STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(95305-62832)

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

850, Urban Estate Phase II,

Focal Point,

Ludhiana-141010.





     
       … Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.

Punjab,

Chandigarh 


2.
First Appellate Authority,



O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt.


Punjab, Chandigarh.




  …Respondents
AC- 382/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO along with Sh. Kulwinder Singh, Draughtsman, M.C. Ludhiana (98762-86341)



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -
“Vide original application dated 31.12.2010, Sh. Bhatia had sought the action taken report on letter dated 10.10.2007 from the office of Prime Minister of India for forwarding the case for CBI enquiry to punish the fraudulent and their supporters and to deliver justice to more than 100 poor small shop-keepers, the real owners of the property. 

The first appeal was filed with the Chief Secretary, Punjab on 11.02.2011 while the present second appeal has been preferred with the Commission on 15.04.2011 when no information was provided. 

The first appeal was forwarded by the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab to the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. for providing the relevant information.   However, Sh. Bhatia submitted that no information has been provided to him so far.

None is present on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.”  



It was further recorded, in the same order: -
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“After the hearing was over, Sh. Rajeev Kumar, Senior Asstt. (97791-86464) came present on behalf of the respondent and submitted a letter dated 30.05.2011 addressed to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and reads as under: -

‘A copy of AC No. 382/11 received from the State Information Commission, Punjab is forwarded herewith along with the enclosures.  Since you are the appellate authority in this matter, the relevant information is to be provided by your office which should be done under intimation to the Commission and this office.   You are also directed to depute an officer to attend the hearing in this case on 31.05.2011 before the State Information Commission, Punjab.’



Today, Sh. Ramesh Verma stated that complete information as per the original application already stands provided.  However, now the appellant seeks a CBI enquiry to be ordered by the Chief Secretary, Punjab and this is not under the jurisdiction of the PIO.


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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Inderjit Sahni,

s/o Sh. Tilak Raj Sahni,

No. 1351 HIG, 

Phase I, Bathinda






         …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Local Govt.

Punjab, Chandigarh




 

         …Respondent

CC- 1536/11

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO.



Vide application dated 14.03.2011, Sh. Inderjit Sahni sought the following information: 

“As per Improvement Trust, Bathinda (hereinafter will be called Trust) No. 147, dated 28.01.2011, the Trust charge Development Charges as per CSR and work according to PWD specifications.  But in the matter of 25.57 acres Scheme, it left a Jand tree in the mid of road in front of plot no. 42 of circumference more than 2 feet girth as per my application and copy of green note attached, which is illegal and attract action on the responsible Engineers making payment and reporting completion of road on dated 16.08.2002 before removal of tree on dated 07.02.2003 vide Trust letter no. BIT/06/3872 dated 28.12.2006.  For this, refer to rules as had been explained by Executive Engineer, Provln. Division PWD Band R Bathinda vide his letter no. 6944 dated 20.01.2011 in reply to my application dated 03.01.2011 and by Divisional Engineer, Bathinda Development Authority, Bathinda vide his No. BDA-M:Eng.(C-1)/Bathinda/2011/219 dated 02.02.2011 and Executive Engineer, MC Ludhiana letter no. 217/APIO-C dated 16.02.2011.  The evaluation was got done from the Forest Department vide their letter no. 1248 dated 10.02.1993 but needful was not done.

The Engineer allowing such lapse and making payment to such contractor had caused great loss to me and had also cheated the department.  Please inform me the appropriate action taken against such erring engineers and the present postings and home address of these employees. 

2.
Even on my application dated 19.07.2000, the tree was not
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removed and the decision was conveyed to me which was ultimately cut when I filed a court case.  Please supply me the name of the Erring Officers / officials with their present postings as well as home addresses for making the decision not to cut the three and responsible for not conveying this to me.” 



Sh. Sahni has further submitted that vide letter dated 29.03.2011, his request was transferred to the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Bathinda with a copy to me.  However, no information has been supplied. 



The present complaint has been field with the Commission on 24.05.2011.



Sh. Verma, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that axing of the trees is looked after by the Forest Department and not by the Local Govt. Department.   Hence no names of any erring officials in the matter can be provided by them.  He further submitted that in this view of the matter, the remaining information becomes irrelevant and hence cannot be provided.



