STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Harjinder Pal Sharma, S/o Satpal Sharma,

VPO-Jandan Wala, Via Goniana Mandi,

District Bathinda-151201.                                                           
         …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction,

(SE), Punjab, Chandigarh.





        ……Respondent

CC No. 276 of 2009

              ORDER

-----


Arguments in this case were heard on 05.10.2009 and appropriate order on the affidavit submitted by Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal was reserved.

2.

The Complainant had applied for information under the RTI Act, 2005 from the PIO, office of Chairman Selection Committee, DPE, District Education Officer, SAS Bagar (Mohali) on 27.11.2008.  On not getting any information, he filed a complaint with the State Information Commission on 22.01.2009.  A notice of hearing was sent to the parties on 02.03.2009 for 17.04.2009.  

3.

The Complainant’s father, Mr. Satpal Sharma, has submitted an Affidavit dated 05.08.2009, stating that in respect of information sought by him “the matter has been patched up, with mutual consent, and the required information has been received.”  4.

There is also a letter dated 13.08.2009, from the office of DPI (Schools), addressed to the State Information Commission, which endorses the Affidavit dated 05.08.2009 and prays that the case be disposed of.

5.

In view of this, in so far as supply of information to the Complainant is concerned, in response to his two RTI requests, both dated 27.11.2008, the case is closed.

6.

In the order dated 24.06.2009, a show cause notice was issued to Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal PIO-cum-officer on Special Duty to submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing i.e. 15.07.2009 on two points:-

(i) As to why delivery of information has been delayed?

(ii) As to why penalty be not imposed upon him?

7.

Since the Nodal PIO did not submit the affidavit, on 15.07.2009, one last opportunity was given to Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal to submit the affidavit and the case was adjourned to 05.08.2009 and again to 05.10.2009 as the undersigned was on medical leave. In compliance with the order dated 15.07.2009, the Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal submitted an affidavit dated 26.08.2009 on the same date.     
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8.

Inter alia, the Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal states in his affidavit that he is not the PIO of the recruitment cell, which is headed by Ms. Surjit Kaur (ADSA-1).  She was the PIO of the recruitment Cell upto 02.07.2009; since 02.07.2009, Mr. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director, School Administration is PIO of the Branch.  

9.

The affidavit further states that “It was her/his duty to provide required information to the Complainant.  Beside this I tried my best to collect the information from the concerned branch and it was handed over to the applicant.”  

10.

In the affidavit, Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal also states that “I here by declare as that the letter of State Information Commission Punjab, Chandigarh, received on dated 15.04.2009 and it was sent to the branch concerned on the dated 16.04.2009 for compliance but the branch failed to provide the information required to the concerned.  Also not attended the hearing on 17.04.2009, in the of Hon’ble State Information Commission Punjab, Chandigarh.  Similarly, happened in the next hearing on dated 22.05.2009, 24.06.2009 and 15.03.2009. Now the information is sought and issued to the applicant has given affidavit that he has received the information.
11.

It is evident from the affidavit that the Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal has expressed his helplessness in providing the required information since the same was not provided by the branches concerned.

12.

Various branches of the public authority concerned i.e. DPI (Schools Education), seemingly work in watertight compartments.  Consequently, neither the orders issued by the Commission nor the applications received under the RTI Act from the information seekers are dealt with, as required under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

13.

The affidavit points to the lackadaisical manner in which the public authority works and the Commission orders and RTI applications are dealt with.  Action to provide information is only initiated after notices of hearing are received by the Respondent and also when asked to explain why action be not taken under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.  Apparently, there is a system failure due to incorrect office procedures.

14.

The Nodal PIO cannot absolve himself of his responsibilities by merely stating the horizontal and vertical movement of RTI applications/Commission orders in different branches or marking these to designated PIOs/APIOs/officials concerned heading different branches who are the custodians of the information demanded under the RTI Act.

15.

