnko fwsh 20-7-2010 okjhA ;{fus ehsk frnk ;h fe nkg tb'A wkB:'r efw;Bo gfNnkbk wzvh gfNnkbk B{z fdZsh doyk;s ns/ fJ; dcso B{z gqkgs BjhA j'Jh j? (gZso dh c'N'ekgh Bkb ;kwb j? ih). fJE/ fJj th nkg ih d/ fXnkB ftu fbnkT[Dk :'r j't/rk fe gqkoEh tb'A i' doyk;s dcso ;p ofi;Noko, NqK;g'oN Bro b[fXnkDk B{z G/ih j? T[; T[go g';N ftGkr tb'A fwsh 3-6-2010 dh w'jo brh j? fi; s'A ;kps j[zdk j? fe fJj doyk;s fwsh 3-6-2010 s'A pknd gqkgs j'Jh ;h. fJ; s'A fJbktk ;p ofi;Noko NqK;g'oN Bro b[fXnkDk Bk sK ghHnkJhHUH ns/ Bk jh J/HghHnkJhHUH fJ; soQK fJj doyk;s nkoHNhHnkJhH d/ fB:wK sfjb BjhA G/ih rJh j". fJ; s/ pkti{d gqkoEh B{z T[es gZso Bzpo ns/ fwsh okjhA gqkoEh B{z ;{fus ehsk frnk ;h fe T[; dh doyk;s efw;Bo gfNnkbk wzvb gfNnkbk tb'A gqkgs BjhA j'Jh j?. fJE/ fJj th nkg ih d/ fXnkB ftu fbnkT[Dk :'r  j't/rk fe nghbeosk B/ i' doyk;s T[; B/ ;p ofi;Noko b[fXnkDk NqK;g'oN Bro fty/ G/ih j? T[; ftu T[; B/ fes/ th BjhA do;kfJnk fe T[; B{z fejVh ;{uBk ukjhdh j? e/tb efw;Bo gfNnkbk wzvb d/ gZso dk jh fieo ehsk frnk j? i' b[fXnkDk d/ fe;/ th ;p ofi;Noko dcso (g{oph, gZSwh, e/Adoh ns/ T[Zsoh) gqkgs BjhA j'fJnk. fJ; soQK nkg ih d/ j[ewK fwsh 22-9-2010 dh gkbDk eod/ j'J/ gqkoEh B{Z ofi;No/;B n?eJ 1908 d/ ;?e;B 17 ns/ 82 dh ;{uBk w[jZJhnk eotk fdZsh rJh j? gozs{ fJ; d/ ohghbv ( Repealed) j'D ;pzXh e'Jh B'Nhche/;B fJ; dcso fty/ T[gbpX Bk j?. gqkoEh B{z i/eo j'o ikDekoh dh io{os j't/ sK T[j fJzNoB?N s'A ofi;No/;B n?eN 1908 ;op eoe/ gqkgs eo ;edk j?.
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feT[ i' gqkoEh B/ ;{uBk gqkgs eoB fjs ghHnkJhHUH iK J/HghHnkJhHUH B{z e'Jh doyk;s iK nghb BjhA fdZsh j? pbfe fJ; d/ T[bN dcso ;p ofi;Noko fty/ nghb ehsh rJh j?. id fe ;p ofi;Noko Bk jh ghHnkJhHUH ns/ Bk jh J/HghHnkJhHUH fJ; soQK fJj nghb nkoHNhHnkJhH d/ fB:wK sfjs BjhA nkT[Adh./ gozs{ fco th gqkoEh B{z ;{uBk w[jZJhnk eotk fdZsh rJh j?. fJ; bJh nkg ih B{z p/Bsh j? fe T[es sZEK B{z w[Zy oZyd/ j'J/ fJ; nghb B{z ykoiA eoB dh feogkbsk ehsh ikt/ ih. "


Thus as per the above letter of the respondent, information stands provided which has been conveyed to the appellant Sh. Amrit Pal Singh. 



It is surprising that in one letter dated 05.10.2010, request for an adjournment is made while in the second one, it has been requested that the case be closed. 




Appellant has also submitted a representation which reads: -

“It will be observed that Commission (Revenue) Patiala vide his letter no. 6779 dated 13.07.2010 has called the explanation of PIO within three days for not responding to the request of the applicant.