The submissions made by the respondent have substance and are accepted.  The complainant is, accordingly, advised to take up the matter with the appropriate authorities.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.P.S. Bhardwaj, Advocate

C/o Chamber Cum Office,

Backside Canteen,

District Court’s,

Hoshiarpur  





     
                       … Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) 

Punjab, Chandigarh  





         …Respondent

AC- 350/11

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

For the respondent: Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director-cum-APIO (94635-86655)



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.  

In the next hearing, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Assistant Director-cum APIO shall appear personally and explain the matter.”



Today, a fax message has been received from Sh. RPS Bhardwaj has sought an adjournment on the ground that his counsel Sh. Mandip Sodhi expired, which is granted.

 

Sh. Yash Pal Manvi has appeared on behalf of the respondent, as per the directions of the Commission.   He submitted: 

“It is stated that the applicant, vide letter dated 27.11.2010, asked for information as per the proforma attached.  The information was denied on 09.12.2010 as per Section 7(9) of the RTI Act.  But the Superintendent of the Establishment Sh. Jagtar Singh, on previous hearing dated 31.05.2011, could not inform the Hon’ble Commission that the information had been denied earlier on 09.12.2010.   The total working strength of the lecturers has been compiled up to 2001 which is available on the website www.ssi.org.com  and can be examined on the hard copy available in the office.    Thereafter, the working strength has not been compiled.  The information on total strength of lecturers in maths,
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 physics and chemistry has been made available along with the dates up to which the SCs / BCs have been promoted.”  



In view of above, the appellant is directed to inform the Commission if information to his satisfaction stands provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Late Davinder Kaur,

# 426/2, 

 Ghear Sodhiayan,

Patiala- 147001  





                  … Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh  







    …Respondent
AC- 353/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Madan Lal, PIO; Harish Sharma, Sr. Asstt. (94640-48534) and Bal Krishan, Sr. Asstt. (98720-03390)



Sh. Madan Lal appearing on behalf of the respondent submitted that information regarding request of Sh. Amandeep Singh for appointment on compassionate grounds has already been provided vide this office letter dated 30.05.2007.  He submitted a copy of the said letter.  He further submitted that no such appointments were made by them and hence the names and other details of various candidates appointed on compassionate grounds have no relevance.


I have gone through all the points and am of the information that complete information as per the original application stands provided.



Seeing the merits of the appeal, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner 


After the hearing was over, Sh. Surinder Singh, son of the appellant came present.  He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing.  A photocopy of the letter dated 30.05.2007 submitted by the respondent has also been handed over to him. 


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajiv Gulia

Advocate

Chamber No. 191,

District Courts,

Rohtak-124001 (Har)





        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 




  …Respondents
AC - 365/11
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Ms. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director (Secondary Education) (98148-03293)



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Appellant is not present today.  He has sent a fax message regretting his inability to attend the hearing today.  

Appellant is directed to inform the Commission if the information provided is to his satisfaction.  If nothing is heard from him by the next hearing, it shall be presumed that satisfactory information has been provided.”



Sh. Rajiv Gulia was not present in the earlier hearing.  Today again, he has not come for the hearing.  No discrepancies have been pointed out by him.  Therefore, it appears he is satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98728-84036)

Sh. Sukh Raj Singh

s/o Sh. Gobinder Singh,

Village Dhanaula Khurd,

P.O. Handiaya – 148107 (Distt. Barnala)



             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh 




       …Respondents
AC - 362/11
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Sukh Raj Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rupinder Singh, Organizer (Sports)-cum-APIO (98140-10879)



Part information has already been provided to the appellant.



Respondent present assured the Commission that the remaining information i.e. pertaining to 8 years for Secondary Education and 11 years for Primary Education shall be provided within a period of two months.



On the assurance of the respondent, appellant agrees to close the case.  



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Navjit Singh

s/o Sh. Karam Singh,

VPO Mano Chahal Kalan,

Tehsil & Distt. Tarn-Taran-143401.



        … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

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

Punjab, Chandigarh 





         …Respondent
CC- 1068/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. and Varinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94172-08339)



In the earlier hearing, the complainant was not present.  Same is the case today.



