STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Baldev Singh Sharma,

VPO-Sarangdev, Tehsil-Ajnala,

Distt-Amritsar
…………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Suptd,

Guru Nanak Dev,

Govt. Hospital, Majitha Road,

Amritsar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  398 of 2010

Present:
Nemo  for the parties.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Neither of the parties is present.  The Complainant was not present even on the last two hearings.  It appears that Complainant is not interested in pursuing this matter. The case is dismissed for non prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paritpal Singh,

2/305 Jandiala Road,

Tarn Taran.

    ……………………….Appellant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Tarn Taran

(2)
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare,


Pb, Chandigarh.

……………………..Respondent

AC No. 96 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Paritpal Singh, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, Suptd.-cum-APIO and Dr. M.S. Parmar, PIO the Respondent  
ORDER

Heard

2.
As directed in the hearing dated 12.03.10, Appellant has not pointed any deficiencies to the Respondent. Appellant is again advised to point out the deficiencies in the information provided. Respondent was directed to conduct an enquiry regarding loss of original RTI application of the Appellant. No reply has been submitted by the Respondent. He is again directed to file the reply. 
3.
Appellant states that he filed his application for information on 25.08.09 to PIO, O/o Civil Surgeon, Civil Hospital, Tarn Taran. He was provided incomplete information on 11.03.10. Information provided was not authenticated.
4.
In view of the foregoing, PIO is directed to show cause why penalty be not imposed on him under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information within the statutorily prescribed period of time and why Appellant should not be 
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compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by her in getting the information he should file an affidavit in this regard. He should provide complete information before the next date of hearing.
4.
Adjourned to 03.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   
(Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amardeep Singh Sandhu,

763, Phase-2, Army Complex,

Mohali-160055.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Finance Commissioner Revenue,

Civil Sectt., Pb, Chandigarh.

(2)
Public Information Officer


O/o Tehsildar,


Rajpura.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3655 of 2009

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Harsh Kumar, Suptd-cum-APIO O/o FCR, Pb and Sh. Kulwant Singh, Clerk O/o Tehsildar, Rajpura on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
It is observed that enquiry conducted by the Naib Tehsildar, Rajpura is not of any use, as he has not pointed out the person responsible for the loss of record. In today’s hearing, Tehsildar, Rajpura has submitted that Sub Divisional Magistrate, Rajpura has been requested that report should be lodged to the police against erring officials. Respondent No. 2 is directed to lodge FIR with the police regarding loss of record. He should also file an affidavit that sought for record is not traceable.

 3.
 Adjourned to 03.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010


                State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Sharn Dass,

# 2849, Sector-40/C,

Chandgiarh.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o DRME, Pb,

SCO-87, Sector-40, 

Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Director Health & Family Welfare (Pb.),

Sector 34-A, Plot No. 5,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Chandigarh

3.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb,

Sector 34A, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 648 of 2009

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, Suptd-cum-APIO on behalf of Respondent No. 2
ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant has informed that he is busy in another Court in Nabha and is unable to attend today’s hearing. He has sought another date. Respondent has filed an affidavit which is taken on record regarding non availability of the record.
4.   Adjourned to 03.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                 
  (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Sharn Dass,

# 2849, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh
 ……………………………. Appellant
Vs.
1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Sangrur

2.
Public Information Officer


O/o SHO, City Sangrur 

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 74 of 2010

Present:
Nemo  for the parties.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant has informed that he is busy in another Court in Nabha and is unable to attend today’s hearing. He has sought another date..

3.   Adjourned to 03.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                             
      (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Nirmal Singh Dhiman,

S/o Lt Sh. Gurbax Singh,

H.No.895, Phase-XI,

Sector-65, SAS Nagar,

Mohali.

…………………………….Appellant
Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Under Secy.,

Revenue Finance Commissioners’

Sectt. Pb, Chandigarh.

(2)
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Punjab.
………………………………..Respondent

AC No.  40 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Nirmal Singh Dhiman, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. S.R. Mall, Under Secretary on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
In response to the observation of the Appellant, Respondent has submitted the reply. Copy of which is given to the Appellant also. I have gone through the issues raised by the Appellant.  In the application for information, Appellant has not asked for any documents rather Appellant has prayed  that his second appeal be accepted to allow pension on the last pay drawn i.e. 11320/-  on the retirement  as the Rule 2.2(c ) (i) of CSR  Vol. II does not apply upon the Appellant. It is clarified that under the RTI Act only documents as exist in the record is to be provided and the applications which were disposed of as administrative matter needs no clarification.

