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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

S/o Sh. Sham Lal,

President Voice of Indian Community Empowerment,

Opp., Tehsil Office, Lehregaga,

Distt-Sangrur.
 …………………………….Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (Elementary),

Sangrur.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 342 of 2010

Present:
 (i)Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla, the Complainant

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.         Complainant states that sought for information has not been provided. Neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  PIO is directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing.  He should also ensure that information as sought by the Complainant be provided to him before the next date of hearing.
3.          Adjourned to 05.04.2011 (11.00AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March.  2011

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

Sh. Sameer Sachdeva,

C/o Jastej Singh (advocate),

H.No.1150, Sector-44-B,

Chandigarh.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director General,

School Education,

Punjab. Mohali.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 121 of 2011

Present:
 (i) Sh. Sameer Sachdeva, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.        Respondent states that the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant. Complainant states that he has not received the information. Another copy of the information is given to the Complainant today by the Respondent. Complainant states that regarding item no. 1, he has received the information and is satisfied. Regarding item no. 2, 3 & 4 correct information has not been provided to him. Complainant is advised to point out the deficiencies in the information provided by the Respondent. Respondent is directed to ensure that the deficiencies in the information are made good before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 28.03.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Jagdeep Singh,
S/o Sh. Atma Singh,

Vill-Motali,

P.O.Malerkotla,

Distt-Sangrur.
 ……………………………. Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o General Manager,
PRTC, Bathinda.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 329 of 2011

Present:
 (i).Sh. Jagdeep Singh, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Raj Kumar, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.         Respondent states that file relating to the record of the Complainant has been sent to General Manager, PRTC. Sangrur. Respondent is directed to bring complete record i.e. number and date vide which the said record was transferred to General Manager, PRTC Sangrur on the next date of hearing. Respondent is also directed to collect the record from office of General Manager, PRTC, Sangrur and information be provided to the Complainant. Copy of the orders be sent to General Manager, PRTC, Sangrur to produce the file relating to Sh. Jagdeep Singh, Driver which has been sent to their office by General Manager, Bathinda on the next date of hearing
3.
Adjourned to 28.03.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

               State Information Commissioner
CC: General Manager, Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, Sangrur

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

Sh. Rajinder Singh,
434, Deep Avenue,

Tarn Taran, Punjab.
 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, 
Tarn Taran.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 354 of 2011
Present:
 (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, SI on behalf  of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.         Respondent has brought information to personally deliver it to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant is absent. Respondent is advised to deliver the information to the Complainant at his residence and receipt be produced on the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 28.03.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Smt. Charanjit Kaur,
Hindi Mistress,

# 95, Sector-5/C, Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt-Fatehgarh Sahib.

 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (SE),
Fatehgarh Sahib.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 318 of 2011
Present:
 (i) Smt. Charanjit Kaur, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Bhagwant Singh, O/o DEO (SE) and Sh. Rajesh Thakral, O/o DGSE on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.         Sh. Rajesh Thakral, O/o DGSE appearing on behalf  of the Respondent states that sought for information relating to their office has already been sent to the Complainant.  Complainant states that she has received the information relating to the office of DGSE and is satisfied. Complainant further states that item no. 2, 3 & 4 ,  relates to the office of DEO(SE), Fatehgarh Sahib and no information regarding item no. 2,3 & 4 has been given to her so far. PIO, O/o DEO (SE), Fatehgarh Sahib states that information was not provided as an enquiry is pending.  PIO, O/o DEO (SE) is also directed to file an affidavit stating that an enquiry is pending and also the latest position of the enquiry i.e the name of the enquiry officer etc.
3.
Adjourned to 28.03.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Pritam Chand,

V.P.O.Sahowal,

Near High School,

Tehsil & Distt.Gurdaspur. 

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o S.H.O.

Sadar Thana,

Gurdaspur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 186 of 2011

Present:
 (i) Sh. Pawan Kumar, the Complainant 

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.      Neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  PIO has not bothered to inform the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Even on the last date of hearing, he was not present.  Complainant states that no information has been given to him so far in respect to his application for information. Last opportunity is given to the Respondent to appear before the Commission failing which action will be taken under Section 20 of the RTI Act.