Sh. Baljit Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that the complainant, vide application dated 17.01.2011, sought the following information: -

“Names, addresses of the candidates who appeared for the counselling of vocational master electrical under category Code No. 102, 104, and 106 during 28.04.2010 to 15.12.2010 along with a copy of the merit list.”



He further submitted that this information is available on the website of CDAC and the complainant has been advised to download the required information from the said site.



Complete information as per the original application stands provided. 



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: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(90414-74734)

Sh. Varun,

S/o Sh. Ashwani Kumar, 

PGD Journalism

Near Shashi Sharma Diary,

Kabir Mandir,

Anandpur,

Pathankot





     
        
            … Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (EE) 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh  







         …Respondent

AC- 348/11

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present stated that the Appointing Authority of the ETT teachers is the respective District Education Officer (EE) in the State and the information sought is available with them and be obtained from that quarter.

It is pointed out that if the information sought was not available with the respondent, the application of Sh. Varun should have been transferred to relevant PIO, within 5 days as provided in Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been done.  Therefore, it is now the responsibility of the present respondent to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and provide the same to the appellant, within a month, under intimation to the Commission.”



Neither any of the directions of the Commission have been followed by the respondent nor has anyone put in appearance on his behalf. No communication has been received either.



One last opportunity is granted to the respondent to comply with the directions of the Commission and provide complete and relevant information to the appellant, within a month’s time under intimation to the Commission. 



Today, appellant is not present nor has any communication been received. 
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Sh. Varun to inform the Commission if the information, when provided, is to his satisfaction. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner



After the hearing was over, Sh. Varun was contacted over the telephone who informed the Commission that no information had been provided to him so far.



As already noted above, for further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dinesh Chadda, (Advocate)

V.P.O Badwa,

District- Ropar 





                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Secretary, 

Punjab, Chandigarh  





         …Respondent

CC- 1034/11 

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Dinesh Chadda in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Nirmal Singh, APIO 



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“From the letter dated 23.05.2011 addressed to the DPI (SE) Punjab with a copy to the Commission, it is observed that in his complaint to the Commission, the complainant has submitted that information available with the office of DPI has been provided while the rest which is available with the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab has not been provided to him so far.  However, through oversight, the registry has treated the DPI as respondent whereas it should have been the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh. 

It is directed that PIO, Office of DPI (SE) Punjab be substituted with the Public Information Officer, office of Chief Secretary, Punjab Chandigarh.

PIO, office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh shall appear in the next hearing and explain the matter.   In the matter, relevant information is directed to be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Today, Sh. Nirmal Singh who is present from the office of Chief Secretary, states that no part of the information sought is related to their office.  Sh. Dinesh Chadda, the complainant submitted as under: -

“I have received information from DPI office.  In reply to another application, I received information from Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Patiala. 

Information got from both the offices is contrary to each other.  The DPI office has told that Education Cess has not reached in
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Education Development Fund while the office of the Excise & Taxation Commissioner told that Education Cess has been added by them to that fund. 

So it is prayed that an affidavit be taken from the DPI office to the effect that information provided by them is correct.”



Complainant further insisted on an affidavit from the D.P.I. regarding the Education Cess.  He has been advised that the statement of the respondent present is authentic enough and no such affidavit is necessary.  It was further informed that in case he is not satisfied, he can seek redressal of his grievance from the higher competent authority.  With this, he felt satisfied.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98888-65056)

Sh. Jaswant Singh

s/o Late Sh. Sardara Singh,

No. 2525, Sector 47-C,

Chandigarh-160047






         …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Addl. Superintending Engineer (Operation)

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

Kurali (Distt. Ropar)






         …Respondent

CC- 1610/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jaswant Singh in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Shiv Dayal Bawa, SDO (96461-10117)



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 31.05.2011 by Sh. Jaswant Singh, when, in response to his original application dated 16.04.2011, satisfactory information was not provided.  He had sought the following: -

“1.
Attested copy of detailed enquiry report carried out by your department in accordance with Departmental Inquiries (Enforcement of Attendance of Witness & production of documents) Act, 1972 covering the objections / advice / orders and details of the officials / officers with their present addresses who defied the statutory law and committed statutory offences which are criminal offences.

