      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

              SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Gurpreet Singh Preet, 

865, Phase-IV,

SAS Nagar-160059

.






                -------------Complainant





 
 Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Guru Teg Bahadur National College, Dakha

Distt: Ludhiana.


                                                                                  -------------Respondent

CC No. 2496 of 2012

ORDER

Present: -Shri Gurpreet Singh Preet, complainant in person.



       Shri Raghbir Singh Aulakh, APIO-cum-Supdt on behalf of the 
    
   
       Respondent.




In compliance of the order dated 03.12.2012, APIO-Superintendent appeared and submitted  that the specific information sought by the complainant has been provided to him.  He further explained that the  candidates had been selected on the basis of their merit and no  separate criteria had been followed in this behalf.  On the other hand,  the complainant stated that the information has not been provided to him within the time specified under sub section (I) of Section 7 of the RTI Act for which the respondent be penalized.  The respondent stated that the delay was not intentional or malafide on their part but it was a procedural delay.  He further tendered apology for the same.  
2
After hearing the parties and perusing the documents on record, it has been observed that the requisite information stands provided to the complainant.  As regards delay in supply of the information, the respondent-PIO is directed to be careful in future in dealing with the RTI applications promptly and providing the information to the complainants within the stipulated period.
3
Case stands disposed of and is closed with the above observations.

4
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties 













 








Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

       
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com
Mob:9041300001

Sh.Jagjit Singh Garewal,

S/o Shri Boota Singh Garewal,

# 216 L-ModeL Town,Ludhiana.



                    
 
                                 ………Complainant

Versus  

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Patiala

.



                                              ………...Respondent

CC No.2195/2012

ORDER

 Present: None for the parties


On the last date of hearing, no body had appeared on behalf of the parties and the case was adjourned for today giving further opportunity to them to  appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing and submit their pleadings.  However, neither the complainant nor the respondent has  appeared today.  It appears that the parties are not interested to pursue the matter.  Under these circumstances, the Commission has no option but to dismiss the case for non prosecution.  
2
In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed as such. 















      


              








                                                      Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.Rahul Pathak,

# 210-E, SBS Nagar,

Pakhowal Road, 

Ludhiana- 141 013.





                    
 
             ………………Appellant

Versus  

Public Information Officer,

O/o SDP College for Women,

Dareshi Road, Ludhiana.

Public Information Officer,

O/o FAA-cum-DPI(C), Punjab,
C/o PSEB Complex, Vidya Bhawan,

Sector:62, Mohali.



 



  
                 ………...Respondent
AC No.1089/2012

ORDER

Present: -Shri Rahul Pathak, appellant  in person.

      None for the respondent

On the last date of hearing,  counsel for the respondent had  sought more time to file their reply and thus the case was adjourned for today for further hearings.   However, none has appeared on behalf of the respondent nor has filed reply.  Appellant stated that the information sought by him has not been provided to him till date. He further stated that the information sought by him shall be  specified.
2
Respondent is directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing alongwith the information to be provided to the appellant 
3
Adjourned to 06.02.2013 at 2.00 PM for compliance

4
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties.









Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                 SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh


        Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Semial Sidhu,

# 7, College Gate,

CMC Campus, Ludhiana. 



                                                           ….. …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chritian Medical College &

Hospital,
 Ludhiana.                                                                      ………Respondent
CC No.609/2012 

ORDER

Present: -
 Shri Semial Sidhu, Complainant in person.



 Shri Ranjit Theodore, PIO-cum-Personal Officer on behalf of 


 Respondent.

In compliance of the order dated 21.11.2012, respondent-PIO appeared and produced before the Commission a letter dated nil  stating that the inquiry report submitted by him is the original one.  It has further been stated that the contention of  the complainant that the inquiry report is fabricated or fake  is not correct.  On the other hand, complainant stated that  copy  of the original documents have not been provided to him by the respondent.  The respondent submitted that no such documents exist in their record. He, however,  submitted that copy of the documents available in their record will be provided to the complainant in due course. 
2
Heard both the parties at length.  The respondent is directed to provide to the complainant within 15 days from today a copy of the original document  available on their record.

3
Adjourned to 13.02.2013 at 2.00 PM for compliance
4
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties.






       









Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
      SCO NO. 32-33-34,SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH


Sh.Kanwaljit Singh(Lec in Eng)

Govt. Girls Senior Secondary School

Nakodar,  Punjab-144040 ,Distt. Jalandhar.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o (i) DEO (S) Jalandhar.
(ii) FAA:O/o
 DPI (SE) Punjab Jalandhar.                                 