3.
Adjourned to 28.03.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Harminder Singh,

# 2877, Phase- 7,

SAS Nagar, Mohali

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Municipal Council,

SAS Nagar, Mohali

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

SAS Nagar, Mohali

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 38 of 2011
Present:
 (i) Sh. Harminder Singh, the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Ashok Pathria, APIO-cum-Accounts Officer on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.         Appellant states that he sought information from 1st Jan 2008 onwards, whereas Respondent has provided the information for the year 2006. Respondent should also provide the complete details of fine imposed from 1st Jan 2008, till date. He should file an affidavit stating that complete information as available in record has been provided.
3.
Adjourned to 13.04.2010 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

H.No. 173, Krishna Nagar,

Gali Murabe Wali,

Tarn Taran Road,

Near DS Public School,

Amritsar

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar (Punjab)

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2768 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Smt. Surinder Kaur, the complainant 

(ii) Sh. Harjinder Singh, Building Inspector on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
 PIO-cum-Suptd. Engineer, O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar has sent an affidavit on 18.01.2011, in which he submitted that Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar-cum-Public Information Officer had vide his letter bearing no. RTI/2010/2179 dated 08.11.2010 forwarded an application of the complainant received in his office vide diary n o. 2079-p dated 26.07.2010 asking the Municipal Corporation to supply the information. The said letter dated 08.11.2010 was received in the office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar only on 10.11.2010 vide diary no. 6781.

3.
On the last date of hearing i.e. 18.03.2011, representative of Deputy Commissioner office had clarified that the RTI application of the Complainant was received in the office of Commissioner, Nagar Nigam, Amritsar vide receipt no. 944 dated 26.07.2010.

4.
In view of the foregoing, it is clear that affidavit submitted by the PIO-cum-Suptd. Engineer, MC, Amritsar on 18.11.2010 was wrong. The PIO, MC, Amritsar had tried to mislead the commission that the application of the Complainant was not received in their office and was received in the office of the Deputy Commissioner.
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5.
Today, PIO-cum-Suptd. Engineer has again filed an affidavit and admitted that the RTI application of the Comlainant was received in RTI cell vide diary No. 944 dated 26.07.2010 and also admitted that the information was provided  vide letter no. MTP/746 dated 30.12.10. Complainant states that she has not been provided the information within the time. She has, therefore, suffered mental harassment and financial loss in attending the hearings in the Commission. For this the Complainant demanded that the Respondent be penalized and he be compensated for the detriment suffered. 

6.
In this view of the matter, I am convinced that it would be in the fitness of things that the Complainant is suitable compensated for the detriment and financial loss suffered on account of the hearings which the Complainant had to attend before the Commission.  In the facts and circumstance, of the case, I award a sum of Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand Only) to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act.  It is clarified that the amount of compensation shall be paid by Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. Commissioner, O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar  shall ensure that the compensation awarded herein, is paid to the Complainant by the O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar as directed in this case. 

7.
As the information is to be supplied within 30 days of the making of information request and there is too much delay on the part of the Respondent. The facts and 

circumstances of the case justify the imposition of the maximum amount of penalty upon Sh. Lachhman Dass, Public Information-cum-Superintending Engineer(Civil), Municipal Corporation, Amritsar. However, taking a lenient view in the matter, I impose a penalty of Rs. 10000/- (Rs. Ten thousand only)  on the Respondent. This amount shall be paid by Sh. Lachhman Dass, Public Information-cum-Superintending Engineer(Civil), Municipal Corporation, Amritsar as his personal liability. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar shall ensure that this amount of penalty  is deducted from the salary of the Respondent and deposited in the Treasury under the relevant head.
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8.
Adjourned to 13.04.11 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal,

H.No.1732/6, Mohalla Sujapuria,

Jagraon-142026, Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Nagar Council,

Jagraon,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director,

Local Govt., Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 67 of 2011

Present:
 (i) Sh. Nirmal Singh on behalf of the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Mohinder Pal Goyal, Sr. Assistant and Sh. Avnash Chander, Accountant O/o M.C, Jagroan on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER

Heard

2      Appellant has authorized Sh. Nirmal Singh to appear on his behalf for today’s hearing. Appellant states that he filed an application for information on 12.06.2010 but till date no information has been provided to him regarding item No. D and E.  It is observed that inspite of two hearings in the Commission, complete information has not been provided. 
3.         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, he should file an affidavit in this regard, if there are other persons responsible for the delay in providing the information, the PIO is directed to inform such persons of the show cause and direct them to appear before the Commission along with the written replies.