2.
Attested copies of directions issued for reconnection of the supply and testing of the existing meter.

3.
Attested copies of details of recovery of ordered amount i.e. Rs. 69,000/- vide order dated 30.11.1999 of ld. DCF Ropar and Rs. 10 lacs vide order dated 04.03.2009 of Hon’ble National Commission order, from the salary of the delinquent officials / officers (definitely not cash deposits)

4.
Attested copies of disciplinary action taken against the delinquent officials / officers as suggested by the Principal Secretary (Power & Irrigation) Govt. of Punjab vide order dated 29.08.2000.”
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Respondent present submitted a letter dated 12.05.2011 which is addressed to the complainant and reads as under: -



“The information sought by you on 16.04.2011 is as follows: -

“1.
Copy of the enquiry report has already been provided to you vide this office letter no. 217 dated 20.03.2011
sent by registered post.   A copy of the same has also been endorsed to the Hon’ble Consumer Forum, Mohali.

2.
You never visited this office regarding the re-connection.

3.
As ordered by the Hon’ble Court, a copy of the receipt indicating the amounts recovery from the concerned officials / officers for Rs. 69,000/- is annexed.  Vide order dated 04.03.2009, Hon’ble National Commission has not ordered any recovery of Rs. 10 lacs from the salary of any officials.

4.
Reply to this para has already been provided to you before the Hon’ble State Information Commission on 31.03.2011 in CC No. 3110/10 when the said case was disposed of by ld. SIC Sh. P.K. Verma.

Respondent further submitted that no disciplinary action has been taken against any of his officials.”



Respondents provided a copy of the Enquiry Report in the presence of the court, conducted by Er. S.D. Malaika, EIC / Enforcement-cum-Inquiry Officer, PSPCL, Patiala.  It was further submitted by the respondents that apart from this, no other enquiry was ever conducted. 



I have gone through all the points and am of the view that complete information as per the original application dated 16.04.2011 stands provided. 



Sh. Jaswant Singh contended that this enquiry has not been conducted in accordance with the order of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.  He was not satisfied and also wanted to seek further clarification in the matter.  He has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 



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

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94640-61186)

Sh. Ravi Dutt,

H. No. 651-L-T2, Sector 2,

Talwara Township (Distt. Hoshiarpur)



         …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer (Personnel Division)

Shahpur Kandi-Ranjit Sagar Dam,

Pathankot (Distt. Gurdaspur)




         …Respondent

CC- 1612/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ravi Dutt in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Chander Kant, A.E. (99149-12675)



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 01.06.2011 by Sh. Ravi Dutt, when, in response to his original application dated 10.01.2011, satisfactory information was not provided.  He had sought the following: -

“Reg. Sh. Dilbag Singh, fireman, son of Sh. Makhan Singh, Fire Station, Shahpur Kandi; Ref. your letter no. 226-27/220E dated 15.02.2011.

1.
Whether Sh. Dilbag Singh, fireman, was sponsored by your department to National Fire Service College, Nagpur from January 1994 to July, 1994; or he proceeded to said course at his own?

2.
Did Sh. Dilbag Singh remain absent from duty to attend the said course at Nagpur or was he on duty?  What kind of leave was sanctioned to him along with the no. of days for which leave was sanctioned?

3.
How much TA / DA was paid to Sh. Dilbag Singh to attend the said course?

4.
How much salary was given to Sh. Dilbag Singh from January 1994 to July 1994?  The amount paid for the said period should also be provided.”



Today, respondent submitted a letter dated 20.07.2011 which is addressed by the Executive Engineer to the PIO and reads as under: -



“Ref. your office letter no. 1276-79/220-E dated 20.07.2011.
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The para-wise reply to issues raised by the applicant is as under: -

(i)
The applicant has questioned that Dilbag Singh, fireman was sponsored to National Fire Service College, Nagpur by the Department or he proceeded at his own.

Under RTI Act, 2005, the applicant cannot raise the question;

(i)
That applicant has further raised question that what nature of leave was sanctioned to Sh. Dilbag Singh and how much.

It is also not in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

(iii)
The applicant has asked the PIO that how much TA & DA has been paid to Sh. Dilbag Singh.

