STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O. Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana.

  




   …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

State Transport Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





    …Respondent

AC No. 826/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.


For respondent: Sh. Surinder Jit Singh Mann, ADO



Reply to show cause notice has been provided and I am satisfied that there is no malafide for the delay in providing the information.


Documents regarding record of two officers namely Sh. Baldev Singh Randhawa and Sh. Malkiat Singh were with the office of State Transport Commissioner, Punjab in the year 1992 and1993.respectivel Sh. Surinder Jit Singh Mann, ADO Punjab Roadways states that they have written to the STC but there has been no response.  Another letter dated 17.02.2010 was presented on the last hearing in which it was stated that no record of these two officers was available in the said office.  Complainant Sh. Jasbir Singh is not satisfied with this reply.  He has been advised that it is not under the purview of the RTI Act to probe an enquiry regarding the records.  For this, he should approach higher competent authority. 



Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Smt. Sushila Devi 

# 314, Phase-1,

Sector: 55, Mohali.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent

AC No. 620/09

Order

Present:
For the complainant – Sh. Parkash Chand.
For the respondent – S/Sh. Hans Raj, Supdt. PSH & Vivek, Clerk, Directorate of Ayurveda.



In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, some information had been provided and the pending information was to be provided to the complainant within 15 days.



Information has been provided to the complainant in the presence of the court and he is satisfied. 
 

Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Prof. P.S. Bhogal

Head,

P.G. Dept. of Political Science,

Arya College,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.



…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

Principal

Arya College

Ludhiana.






          
    …Respondent

CC No. 2090/09

Order

Present:
Prof. B.S. Bhogal, Complainant in person.



Sh. Parveen Mayer, Office-Supdt. Cum-APIO



Arguments heard. The judgment is reserved and will be
 pronounced on 15.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manoj Kumar Singla Advocate
Distt. Courts, 

Mansa


…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa.







   …Respondent

AC No. 838/09

Order

Present:
Sh. Amandeep Singh Cheema, advocate for the complainant.

Sh. Devinder Kumar, Asstt. Secretary, RTA Ferozepur for the respondent.



In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, directions were given to provide the information regarding the original application to the complainant within 15 days.  Imposition of penalty was to be decided in today’s hearing.



Sh. Amandeep Singh Cheema, advocate for the complainant states that they are satisfied with the information provided on 15.03.2010 and they wish the case to be filed.



Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Jagmohan Singh Brar

S/o Shri Davinder Singh Brar,

Brar Complex, G.T.Road,

Moga.




…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga.







      
…Respondent

CC No. 2106/09

Order

Present:
None for the parties.

In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, directions were given to the Principal Secretary Transport that the directions of the Commission should be implemented in letter and spirit regarding penalty imposed on the PIO vide order dated 27.01.2010.
A copy of this order was also sent to the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab.  However, none of the directions of the Commission have been followed which shows disrespect to the office of RTI Commission.

One more opportunity is provided to the respondent to implement the orders of the Commission. It is also recorded that Sh. Ajay Sood is at present the DTO Moga.  Directions are given to Sh. Ajay Sood to be present on the next date of hearing.

To come up on 15.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.

 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pritam Singh

H. NO. 9308,

Gali No. 7,

Chander Lok Colony,

Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.
 
…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (East)

Ludhiana.







…Respondent

CC No. 2316/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Pritam Singh in person.



For respondent – Sh. Nirmal Singh, Naib Tehsildar, K. Kalan. 



In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, respondent had stated that the reason why information could not be provided to the complainant was that no date of allotment had been given; no file number or case number had been given and no particulars of the department or the officer allotting the same were given. Complainant Sh. Pritam Singh is present today and states that this order of the Commission has not been communicated to him and he is appearing in the court today only after making an enquiry from the receptionist.  A copy of the order is provided to the complainant in the court.


Directions are given to the complaint to answer the queries put by the respondent within 15 days with a copy to the Commission so that by the next date of hearing information can be provided. 

To come up on 15.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

R.C. Verma

A-76, Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar. 

…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o DPI ©, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







  …Respondent

AC No. 837/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. R.C. Verma 

For respondent – S/Sh. Sohan Lal, DPI (C), Maninder Dhillon, Deputy Director, Arjun Singh, Office Supdt. o/o DPI (C)



Information has been provided to the complainant in the presence of the court by DPI (C) Sh. Sohan Lal.



Complainant is satisfied.  Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010                             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jagdish Bansal 
s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

Ward No. 21, Khokhar Road,

Mansa. 





…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DTO Mansa.






    …Respondent

CC No. 3783/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For respondent – Sh. Manjit Singh, DTO Mansa.



Respondent Manjit Singh submits that information has been provided to the complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal by ordinary post on 12.03.2010.