Intentional denial of information by PIO (Sub-Registrar) Ludhiana made the Commissioner (Revenue) Patiala to highlight the irresponsible attitude of the PIO (Sub-Registrar) adopted in number of cases relating to the violation of RTI Act 2005 (RTI.7456 dated 03.08.2010 is enclosed) and reminder on 03.09.2010 (Letter no. 7852)

It is, therefore, requested that keeping in view the recommendation of worthy Commissioner (Revenue) Patiala and intentional denial of information by PIO (Sub-Registrar, Ludhiana) be maximum penalty of Rs. one lac be imposed.   Besides, disciplinary action be initiated under section 20 of the RTI Act.

It may be mentioned that Central Information Commission has imposed the penalty as suggested on the PIOs for intentional denying the information under RTI Act and initiated action under Section 20 of the RTI Act.”



Appellant states none of these letters has been received by him.  He also wishes penalty to be imposed on the respondent for the delay in supply of information.
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Therefore, Sh. Manpreet Singh Chhatwal, SDM (E) Ludhiana-cum-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. 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 08.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Arvind Singh Banga,

Deep Nursing Home, 

Bhora Road,

Jalandhar By Pass,

Ludhiana – 141008






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (East) 

Ludhiana.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2412/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



In this case, respondent, vide communication dated 17.09.2010 advised the complainant to deposit the requisite fee for taking the documents sought by him.  

 

In the earlier hearing dated 22.09.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“Complainant is not present today and no communication has been received from him in the matter.   He should inform the Commission if he is willing to pay the charges for the documents sought, as advised by the respondent.”



Since no communication has been received from the complainant, it appears he is not interested in pursual of the case. 



Therefore, seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kulbir Singh

H. No. 398, New Azad Nagar,

Bagga Dairy Wali Gali,

Sultanwind Road,

Amritsar.







   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer  



O/o Tehsildar,

Amritsar-I







    …Respondent

CC No. 3085/08

Order



This case was last taken up for hearing on 22.09.2010 and the order was scheduled to be pronounced today.



In the proceedings dated 15.02.2010, it was noticed as under: -

“The officials of the office of Chief Secretary stated that they have already written to the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar to implement the order of the Commission but so far, nothing has been heard.

Accordingly, Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar is hereby ordered to comply with the orders of the Commission in letter and spirit.”



Despite the fact that the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh had written to the respondent office as stated by the representative of his office, none put in appearance from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar in the hearings dated 21.04.2010 and 14.07.2010.  It was only in the subsequent hearing dated 02.08.2010 that Ms. Vinay Sharma, Tehsildar put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.   The communication from the office of Chief Secretary has not been denied by the respondent office at all. 



In the hearing dated 30.08.2010, Sh. Sandeep Rishi, SDM Amritsar-I appeared and represented for review of the penalty imposed in view of the fact that Sh. Rajinder Singh, who was Tehsildar, Amritsar-I-cum-PIO in the instant case, had expired on 27.08.2009 and that they were not in knowledge of the proceedings in the case.  He had also pleaded that since there were two divisions in Amritsar namely Amritsar I and Amritsar II, therefore, the papers might not have reached the right place. 









Contd……2/-
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I have gone through the file.   There is a letter No. S.R. 727 dated 24.09.2008 which originated from the office of Tehsildar-cum-Sub Registrar, Amritsar-I.  Vide this letter, complainant Sh.  Kulbir Singh was requested to appear in the office on any working day for finally disposing of the case.   It makes it amply clear that the complaint had been dealt with in the office of Tehsildar, Amritsar-I.  Hence this plea of the respondent that due to two sub-divisions in Amritsar, they did not know if this case was to be handled by Tehsildar, Amritsar-I is belied.  



In Para 2 of his letter dated 30.08.2010, Sh. Sandeep Rishi has stated:

“That the penalty imposed is not legally maintainable as the Public Information Officer (PIO) is a high ranking officer than Tehsildar. Particularly in Revenue Circle Amritsar, there are two SDMs i.e. SDM Amritsar-I and SDM Amritsar-II and said SDM-I AND SDM-II work as Public Information Officers for their Circles respectively under the purview of Right to Information Act, 2005 and the complainant intentionally and knowingly did not specify in his complaint that whether SDM-I or SDM-II has not supplied the required information to him.” 



While in Para 4, Sh. Rishi has submitted as under: -

“That it is very sorry state of affairs on the part of the complainant that on one hand, he was continuing with the correspondence with the Tehsildar, Amritsar I and was giving letters to Tehsildar, Amritsar I as stated above and on the other hand, he moved the present pre-mature complaint before Hon’ble Commission on 22.12.2008 and obtained the impugned order by concealment of material facts from this Hon’ble Commission which is against law………..”