(iv)
The applicant has further sought the information that how much salary from January 1994 to July 1994 was given to Sh. Dilbag Singh. 

From the above, it is clear that the applicant has put the questions to the PIO which is against the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 as has been clarified by the Govt. of India, Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances & Pension, Department of Personnel & Training, New Delhi vide letter no. 1/7/2009-IR dated June 1, 2009 and No. 10/2/2088-IR dated June 1, 2009 (copies attached).

This is for your information and further necessary action please.”



It is observed that no relevant provision of the RTI Act, 2005 has been quoted and only a statement has been made to the effect that such information is not permissible under the RTI Act, which is not accepted.



Respondent stated that information on point no. 4 has been sent to the complainant by registered post on 06.07.2011 which, the complainant stated has not been received by him so far.   On the directions of the Commission, a copy of the same is handed over to the complainant in the presence of the court.  It is surprising that on one hand, the respondent is stating that questions are not permitted under the Act while on the other hand, he stated that information on point no. 4 has been mailed to the complainant on 06.07.2011.  It is observed that information under point no. 4 is also in the form of question.  Either the plea of ‘questions not permitted under the Act’ should have been taken for all such information sought or if information on one of the questions has been provided, I see no reasons why information on other points should be denied. 

 

In the next hearing, PIO – Sh. Jagdish Raj Yadav, XEN is directed to appear personally and explain the matter.
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The pending information should also be provided to the complainant within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



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)


        …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Board of Ayurvedic & Unani System of Medicines, Punjab,

SCO No. 182, Sector 38-C,

Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Punjab Medical Council,


Phase I, Mohali.





       …Respondents

CC- 1616/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Karamjit Singh in person.

For the respondent: Dr. Vinod Mittal, Registrar (0172-5019196) along with Ms. Supinder Kaur, Supdt. (0172-5019195)



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 01.06.2011 by Sh. Karamjit Singh, when, in response to his original application dated 18.04.2011, no information was provided.  He had sought the following: -

“Following regarding enquiry against Sant Prem Singh N.R. Charitable Hospital, Begowal conducted by the Chairman, Board of Ayurvedic & Unani System, Punjab dated 16.02.2011:

1.
The Chairman had called from the above hospital, registration certificates pertaining to Dr. Sukhjiwan Bains, Dr. Abhishek, Dr. Renu Rekhy and Dr. Kulwant Singh.  Kindly provide me a copy each of the above certificates.  If these documents were not produced, what necessary action has been taken by the department?

2.
During / regarding the above enquiry, statement of Dr. Anil Virdi was recorded.   A copy of the same be provided along with a copy of the questionnaire put to him along with his replies to the same. 

3.
A copy of the report be provided regarding the DRO slip for verification of the signatures on the cheque.
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4.
A copy of the certificates pertaining to the staff present in the ambulance.

5.
Action taken by the hospital concerned against BEMS doctors who went on strike?

6.
Action taken against the hospital concerned for appointing doctors without issuing any appointment letter.

7.
A copy of the sinologist certificate submitted by Dr. B.S. Gill.  If this certificate was not tendered by Dr. Gill, the action taken against the said doctor and the said hospital be intimated. 

8.
A copy of the enquiry report along with action taken against the accused persons.”



During the hearing, it was disclosed that all information available with the Board of Ayurvedic & Unani Systems of Medicines has been provided.  However, part of the information sought pertains to the Punjab Medical Council.  Therefore, PIO, office of Punjab Medical Council, Phase I, Mohali is impleaded as a respondent and is directed to appear before the Commission on the  next date fixed.



PIO, O/o Board of Ayurvedic & Unani System of Medicines, Punjab shall also be present personally.



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh 
Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98155-30083)

Sh. Parkash Chand

s/o Sh. Ram Partap,

Village Manvi, Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur






         …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Asstt. Engineer 

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

Lasoi, Tehsil Malerkotla, Distt. Sangrur



         …Respondent

CC- 1617/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Parkash Chand in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Bhag Singh, L.D.C. (98784-14847)



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 01.06.2011 by Sh. Parkash Chand, when, in response to his original application dated 25.01.2011, satisfactory information was not provided.  He had sought the following: -

“Applicant moved an application diary no. 924 dated 13.09.2010 to increase the load of electric connection No. AP-2167/JMV and to shift the above said electric connection in new bore.  Supply information in regard to action taken by you in the above said matter.   Copy of application is attached herewith.  It is pertinent to add here that one Sham Lal has filed a civil suit in regard against the  applicant but no stay is granted in the said suit to shift or transfer the above said electric motor or to increase the load. 