Unless the public authority concerned evolves a system of transferring and dealing with RTI request under Section 5(4) of the RTI Act, 2005, and reviews the system regularly getting feedback on the implementation of requests for information and orders of the Commission, the responsibility will continue to remain on the Nodal PIO, who has to 
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ensure proper, quick and complete compliance in executing the RTI applications/Commission’s orders.  Once on application under RTI is transferred by the PIO to the official/branch concerned, then under Section 5(5) the official or branch head concerned becomes the ‘deemed’ PIO.

16.

To the two specific questions posed in para 6 above, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal in his affidavit states that “In all the hearings I was not told the status of the case because the letter was being sent to the branch directly by APIO of the RTI cell.  Now some days back, I came to know the case and consulted with the APIO of recruitment cell.”

17.

In this backdrop, I am, therefore, of the view that this is not a fit case for either imposing penalty on the Nodal PIO or awarding compensation to the Complainant.  

18.

Given the disconnect between the Nodal PIO and his officials/branches and the ill-managed system prevailing in the public authority i.e. office of DPI, Schools, as revealed in the affidavit of Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, no single individual is to be blamed for the delay, which is due to the ossified procedures in the public authority.  The systematic deficiencies in the manner of receiving and disposing of applications as well as compliance of orders of the Commission need to be corrected.  

19.

Though it is close to four years since the Act became effective, the public authority still does not seem to be properly tuned to the performance of its obligations ensuring proper implementation of the RTI Act.  Even the department officials are not properly sensitized and trained to deal with RTI applications.  There is need to inculcate in the officials necessary disciplining of functioning and a sense of urgency required for the discharge of duties as per the RTI Act. 

18.

Therefore, the Respondent-public authority is directed to work out a system by which information sought by the information-seekers is provided as per stipulations laid down in Section 7 of the RTI Act, 2005. 

19.

The worked out system will be confirmed through a written submission by the Public authority himself/herself to the Commission not later than 30.10.2009.

The case is adjourned to 04.11.2009 (Wednesday) at 10.30 AM in court No. 01, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, for confirmation of the order.



Announced in the hearing. 


Be communicated to the Respondent.   A copy of the same be sent to the Nodal PIO, Mr. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal.            

Chandigarh,




                                 (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009                         
                      State Information Commissioner

cc:
Nodal PIO, Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, O/o DPI (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

1.
Dr. Arun Kumar Asati,

B-9/1, SBS College of Engineering & Technology,

Moga Road,

Ferozepur Cantt 152004.                  
           


                 …..Applicant

2.
Dr. Lalit Sharma,

Asstt., Professor in Chemistry, 

Shaheed Bhagat Singh College;

of Engineering & Technology, Ferozepur. 
                                         …..Applicant

3.
Jaswant Singh,

P.A. Post Office, Chowk Arya Samaj,

Ferozepur City.

  

                                         …..Appellant

4.
Baljeet kaur,

D/o Sh. Tarlok Singh, Advocate,

R/o Gurmukh Singh Colony,

O/s Zira Gate, Ferozepur City.        

         

                 …..Appellant

5.
Ram Kumar, S/o Sh. Bakshi Ram,

House No. 15, Street No. 01,

         
Bagh Phool Chand, Ferozepur City.
                                              …..Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Shaheed  Bhagat Singh College 

of Engineering & Technology,

Moga  Road, Ferozepur.

               

                       ……Respondent

MR No. 33, 34 of 2009, AC-178, 214 of 2009 & CC-535/2009

ORDER
----


Five Applicants/Appellants/Complainant had individually filed requests under RTI Act with the public authority, namely Shaheed Bhagat Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Ferozepur, on different dates.  Since the Respondent in all the cases was the same and all the five information seekers had consent, all their cases were taken up together on 24.06.2009.  In the order dated 24.06.2009, the Respondent was directed to give information individually to the respective information seekers and to also submit an Affidavit as to why compensation be not awarded to the RTI applicants for the detriment suffered by them. 