4.
Adjourned to 13.04.2010 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Dr. Sohan Lal Jain,

M.O., CHD Jhunir,

Distt. Mansa- 151506

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon, Mansa

First Appellate Authority

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

Sector 34-A, Plot No. 5,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Chandigarh-160023

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1145 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Dr. Sohan Lal Jain, the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Partap Singh Clerk and Dr. Harbhajan Singh, DFWO on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.         Respondent states that information as available in the record has been provided. He further states that remaining information i.e enquiry report, copy of the same will be provided to the Appellant after it is submitted by the enquiry officer. Respondent is directed that as soon as the enquiry report is received, the same be given to the Appellant without any delay.
3.          No further cause of action is left and the appeal is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. H.C. Arora, Advocate,

S/o Sh. Late Sunder Dass,

State President, RTI Activists Federation Punjab,

H. No. 2299. Sector 44C,

Chandigarh

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

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

Sector 34-A, Plot No. 5,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Chandigarh-160023

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3795 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Balbir Aggarwal on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Dr. Karanjit Singh, Deputy Director-cum-PIO, Sh. Ramesh Garg, Assistant Civil Surgeon, and Sh. Mulkhraj, Suptd. On behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.         In response to the order dated 9.02.2011, Respondent has provided copies of the notings to the Complainant today in the Commission.  Respondent states that as per their record Dr. Ramesh Garg was the PIO upto 01.12.2010 and not upto 14.12.2010 and Dr. Karanjit Singh took the charge as PIO on 24.12.2010 and not on 15.12.2010 as mentioned in the order dated 09.02.2011 while imposing penalty on the PIO’s
3.          Dr. Ramesh Garg has submitted that application of the Complainant was received by him on 09.11.2010 and he had forwarded it to Dr. R.K.Garg enquiry officer and Budget Branch on 22.11.2010 and 25.11.2010 to provide the copy of the enquiry report. He has requested that keeping in view the period for which he was the PIO, order for imposition of penalty be reviewed. The penalty has been imposed as per dates intimated 
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by the staff.  However, to find out the person who had actually delayed the information. Director Health & Family Welfare, Pb is directed to submit complete report on the next date of hearing regarding persons responsible for the delay in providing the information.
4.             Adjourned to 26.04.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Balraj Kumar,

S/o Sh. Jagat Ram,

R/o 278, Dr. Ambedkar Nagar,

Scheme No. 10,

Hoshiarpur (Punjab) – 146 001

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

ITI, Hoshiarpur

First Appellate Authority

ITI, Hoshiarpur
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1154 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Balraj Kumar, the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Kehar Singh, Assistant Director, Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk, Sh. Vijay Kumar, Former PIO and Sh. Dharampal, PIO, the Respondent.
ORDER
Heard

2.         It is observed that inspite of so many hearings in the Commission, complete information has not been provided to the Appellant. In the earlier hearing, Sh. Kehar Singh was directed to file an affidavit but he has failed to file his reply in response to the order showing cause. Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk was also directed to appear and state his case. He has submitted his written reply in response to the order dated 15.02.2011, which is taken on record.  Sh. Rattan Lal, Principal is directed to conduct an enquiry and submit complete report on the next date of hearing regarding involvement of Sh. Balwinder Singh in destroying the original record, if any, what action was taken against Sh. Balwinder Singh by the department or any FIR was lodged against him. It is observed that complete file of the case has not been produced by Sh. Dharampal Singh present PIO. Sh. Dharampal Singh, PIO is directed to bring all the record on the next date of hearing.
3.          Adjourned to 13.04.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-                  

                                                                                            (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March,  2011

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

Sh. Jeewan,

W/o Sh. Manohar Lal,

Chawani Mohalla

Near Kandu Ki Factory 

Near Daal Atta Chakki,

Ludhiana

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Drug Controller (Pb.),

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Sector 34, Chandigarh

2.
First Appellate Authority

O/o Drug Controller (Pb.),

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Sector 34, Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 809 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Balbir Aggarwal on behalf of the Appellant.

(ii) Sh. Ajay Singla, Assistant Drugs Controller O/o Drug Controller and Sh.Mulkhraj, Suptd. O/o DHS, Pb on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.         Appellant states that he has received the sought for information and is satisfied. He further states that he does not want any compensation or penalty to be imposed on the Respondent. Respondent has filed an affidavit in response to the order showing cause, which is taken on record. 

3.         No further cause of action is left and the appeal is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th March, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