Also provide the status of the application and the further action is to be taken. 

Also provide certified copies of all the documents in file in regard to above said electric motor AP-2167/MV.”



Today, Sh. Bhag Singh who appeared on behalf of the respondent, submitted that as the co-sharer of the applicant-complainant has submitted an affidavit not to shift the electric connection in question to any other location.  When confronted with the query from the Commission as to why only the request of the co-sharer is being accepted and that of the applicant-complainant being denied, he had no answer.  He, however, submitted that a case in the matter is pending with a Court.











Contd……2/-

-:2:-



Sh. Bhag Singh is neither aware of the various provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 nor the facts of the case. 



Sh. Malkit Singh (98728-81508), who is designated as a ‘Consumer Clerk’ with the respondent office is stated to be the PIO by the respondent present.



In the next hearing, SDO Sh. Narrotam Singh (96461-10653) is directed to appear in person to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98142-15820)

Sh. Satnam Singh

s/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

Cheema Heat Treatment

Achharwali Gali,

Behind Dada Motors, Ludhiana





  …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o S.D.O.

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o S.D.O.

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana 




       …Respondents

AC - 505/11

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.

For the respondent: Sh. Punnerdeep Singh Brar, Addl. SE (96461-11527)



Vide application dated 12.02.2011, Sh. Satnam Singh had sought the following information from the respondent: -

“Following, reg. enforcement inspection register No. 861, Page No. 30 dated 02.02.2011:

1.
Kindly provide a copy of the above said Enforcement Registration and Page No. and all other supporting documents.

2.
Kindly tell in detail about the findings and conclusions drawn by Enforcement Officials during the above mentioned inspection.   Please support your answer by copy of report prepared by officials after the above said inspection. 

3.
Kindly tell the procedure of calculation of penalty for the above said inspection.  Please support your answer by the copy of Manual of Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd. 

4.
Kindly provide the copy of calculation sheet of penalty in the above said inspection. 








        Contd……2/-

-:2:-

5.
Names and designations of the officials of PSPCL who conducted the inspection and also those who were present at that time.”



It is further stated that as no reply was received, the First Appeal with the First Appellate Authority was filed on 16.03.2011.   However, when still no information was provided, the instant Second Appeal has been filed before the Commission, received the office on 30.05.2011.



Sh. Punnerdeep Singh Brar, Addl. S.E., appearing on behalf of the respondent submitted a copy of an order dated 24.06.2011 whereby the first appeal has been disposed of by the First Appellate Authority wherein it has been concluded: 

“The complainant Sh. Satnam Singh intimated that he has got the complete information vide ASE / Estate Div. Ludhiana Memo. No. 6507 dated 02.06.2011.  He further intimated that the information is incomplete as he has not got the copy of electricity supply instructions manual no. 101 and name of the checking officer.  Er. Mehar Singh, AEE / Comm. Estate Division, Ludhiana intimated that the ESIM No. 101 can be had from PSPCL website www.pspci.in and copy of the same can be had from the office of Deputy Secretary Printing & Stationery, PSPCL Patiala on payment of requisite charges to PSPCL.  
Regarding name of checking officer, AEE / Cr. Mehar Singh intimated that he has already supplied the designation of checking officer; regarding name of the checking officers / officials, the same can be had from the office of Dy. Secretary Services-I, PSPCL Patiala as that office maintains the record of officers posted during a particular period. 

Since the information available with the APIO stands supplied, the case is disposed of.”



A letter dated 13.07.2011 has been received from Sh. Satnam Singh wherein it is stated: -

“1.
I was called for hearing by the F.A.A. on 26.05.2011 after I filed a second appeal with your good self. 

2.
Meanwhile, I also got incomplete reply from APIO / PIO only after sending second appeal to you. 

3.
That the first appeal was heard by Chief Engineer, Central Zone, Ludhiana and he was informed by the appellant that complete information has not been provided. 