     …………..Respondent


AC-698/2012

ORDER

Present: Appellant in person


    Ms Ravinderjit Kaur, Officer-in-Charge  and Sh. Roshan Lal, Sr. Asstt. 
  
    on behalf of the respondent


In compliance of the order dated 19.11.2012, representative of the respondent appeared and produced before the Commission the information to be provided to the appellant.  The same was handed over to the appellant today in the court.   The appellant contended that the information has been delayed  by the respondent intentionally due to  which he has suffered  detriment and mental harassment.  He further contended that the department be penalized for the same.  Respondent stated that the delay in supply of the information is due to the negligence on the part of the previous PIO – Shri Raj, Principal. It was further stated that the delay was not intentional on their part.  
2
Heard the parties at length and gone through the documents on record.  It has been observed that the information has been provided to the appellant by the respondent as was available on their record but  it has been delayed inordinately.  The appellant had originally filed application for obtaining the information on 11.02.2012 before the respondent-department.  The information was required to 
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be furnished to him  within a period of 30 days in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act but it was not so as a result of which he has to approach this Commission. Commission has noticed that this delay has been due to  negligence on the part of the then  PIO.  Such a delay has certainly caused him unnecessary harassment and detriment.  As such, he deserves to be compensated by the department for the delay on their part.   In view of this, he is awarded compensation of Rs.1000/- (Rs. One Thousand only) which shall be paid to him by the respondent  before the next date of hearing.
3
Case is adjourned to 6.02.2013 at 2.00 PM for compliance.
4
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties.









Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Vijay Kumar, H/C (Retd),

VPO:Udhanwal, Tehsil:Balachaur,

District: Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar. 




     
 
                             ………Complainant

Versus  

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent Police,

Mansa.





                                                  ………...Respondent

CC No.1794 of 2012

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Vijay Kumar, complainant in person.

None for the respondent

During the course of hearing, complainant stated that the original record has not been shown to him by the respondent.  None is present on behalf of the respondent.

2
On the last date of hearing, representative of the respondent had brought the original record but the complainant had left by that time.  I had gone through the said record and found that there was no mention about the time of his arrest.  As such, no cause of action is left.  It has been clarified to the complainant accordingly
3
Case stands disposed of and is closed as such

4
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties.









Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
      SCO NO. 32-33-34,SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH


Sh. Balwinder Singh,

S/o S.Sajjan Singh,

R/o Village Kalabula,

Tehsil: Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.   





                 
  
                     …………Appellant 

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o (i)State Medical  Plants Board 

Punjab, Sector-22A,Chandigarh.

(ii)FAA: ……..do………    



            




    …………..Respondent


AC-792/2012

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Balwinder Singh, appellant along with Shri Satish Goyal, Adv. 
    
           Ms Suman Sharma, Nodal Officer on behalf of the respondent 


In compliance of the order dated 21.11.2012, Nodal Officer on behalf of the respondent appeared and submitted that the requisite information has been procured from the office of CBI and has been provided to the appellant.  She further submitted her explanation in writing about the delay in providing the information to the appellant which has been taken into consideration.  As such, no further action is required in this behalf.  As regards, award of compensation to the appellant, a sum of Rs.2000/- has been paid to the appellant by the respondent  today in the Court  which has been  duly acknowledged by the appellant.    The appellant  also felt satisfied with the information provided to him.  As such, no cause of action is left and no further action is required.

2
Case stands disposed of and is closed with the above observations.

Copy of this order be sent to both the parties
.





























       









Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissione








     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                  SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh


        Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Swaran Lata,

W/o Sh.Lalit Mohan Gupta,

#223,Tower No-12,Motiya Rights,

near Bauli Sahib Gurudwara,

Dhakoli, Zirakpur, Dist. Mohali.    




                                                 …………Appellant


Versus
Public Information Officer,

O/o (i) Govt. Senior Secondary School

Kot Fetuhi, Dist. Hodhiarpur. 

(ii)FAA: O/o DEO (S), Hoshiarpur.    




                                            …………..Respondent

AC No.750 of 2012

ORDER
Present: Sh.Satya Prakash Gupta on behalf of the appellant

    Ms. Jagdish Kaur, Principal and Ms amarjit Kaur, Clerk for the 
  
   
    respondent


In compliance of the order dated 21.11.2012, representatives of the respondent appeared and stated that case of the complainant regarding payment of HRA to the appellant has been forwarded to the DPI (SS), Punjab, Ajitgarh (Mohali) to which their reply  is still awaited. A copy of  letter written to the D.P.I. (SS), Punjab,  Ajitgarh (Mohali)  in this behalf has been produced  before the Commission which has been taken on record.  On the other hand, representative of the appellant stated that application was made by the appellant  on 23.12.2011 before the PIO  for getting the information and thereafter appeal was filed by her  before the appellate authority but  the information has not been provided to her till date.  He further stated that husband of the appellant had  died while in service and  as per  the Government instructions, the widow of the deceased employee (appellant)  is entitled to the benefits  of HRA, DLI etc. but the respondent has not provided her the information as to what action has been taken in this  regard.
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2
I have heard the parties at length and have gone through the documents on record.  The grievance of the appellant  is that  she had originally filed application  on 23.12.2011 before the PIO/Government Senior Secondary School, Kot Fatuhi, Hoshiarpur for obtaining information regarding supply of photo copy of certain documents pertaining to the payment of dues admissible to her after the death of her husband.  The PIO informed her   on 14.02.2012 that her case has been sent to the DPI (SS), Punjab, Mohali for further action but no reply has been received.  After she filed an Appeal  before the District Education Officer (S), Hoshiarpur, he  issued  an order dated 28.03.2012 for  sanctioning payment of Rs.10,000/-  but till date no payment has been made to her.  According to the respondent, the payment has been delayed because of incorrect Head of Account. The contention of  the appellant. is that the  information has been delayed on one pretext or the other  which has caused her  unnecessary harassment and detriment.  
3
  The DEO (S), Hoshiarpur – Ms. Sukhvinder Kaur is directed to ensure that the requisite information is collected from the quarters concerned and is  provided to the appellant before the next date of hearing failing which she may  be liable for action under section 20(I) of the RTI Act.  
4
Adjourned to 6.02.2013 at 2.00 PM for compliance.
5
A copy of this order be sent to both the parties.