Directions are given to send the same information to the complainant either by hand or by registered post.   One more opportunity is granted to the complainant to point out any objections in the information provided since he is not present today. 



During the course of hearing, a letter dated 17.03.2010 has been presented which has been received in the Commission by fax, stating.
           
“That 6 months have elapsed since the original application of the compliance was submitted. Sh Jagdish Bansal also states that information has still not been provided of him. He also demands imposition of penalty”
.
             Since the complainant has demanded imposition of penalty, 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. 

          Sh. Jagdish Bansal should point out specific objection in the information provided to him on 12.03.2010.



DTO Mansa is also directed to supply the names of the persons who were posted as PIOs & APIOs from 31.07.2009 till date. 



DTO has requested to take a lenient view in the matter since he is short of staff and has recently been posted.  This matter has already been pointed out to the Principal Secretary Transport but no action has been taken.

To come up on 15.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakshman Swarup Gupta

B-X-550, Patel Nagar,

College Road,

Barnala- 148101


…Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Education Officer,

Sangrur.







  ….Respondent

AC No. 628/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Lakshman Sarup Gupta in person.

For respondent: Ms. Asha Rani, Block Primary Education Officer, Sangrur.


On 06.11.2009, none was present on behalf of the complainant and the respondent.  The order read as: -

“Complainant rang up and information that the asked for information will be available with the District Education Officer (E), Sangrur. Accordingly notice may be issued to District Education Officer (E), Sangrur.”

In the second order dated 14.12.2009. Mrs. Asha Rani, Block Primary Education Officer was present along with Sh. Raman Kant on behalf of respondent Mrs. Asha Rani submitted that the information sought may be available with the District Education Officer, Barnala and notice be issued to DEO Barnala.   The order read as under: -

“Ms. Asha Rani appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that the asked for information may be available with District Education Officer, Barnala. Accordingly a notice may be issued to the District Education Officer, Barnala.”

In the order dated 22.02.2010, which was issued in my court after it was transferred from the court of Hon’ble SIC Sh. R.K. Gupta, the following order was recorded: 


“The information sought on 05.05.2009 has been provided to the complainant. Rest of the information is with various other branches. Since the application for information was not transferred within 5 days as provided under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act,2005 direction are given to the respondent to collect and provide this information to the Complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the commission.”

 Today, Mrs. Asha Rani, Block Primary Education Officer is present and has presented one letter dated 16’03’2010. stating:

“ Cases are pending regarding the grade and increment of Gyani/ Bharwaker. Recently judgment to this effect has been publish in the daily the tribune dated. 06-03-2010.


  Although there is no specific entry by name in the receipt registers nor any such no(250/2003) as indicate by him in the receipt register no entry regarding receipt of service book of Smt.Parma Devi and other relevant paper.There is no record about to the case.

  
 Now such case is not traceable in office at this stage.

            Advance increment were with draw by Government writ petitioners regarding to revive the same were in Punjab and Haryana high Court by the concerned teachers,High Court recently give judgement about these cases published in the daily the tribune on 02.03.2010.
           Full information has already been sent to him i.e.Laxman sarup Vide this office no.G-1/2010-11/205 cated 16.02.2010.”


Also a letter has been presented by the complainant stating: -


“Please refer to your above said letter and subsequent Telephone discussion. I had with your office on the subject in question. It is once again cleared that I only want:-
1. The present statues of the case of my wife Smt. Parma Devi sent to the Officer of D.E.O,. Sangrur vide BPEO Barnala officer Order No. 250/2003 dated 22-04-2003.

2. Clear authentic reason for the delay in the case and particularls of the Court case referred to in Point No.1 of your letter Npo. G-1/2010-11/205/4787-88 dated 16-02-2010 of O/o P.I.O, D.E.O.(E) Sangrur

This is very essential to verify the authenticity of information supplied vide letter dated 16-02-2010 as you have earlier also given false statement before the Hon` ble Commission on. 14-12-2009 “
Letter dated 19.02.2010 is in reply to the information provided to him in the letter dated 16.02.2010 written by DEO (Elementary) Sangrur states as: -


“With due respect it is stated that I have received your letter as above and shocked to note the contents as there is no clear information in the letter and it seems that after harassing me for around one year and misrepresenting the facts before the Hon`ble Commission you are trying to again mislead. So in order to verify the authenticity of the information you are requested to providing in the court of Law.”    

Going through the documents presented in the court, I am of the view that respondent present is not fully aware of the case and specific information has not been provided to the complainant as per his original application dated 05.05.2009.

Directions are given to Sh. Gurtej Singh Grewal, PIO to be personally present on the next date of hearing.  Also information should be provided to the complainant within 15 days otherwise action pertaining to show cause notice will be initiated.   