2. 
In response to the order dated 24.06.2009, the Respondent, Director, Dr. T. S. Sidhu, submitted an Affidavit dated 09.07.2009, on 06 points, to the Commission on 13.07.2009.  
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While submitting the Affidavit, the Respondent did not mention which particular case(s) the Affidavit pertained to, thereby, causing lot of consternation and inconvenience to the Commission’s Registry in locating the relevant file(s) in which the Affidavit (and its copies) was to be placed.  It goes to the credit of the Registry in tracing the Affidavit and the Bench appreciates Registry’s efforts.

3.

All the five cases were clubbed together and were last taken up on 05.10.2009 with the consent of both the parties. In so far as supply of information is concerned, all these cases were closed on 05.10.2009, while order on award of compensation to the five information-seekers was reserved.

4.

A perusal of the record files reveals that initially the college vacillated in supplying information under the RTI Act on the plea that it is not a public authority.  It was intriguing to note that, on the one hand, the Respondent acknowledged the receipt of RTI applications, demanded fee, on the other hand wrote to the information-seekers that college is not a public authority under the RTI Act.  

5.

In the Affidavit, the Respondent, Director, Dr. T. S. Sidhu, explaining reasons as to why compensation not be awarded to the Complainants, has stated as below:-

(2)
“That as the State Government stopped the grant-in-aid to the college for meeting the recurring expenditure of the college from last about 8 years and the college is sustaining on its own funds created by collecting fees from the students, so the deponent was of view that the college is not covered under the RTI Act. 

(3)
That the college stopped providing information under the RTI Act because of the above mentioned fact and the applicants had to approach this Hon’ble Commission for redressal of their grievance with regard to the supply of Information under the RTI Act.

(4)
 “That the similarly situated college i.e. Giani Zail Singh college of Engineering and technology Bathinda filed a writ petition in the Hon’ble High Court against the declaration of that the college is covered under the RTI Act and got stay from the Hon’ble High Court, but later on that college withdrew the writ petition from the Hon’ble High Court.  

(5)
That the delay in supply of information to the applicant who are before this Hon’ble Court was neither intentional nor willful rather it 
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was due to bonefide belief of the answering respondent that the college is not covered  under the RTI Act because of the fact the college is not getting any grant from the State Govt. at this stage.”  

6.

I have carefully perused all documents on record.  I am of the view that there has been lack of application of mind on the part of the Respondent in implementing the RTI Act.  This approach of the Respondent caused a detriment to the information-seekers.  

7.

Therefore, for the detriment caused to the information-seekers, a compensation of Rs. 1000/- (Rupees One Thousand Only) each is awarded to the five information-seekers, 

namely Dr. Arun Kumar Asati, Dr. Lalit Sharma, Mr. Jaswant Singh, Ms. Baljeet Kaur and Mr. Ram Kumar (MR No. 33, 34 of 2009, AC-178, 214 of 2009 & CC-535/2009, respectively).  The Respondent shall pay the compensation to the information-seekers not later than 30.10.2009 and submit compliance report in all the cases, individually.  



The case is adjourned to 04.11.2009(Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, Court No. 01, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh for confirmation. 


Announced in the hearing. 



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.        

Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009   
                                             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Smt. Satwant Kaur,

House NO. 134-A, Punjabi Bagh,

Patiala.





                             …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Patiala.



                            ……. Respondent

CC No. 924 of 2009

                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Representative, Mr. Pawandeep Singh, Patwari, for the Respondent.

----



The Complainant vide her letter dated 15.10.2009, says that due to old age she be exempted from personal appearance.  She also states that no information has been supplied by the office of Tehsildar, Patiala, in response to her original RTI application dated 06.02.2009.  
2.

The representative of the Respondent, Mr. Pawandeep Singh, Patwari, who has appeared, says that this case pertains to the period when Mrs. Vinay Sharma was the Tehsildar-cum-PIO.  Now she has been transferred as Tehsildar, Amritsar.   The present PIO is Mr. Subhash Bharadwaj.  He avers that information is to be collected from different services.  When asked why was this not done in the past nearly 08 months, he had no answer.
3.