Sd/-   


              Chandigarh                                                                   (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

CC:  (1)  DEO (S), Hoshiarpur         (2) D.P.I. (SS), Punjab, PSEB Complex, Mohali
         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com
Mob:9041300001

Sh.Jagjit Singh Garewal,

S/o Shri Boota Singh Garewal,

# 216 L-ModeL Town,Ludhiana.




                    
 
                                 ………Complainant

Versus  

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana.





                                              ………...Respondent

CC No.2200/2012

ORDER

Present: None for the parties.


On the last date of hearing, no body had appeared on behalf of the parties and the case was adjourned for today giving further opportunity to them to  appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing and submit their pleadings.  However, neither the complainant nor the respondent has  appeared today.  It appears that the parties are not interested to pursue the matter.  Under these circumstances, the Commission has no option but to dismiss the case for non prosecution.  

2
In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed as such. 










Sd/-










       
Chandigarh                                                                    (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 10.01.2013                                          State Information Commissioner

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Jaswant Singh Dhaliwal,

S/o Shr G.S. Dhaliwal,

R/o 873/ A, Street No. 9,

Gurbax Colony, Patiala 

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o M/s Harman Milk Foods Ltd.,

Vill. Retgarh, Tehsil Samana,

District Patiala 

………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2811 of 2011

ORDER

(Reserved on 02.04.2012)

Present: Complainant in person


  Mrs. Navpreet Kaur, Company Secretary on behalf of the respondent

2.
 This complaint arises out of an application for information dated 02.07.2011 which the complainant had made to the PIO,O/o M/s Herman Milkfood Ltd., Village Retgarh. In reply dated 30.11.2011 to the notice sent by the Commission, the Respondent has taken the plea that it is a company incorporated on 16.01.1992 for setting up a Milk Plant at village Retgarh by Shri Virsa Singh Sidhu alongwith the PSIDC. The company became sick and was registered with the Board for Industrial and Financial Construction (BIFR) vide Case No. 52 of 2001. It is submitted that the BIFR vide its order dated 04.012.2006 sanctioned the rehabilitation scheme of the company whereby the share capital of the company was reduced by 90% and allowed new promoters to induct fresh equity share capital of Rs. 900.00 lacs. After implementation of the Scheme, PSIDC is having equity share capital worth Rs. 22.70 lacs in the total shareholding of Rs. 986,22,200/-. In this way, the shareholding of the PSIDC is 2.30%. The remaining shareholding is held by private persons. In this premise, the Respondent pleads that it is not a public authority within a meaning of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act 2005 and is, thus, not within the purview of the Act. 

-2-

3. I have gone through the scheme sanctioned by the BIFR in case no. 52 of 2001. Para 8.01 (e) of the said Scheme  reads as under:-


“ to reduce the equity share capital to the extent of 90% by way of write  down of equity. The present share capital of HMFL at Rs. 862.22 consists of 86,22,200 equity shares of Rs. 10/- each. HMFL proposes to reduce the face value of the share of Rs. 1.00 per equity share and hence reduce the share capital to Rs. 86.22 lakhs.  The reduction in equity share capital has been  necessitated to make arrangements for the induction  of co-promoters who will be b ringing in their contribution by way of fresh induction of equity after reduction of equity to the extent of 90%”.

4.
Section 2(h) of the RTI Act 2005 defines the “public authority” and it provides that bodies which are owned, controlled or substantially financed by the appropriate government would also be the  public authorities. The question is whether holding of 2.30 % shares by PSIDC in the Respondent-company would be substantial financing of the Respondent-company by the appropriate government assuming that PSIDC is an instrumentality of the Punjab State. 

5.
In my view, substantial would mean something which is not meager, negligible or token contribution. Contribution of Rs. 22.70 lacs in the total share capital exceeding Rs. 9.0 Crores may not be treated as substantial financial contribution of the State government in the Respondent-company. The Respondent, therefore, is not a public authority within a meaning of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act 2005 and  thus under no obligation to provide information as demanded. 
6
In view of the above, the complaint is dismissed.
 7
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
                                                  

  (Jaspal Kaur )

Dated: 10.01.2013   


            State Information Commissioner

Pronounced  today in the open court 