Also a letter has been received from DEO Barnala that this information is available with DEO Sangrur.

To come up on 19.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.

 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Balvir Singh Sidhu

President,

Public Welfare Association,

J-67/100, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.





…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







    …Respondent

CC 3807/09

Order

Present;
Complainant Sh. Balvir Singh Sidhu in person.



Sh. Labh Singh, Tehsildar, Ludhiana.



During argument in the course of hearing, I am of the opinion that the complainant and the respondent are giving details of denial and contradiction as regards the information isconcened. It was recorded in the earlier order dated 22.02.2010 that the complainant should visit the office of the respondent on 02.03.2010 for the information.  Complainant states that he visited the office of the respondent but was not provided any information.   



For the last time, directions are given to the complainant to visit the office of respondent on Monday, the 19th April, 2010 at 11 AM and only relevant record should be provided to the complainant. 



To come up for confirmation of compliance on 21.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha

H. No. 5682, Sector 38 (West)

Chandigarh. 






   …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o School Education, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 







    …Respondent

CC No. 2527/09

Order  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Sital Singh, Supdt.



A letter dated 15.03.2010. has been presented from the complainant Sh. Manjeet Singh stating: that pending information is not required and the case should be filed.,


Therefore the case is hereby closed and disposed of.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Satnam Singh

S/o S. Nazar Singh,

Bungalow No. 158, Katcheri Road,

Near Khalsa Gurudwara, Ferozepur Cantt
…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.






          
…Respondent

CC No. 2221/08

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. M.L. Puri, APIO for the respondent.


In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, it was recorded that: 


“Today, APIO submits that the information has been provided but insists on waving the penalty. Document to support his views is presented but that does not excuse the PIO for not providing information in the stipulated period of 30 days since the Original application was filed on 8-08-2008. Therefore, Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab is directed to implement the order in letter and spirit with intimation to the Commission.”  

Complainant is not present today and Sh. M.L. Puri, APIO has stated that the complainant has presented a fresh application.  I have informed him that I am not interested in the fresh application since my case which is being dealt and heard is in CC No. 2221/08.    Respondent Sh. M.L. Puri states that information has already been provided to the complainant.Therefore, complainant Sh. Satnam Singh is directed to intimate the Commission if this statement is correct. This order is being sent to the Chief Secretary Punjab, Chandigarh for implementation of the order. 

It is also noted that the present PIO in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur is Sh. K.K. Yadav but the Tehsildar has no idea as to who was the PIO from 25.08.2008 onwards. It should be observed that in the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, directions were given to the Chief Secretary Punjab but none of the directions of the Commission have been followed.


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. O.P. Gulati

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI Punjab,

Chandigarh.







…Respondent

CC No. 1616/08

Order
Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent Sh. Sital Singh, Supdt.-cum-APIO; Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO and Gurcharan Singh, Dealing Asstt. 


During the hearing, it is recorded that following were the PIOs during the relevant time: 


From 31.03.2008 to 29.09.2009 – Mrs. Indu Mishra.


From 30.09.2009 to 25.01.2010 – Sh. Balwant Singh.


From 04.03.2010 – Sh. Sital Singh

The PIO Sh. Sital Singh states that for the pending information on the two points recorded in the order dated 27.01.2010, records are not available and there is an enquiry being conducted against the two Assistants namely S/Sh. Harbhajan Singh and K.K. Maini.   Respondent is not sure as to how long will be the duration of the enquiry.In any case, the Commission should be intimated when the enquiry is over and I am of the opinion that the information stands provided and the complainant is advised to take up the matter with higher competent authorities regarding missing file.  I have recorded the names of the PIOs and their relevant period.  


Some points are to be provided from the office of Sh Yash Pal Manvi  Asst. Director-cum-PIO. He has given in writing that all the points connected with his department have been provided.Most of the point according to him are suggestive and imaginative seeking an opinion. Therefore in my view  information from this department also should stands provided.


Therefore, once again, Secretary School Education is directed to identify the PIOs / APIOs responsible for payment of penalty of Rs. 10,000/- as early as possible.


To come up on 22.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber
confirmation of compliance.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
When the hearing was over, Sh. O.P. Gulati came present.  As regards the information which was pending in my order dated 27.01.2010, respondent Sital Singh states that none of the files regarding the pending information are available.  He has also submitted that an enquiry has been marked against two officials namely Sh. Harbhajan Singh and K.K. Maini.


Sh. O.P. Gulati has been advised to follow up the matter along with the enquiry with the higher competent authority.   As regards the penalty of Rs. 10,000/- imposed, respondent present states that Mrs. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali is responsible to pay the same. 