      Contd…….3/-

-:3:-

4.
That APIO / PIO failed to provide the information for point no. 3 and point no. 5 as per my application dated 12.02.2011.

5.
For point no. 3, APIO / PIO has failed to provide the copy of Manual of PSPCL explaining the procedure of calculation of penalty and for point no. 5, APIO / PIO has not given the names of officials who conducted the inspection and were accompanying the raid.

6.
FAA has ordered that for point no. 3, information can be obtained from Patiala on payment of requisite charges to PSPCL; and for information on point no. 5, FAA has ordered that the names can be obtained from the office of Deputy Secretary Services-I, PCPL, Patiala.

7.
But the appellant was surprised to see the contents of the Order passed by FAA wherein he has bluntly ordered to obtain the information from Patiala after 5 months of my RTI Application.”



In view of the above discussion, appellant is directed to communicate the discrepancies to the respondent as well as the Commission so that remedial steps be taken where-after, the respondent is directed to provide information on the objections of the appellant, preferably before the next date fixed. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 05.10.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Gora Singh 

s/o Sh. Chand Singh,

Village Ghuda,

Distt. Bathinda.





              … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Bathinda 







    …Respondent

CC- 1226/11

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gora Singh in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Manjit Singh, Clerk (97800-14179)



In the earlier hearing dated 31.05.2011, it was recorded: -

“From a thorough perusal of the documents produced on record, it is observed that the complainant had recorded a statement before the Asstt. Collector II Grade, Bathinda that he took back his request for a separate ‘tak’ (specific part of land).   It is also noted that appeal in this case is pending with the Financial Commissioner, Punjab.

As per the documents submitted by the respondent, it is also clear that the complainant had sought this very information earlier also and the related case, being CC No. 1858/10 was disposed of by ld. SIC Sh. Kulbir Singh vide order dated 16.07.2010 and at that time also, respondent had communicated this position to the complainant i.e. the fact of the file being with the ld. Financial Commissioner since 2008.

Respondent present submitted that the complainant can obtain the copies of the relevant documents from the file with the ld. Financial Commissioner by getting the file inspected through his advocate / counsel, which is a usual routine in the courts.”



Today, respondent submitted copy of a letter dated 12.07.2011 which is addressed to Superintendent (Judicial), Financial Commissioner (Appeals-I), Punjab and reads as under: -

“That a copy of the application for information under the RTI Act, 2005 received from Sh. Hira Singh is annexed herewith. 











Contd…..2/-

-:2:-

Applicant has filed a complaint being CC No. 1226/11 before the Hon’ble State Information Commission.

As per orders dated 31.05.2011 of the Hon’ble Commission (copy enclosed), the information sought pertains to your office.

As per report of the Office Reader, file no. 44/R-1 was sent to your office vide this office letter no. 1397/R-1 dated 14.04.1998 in appeal / revision.

Please provide the information to the complainant.”



Sh. Manjit Singh further submitted that nothing is heard from the office of FCR, Punjab so far. 



Sh. Gora Singh stated that he has, in fact, earlier sought this information under CC No. 1858/10 which was disposed of by ld. SIC Sh. Kulbir Singh vide order dated 16.07.2010.   However, the directions of the Commission have not been complied with and he was forced to file another application for information which is under consideration in the present complaint. 



In view of this position, the matter be sent to the ld. CIC for allotment to the appropriate bench.   Accordingly, the next date fixed shall be communicated to the parties by the Registry.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh

s/o Sh. Bagicha Singh,

Village Shaheedan Wala,

P.O. Loombriwala,

Tehsil & Distt. Ferozepur





        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ghall Khurd,

Distt. Ferozepur 






         …Respondent

CC- 1389/11

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



In the earlier hearing dated 28.06.2011, it was recorded: -

“During the hearing, both the complainant and the respondent have mutually agreed that complete information shall be provided by the respondent within a week’s time positively and both the complainant and the respondent undertook to inform the Commission when complete satisfactory information stands provided and accordingly, both of them asserted, the case be closed in the subsequent hearing.”



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  No communication from either of the two has been received.  Therefore, it appears the complainant has been provided satisfactory 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: 21.07.2011



State Information Commissioner