Thus it is apparent that Sh. Rishi knew about the correspondence by the complainant with Tehsildar, Amritsar-I.  Therefore, the contention of two sub-divisions in Amritsar also carries no force at all.   Moreover, the complaint by the complainant cannot be termed as ‘pre-mature’ as contended by Sh. Rishi.  Admittedly, when no communication was received by the complainant within 30 days of the application, the complaint filed cannot be said to be ‘pre-mature’.  



Therefore, in view of above, I hereby issue another show cause notice to Sh. Sandeep Rishi, SDM Amritsar-I-cum-PIO 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.  
Contd……3/-
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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. 

   

Upon receipt of reply to the notice from Sh. Sandeep Rishi, further proceedings pertaining to the recovery of penalty shall be undertaken.  Since the representation of Sh. Sandeep Rishi has been found to be against the facts, it is made clear that the order of penalty remains unchanged. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(78376-80939)

Sh.  Mehar Singh

S/o Sh. Maggar Singh

C/o Lady Dr. Rano, M.D.

Village Kamalke (Bhodiwala)

P.O. Dharamkot,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga






----Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Moga.








----Respondent

CC- 2209/2009

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


 

Complete information in the instant case stands provided to the complainant on 30.08.2010.



It was directed in the last hearing dated 22.09.2010 that the names and particulars of the PIO(s) during the period 12.04.2009 be communicated to the Commission so that the amount of penalty could be recovered at the earliest.



Today none is present on behalf of the respondent.   Only a telephonic message was received in the office from the DTO expressing his inability to attend the hearing today.



A copy of the order be sent to the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab  to let the Commission know as to who were posted as DTOs at Moga during the period from 22.09.2010 (date of application seeking information) up to 30.08.2010 (when complete information stood provided) so that the amount of penalty could be recovered.



For further proceedings, to come up on 28.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing was over, Sh. Mehar Singh, complainant came present.  He has been advised of today’s proceedings including the next date of hearing. 








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurpartap Singh Ahluwalia

s/o Sh. Mohinder Partap Singh,

Tehsil Office Khanauri,

Distt. Sangrur






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala







…..Respondent

CC- 2104/08

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Copy of an order dated 24.09.2010 from the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in CWP No. 17272 of 2010 whereby the order of Commission imposing penalty had been challenged, has been received.  The Hon’ble High Court has stayed the order of penalty vide the said order.



Therefore, the case is hereby adjourned sine die.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(99142-20137)

Sh. Inderpreet Singh Dhanjal,

Advocate,

Chamber No. 59-60-61-62

District Courts,

Moga.  







   …Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Faridkot







…Respondent

CC- 1474/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Bhupinder Singh, DTO, Faridkot (94174-00085)

  

In the earlier hearing dated 22.09.2010, State Transport Commissioner, Punjab was directed to enquiry into the matter pertaining to this case regarding the NOC of Vehicle Registration No. PAR-92. 


Letter dated 17.06.2010 from the respondent office states:
“That a scooter in the name of Sh. Jarnail Singh son of Sh. Sardul Singh resident of Jalalabad, District Ferozepur care of Civil Lines, Moga is registered in this office with Regn. No. PAR-92.  The chassis no. of the scooter is 678258 and the Engine No. is 714399, Model 1987.  As per the registration records, an NOC has been issued.  However, Sh. Mahesh Kumar, clerk, seeing the NOC issued, allotted this number to a new vehicle of M/s Sail Manufacturing Co. Ltd. 274, G.T. Road, Ludhiana.

Sh. Inderjit Singh Dhanjal, advocate, District Courts, Moga had sought an attested copy of the old NOC and has now filed a complaint CC No. 1474/2010 which is pending and is fixed for 23.06.2010.

No copy of the NOC of vehicle under Regn. No. PAR-92 is available in the office.  It is not clear who has issued the said NOC and the initials on the entry are not recognized.  

Taking the above facts into account, it is not possible to provide any satisfactory response to the complainant because the NOC issued is beyond recognition.   Therefore, it is requested that the issuance of NOC may kindly be got enquired into.”
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Today, Sh. Bhupinder Singh, DTO is present and has submitted the following statement: -

“Regarding file of issue of NOC for vehicle No. PAR-92 is not traceable in office of DTO Faridkot.  Rest of the record, it has been written to the STC Chandigarh for inquiry of the concerned staff and official.  As per direction of Hon’ble Commissioner Mrs. Ravi Singh, I would again request the STC Chandigarh to expedite the inquiry and whatever will be the outcome of the inquiry will be intimated to the applicant and the Commission.”



With this, the complainant is satisfied.



Reply to the show cause notice has also been provided and I am satisfied that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information.



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 11.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