3.
The case is, therefore, disposed of  and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.    

Sd/-
                                                  

 (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Baldev Singh Sharma,

VPO-Sarangdev, Tehsil-Ajnala,

Distt- Amritsar.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Tarn Taran.


………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 394 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Manjit Inderbeer singh, PIO, ACS, Tarn Taran on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been provided to the Complainant. Complainant is absent. The Complainant was not present even on the last two hearings.  It appears that Complainant is not interested in pursuing this matter. The case is dismissed for non prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                 
  (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurmeet Singh,

S/o Sh. Jhulman Singh,

Vill- Mehitpur, Tehsil-Balachour,

Distt- SBS, Nagar.

    ……………………….Appellant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Balachour.

(2)
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,


Balachour.

……………………..Respondent

AC No. 100 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Gurcharan Singh Brar, Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.

The Appellant is not present. The Respondent states that the required information has already been given to the Complainant and has shown the acknowledgment given by the Complainant in token of having received the information.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Darshana Devi,

W/o Sh. Om Parkash,

C/o Apex Graphics,

Opp. Arya High School,

Rampura Phul-151103,

Distt- Bathinda.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Director,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2512 of 2009

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Mulkhraj, Suptd.-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
In this case, information was sought by the Complainant vide his application dated 09.06.09 on eleven points.  Information was provided by the Respondent vide their letter dated 17.07.09. Complainant was not satisfied with the information provided regarding item No. 4. He has submitted that he sought information as per record of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Pb but the information was provided as per record of Accountant General Office. In the subsequent hearing, information was provided by the department. 

3
In response to the show cause notice, Respondent has filed an affidavit. In view of the reply given by the PIO, I take a lenient view and decide not to impose any penalty on the Respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 on the PIO. 
4.
The case is, therefore, disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                               


    (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
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 Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab, 

Civil Sectt. Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1587 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Hitender Jain, the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Ajit Singh , APIO , O/o Chief Secretary and representatives of different departments on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard

2.
In this case, Complainant sought information from the PIO, O/o Chief Secy. to Govt. Punjab vide his application dated 05.06.09. When the information was not supplied by PIO, O/o Chief Sect, the Applicant filed a complaint with the Commission which was received on 13.04.10 and notice of the hearing was issued for 07.05.10.
3.
In today’s hearing , Complainant has stated  that he has sought information from PIO, O/o Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab with regard to  Policy/Administrative matters regarding establishment  and maintenance of Camp Offices at the residences  of various government officers.

4.
APIO has submitted that application of the Complainant has been transferred under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act to all Financial Commissioners, Principal Secretaries and Administrative Secretaries with the directions to provide information at their level to Applicant vide their letter dated 07.07.09.  
5.
The perusal  of the record shows that application of the Complainant was received by PIO, O/o Chief Secretary on 05.06.09 and the same was transferred on 07.07.09 under Section 6(3)  whereas as provided in the Act.
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The transfer of an application under this sub-section shall be made as soon  possible but in no case later than five days from the date of receipt of the application. In this case application was transferred after more than a month, thus, it cannot be considered under Section 6 (3). Moreover, being a policy matter, concerning the whole State, the information sought by Applicant is supposed to have been available with Respondent being the Head of Administration of whole State of Punjab and there was no reason for transferring the application to field level offices. 

6.
In view of above facts, the application is treated as transferred under Section 5 (4) of the Act, which clearly states that the PIO can seek assistance  of any other officer as he or she considers it necessary for the proper discharge of his or her duties. It is also observed that concerned Administrative departments further directed their field  officers  to provide the information and also to be present in the Commission for today’s hearing and in their response to these directions, about 20 officials from different departments and districts have come to attend the hearing in the Commission.  I feel no useful purpose has been served in attending hearing by different field officers/officials with Commission without any solid information. I, therefore, hereby direct that in future PIO, O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab or his representative should come for future hearings personally and arrange to supply the information as sought for by the Applicant immediately PIO- Sh. Ashok Kumar Goyal, IAS, O/o Secretary (Coordination) is , hereby, directed to ensure that the information is provided to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
4.
Adjourned to 29.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
    




(Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 7th May, 2010




State Information Commissioner