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gursharan Singh

R/o # 133-L Chandigarh Road,

Khanna.          


…Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.E.O. (E) Ludhiana.





   …Respondent

AC No. 208A/08

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gursharan Singh in person.



Sh. Ranjit Singh, Supdt-cum-PIO for the respondent.


A letter dated 16.03.2010 has been received form Sh. Gursharan Singh stating that he has received the compensation of Rs. 4,000/-  


Seeing the contents of the letter, Secretary Education is directed to identify as to who is the PIO from 07.12.2007 till 27.01.2010 and execute the directions of the Commission as soon as possible.In the meantime, a letter has been received wherein the PIO have been identified and have been asked to deposit the penalty amount.

            A letter dated 17-03-2010 has been presented by Ranjit Singh PIO Supt. Cum PIO stating that he was not designated as PIO and should be exempted from the penalty. This letter is attached with the order and Secretary Education Chandigarh is directed to enquire in the matter and decide accordingly as to who is the PIO since it  is an internal departmental matter


To come up on 19.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. O.P. Gulati

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI (S) Punjab,

Chandigarh.







…Respondent

CC No. 2194/07

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person. 

For the respondent 
Sh. Sital Singh, Supdt.-cum-APIO; Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO and Gurcharan Singh, Dealing Asstt. 


In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, directions were given to Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-PIO and the Education Secretary to fix the responsibility for payment of the penalty imposed vide order dated 27.01.2010.    I had also issued directions that complete information should be provided to the complainant within one month.


Today, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-PIO is present and states that as regards the penalty clause, Mrs. Surjit Kaur, PIO-cum-Asstt. Director was responsible for the delay in supply of information to the complainant.  I hereby direct Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh to recover the same from the said PIO. 


As regards the information, I have gone through each of the points sought by the complainant in his original letter dated 10.10.2007, with Sh. Yash Pal Manvi and I am of the view that information has been provided to Sh. Gulati.  Sh. Manvi further stated that at the relevant time, Mrs. Surjit Kaur was the PIO concerned.


Directions are given to the Secretary Education, Punjab to ensure compliance of the orders of the court, with compliance report to the Commission. 


To come up on 22.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Devinder Singh Rai

S/o Shri  Hazura Singh,

H. No. 2939-A, Gali No.1,

Malhotra Colony,

Tehsil & District: Ropar.  

…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ropar.







…Respondent

CC No. 1538/09

Order

Present:
For complainant – Sh. Gurvinderjit Singh, advocate



For respondent: Sh. Pushpinder Singh, DTO-cum-PIO 


DTO Sh. Pushpinder Singh states that the order of penalty imposed on 27.01.2010 should be withdrawn.  He has been informed that there is no review of penalty under the RTI Act 2005.


Complainant filed his original application for information on 20.04.2009 and information provided to him on 09.11.2009.  The order was reserved on 09.11.2009 and announced in the open court on 27.01.2010.   The DTO stated the following were the PIOs posted in Rup Nagar at the relevant time:



From 20.04.2009 to 19.11.2009
Sh. Karamvir Singh



20.11.2009 to December 2009
Sh. Blabir Singh


According to him, Sh. Karamvir Singh is the respondent liable for payment of the penalty imposed by the Commission.


Therefore, Secretary Transport Punjab is directed to ensure compliance of the orders of penalty with a compliance report to the Commission.


To come up on 26.04.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harmeet Singh

S/o S. Ajit Singh,

V & PO Isewal,

Teh. & Distt. Ludhiana-141102.
…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 







…Respondent

CC No. 2277/08

Order

Present: 
For the complainant – Sh. Jagir Singh, brother of the complainant.

For respondent: S/Sh. J.S. Brar, PIO O/o STC, Pb. Chandigarh and Devinder Kumar, Asstt. Secretary, STA Ferozepur / Patiala.

 
In the earlier order dated 27.01.2010, Sh. Mahesh Garg and Sh. Harmel Singh, Joint State Transport Commissioner’s office who were posted as PIOs at the relevant time when the information was called and delayed, were asked to give their explanation regarding the delay and the case was adjourned to 22.02.2010.  On 22.02.2010, they submitted the explanation by way of affidavits which were taken on record and the case was adjourned to 17.03.2010.  

 
Today, Sh. J.S. Brar, appearing on behalf of the respondent stated that all the information relating to their office stands provided to the complainant and nothing is pending.  Only part of details of complainant’s financial claims are pending with the office of SSP, Sangrur which is the parent department of the complainant and he has been directed to get his dues settled from his parent department i.e. office of SSP, Sangrur.  The complainant agrees.

 
In view of the above, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 
 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 17.03.2010



State Information Commission