Since this case relates to the tenure of Mrs. Vinay Sharma, a show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 be issued to her as to - 

(i)
why supply of information as per RTI request of 06.02.2009,  has been delayed.

(ii)
why penalty  be not imposed upon her for not supplying the information. 

(iii)     
why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the detriment caused to her.
…2

-2-

4.

The ex-PIO, Mrs. Vinay Sharma is directed to submit an affidavit to the Commission within 02 weeks on these 03 points. 
5.

In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby, given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty upon her/award of compensation to the Complainant on the next date of hearing.  She may take note that in case she does not file written reply and does not avail of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date (04.112009), it will be presumed that she has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against her ex-parte.
6.

Meanwhile, the present PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Mr. Subhash Bharadwaj shall supply the demanded information to the Complainant, duly attested, as per record, before the next date of hearing, with a copy to the Commission. 

7.

He will also inform his predecessor, Mrs. Vinay Sharma of this order for compliance.


The case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties and to Mrs. Vinay Sharma.  
Chandigarh,




                             (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                State Information Commissioner

cc:
Mr. Vinay Sharma,

Tehsildar, Amritsar.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Gulzar Singh,

S/o Sh. Tarlik Singh,

Village & Post Office Bhullar,

Tehsil Batala,

District Gurdaspur.




                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Guru Gobind Singh, Super Thermal Plant, 

Ghanoli, District Ropar.



                                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 1392 of 2009 In MR-30/2009 & CC-1425/2009

                ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Gulzar Singh, in person.


None for the Respondent.

----



The Complainant, who had handed over a copy of the deficiencies found in the information already supplied to him by the Respondent during the hearing on 18.09.2009, says that he has not received any response.  

2.

The Respondent is, hereby, given one last opportunity to comply with the order dated 18.09.2009 and send compliance report for the same to the Commission, before the next date of hearing.


The case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh for confirmation.
Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.         

Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
P.S:

After the order was dictated in the open Court, Mr. Jagdish Sachdeva, XEN-cum-APIO, appeared.  He says that the information was supplied to the Complainant on 06.08.2009.  Also in the light of deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant, the record was again examined.  There is no more information to be given to the Complainant.  
2.

The Respondent is directed to give this in writing to the Complainant, with a copy to the Commission, before the next date of hearing, i.e. 04.11.2009.
Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Jatinder Kumar Goyal,

Advocate, Sub Divisional Court,

Budhlada, District Mansa.



                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director, School Administration,

Public Instructions (Secondary Education),

Punjab, Chandigarh.




                                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 181of 2009

                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.


None for the Respondent.

----


As per order dated 05.10.2009, the Respondent had assured to supply complete information, already supplied and remaining duly attested as per record, if available, on 16.10.2009.  Since none is present, the case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh for compliance of order dated 25.10.2009.
Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.         
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Navdeep Kumar Asija,

House No. 6/118, Baba Namdev Nagar,

Near TV Tower, Fazilka,

District Ferozepur.




                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

Civil Hospital Road, Fazilka-152123.


                                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 1657of 2008
                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.


None for the Respondent.

----


Today is the 7th hearing in this case.  A FAX message has been received from the PIO, Mr. Rajesh Kumar, dated 16.10.2009, seeking adjournment of the case in view of the Diwali festival on Saturday.  

2.

One last opportunity is given to the PIO to give the requisite information to the Complainant and also submit an Affidavit before the next date of hearing as per order dated 17.07.2009; failing which the Commission shall proceed against the PIO, ex-parte.




The case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.         
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Dr. K.K. Jindal,

M.Com LLB, Chamber No. 20,

New Court Complex,

District Courts, Mansa 151505.


                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (SE), 

Mansa.





                                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 1221of 2009

                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Representative, Mr. Rajesh Kumar, Clerk, for the Respondent.

----


The representative of the Respondent shows a copy of the information to be delivered to the Complainant.  He avers that the Complainant is never present on the address available with the Respondent.  The Respondent has been given the mobile contact number of the Complainant from his second appeal made to the Commission, dated 15.05.2009.  The mobile contact number is 94172-87581.
2.

The Respondent is directed to contact the Complainant on this number, hand over the information to him and inform the Commission accordingly.  He submits a copy of the information to be sent the Complainant.  It is taken on record.


The case is disposed of and closed.

Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.         
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Kulwant Kaur,

357/A, Sant Nagar, Near Gurudwara,

Trimo Road, Gurdaspur.



                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (SE), 

Punjab, Chandigarh.


Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (SE), 

Gurdaspur




                                 
       ……. Respondents
CC No. 1211of 2009 & AC-435/2009

                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Representative, Mr. Jai Singh, Supdt., from the office of DEO, Gurdaspur.

----


The Respondent submits a copy of the information sent to the Complainant vide courier dated 18.08.2009.  The information stands supplied.


The case is disposed of and closed.

Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.      
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Dr. Avtar Singh Saini,

House No. 103-A, Gopal Nagar,

St. No. 4, Majitha Road, 

Amritsar.





                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

Medical College, Amritsar.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Research & Medical Education,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.


                                 
       ……. Respondents
CC No. 1186 of 2009 

                ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Avtar Singh Saini, in person. 
Representative, Mr. Dheeraj, Jr. Asstt., office of DRME, Chandigarh and Mr. Surinder Singh, Sr. Asstt.-cum-APIO, office of Medical College, Amritsar.

----


During the hearing on 18.09.2009, the PIOs of the 02 Respondents, i.e. Dr. K. C. Manchanda of Government Medical College, Amritsar and Dr. PPS Cooner, office of DRME, Chandigarh, were directed to be personally present alongwith the requisite information.  
2.

Today, a FAX message has been received from the office of the Principal, Medical College, Amritsar, saying that Dr. Manchanda is on leave because of marriage in the family.  However, there is no correspondence as to why Dr. Cooner is not present and Dr. Dheeraj has no cogent argument to give as to why Dr. Cooner is not present.  The Court takes cognizance of the absence of Dr. Cooner.
3.

The two representatives of the Respondents are ignorant of the case.  A copy of this be sent to Secretary, Medical Education & Research, Mrs. Anjali Bhawra, who would ensure correct information/documents is given to the Complainant and that the two PIOs will be personally present with the demanded information at the next date of hearing to resolve the issue as to who is the actual custodian of the information demanded by the Complainant; failing which, the PIOs will be proceeded against Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
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The case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.      
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
cc:
Mrs. Anjali Bhawra, IAS, 
Secretary, Medical Education & Research, 

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, 
Sector 9, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Kuldip Singh Khaira,

House No. 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




                                   …...Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Health Services and Family Welfare, Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.                         
         ……. Respondent

CC No. 297 of 2007

                ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant. 
Representative, Mr. Jatinder Dhawan, Sr. Asstt., for the Repsondent.

----


There is no compliance of the order dated 18.09.2009, wherein, the Respondent was given a copy of the Complainant’s letter dated 17.09.2009 and directed that he will give appropriate response to the observations/comments of the Complainant and send the same to the Complainant with a copy of the Commission not later than 30.09.2009.
2.

The Respondent has no answer as to why order dated 18.09.2009 has not been complied with.  It is directed that at the next date of hearing, the PIO, Dr. Rajesh Sharma, as per Mr. Dhawan’s saying, will be personally present with the appropriate response to the Complainant’s letter dated 17.09.2009; failing which he will be proceeded against under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.  A copy of the response to letter dated 17.09.2009 be also sent to the Complainant.  This is the last opportunity given to the PIO.  
3.

A copy of the order be also sent to the Principal Secretary, Mr. Satish Chander, Health and Family Welfare, for compliance.


The case is adjourned for 04.11.2009 (Wednesday), at 10.30 AM, in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Announced in the hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.      
Chandigarh,




                                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated, October 16, 2009


                      State Information Commissioner
cc:
Mr. Satish Chander, Principal Secretary, Health and Family Welfare,

Mini Secretariat, 6th Floor, Sector 9, Chandigarh.
