STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,

MA.M.Ed. Ph.D (Education),

H.No.B-1/127/MCH, 

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o President,

DAV College, Managing Committee,

Hoshiarpur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 35 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Jagat Singh on behalf of the Complainant

(ii) Sh. S.S.Sharma, Lecturer on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Vide my order dated 16.03.2010, I had directed the Complainant to show as to how the subject matter of the instant complaint is different from the subject matter of CC: 141 of 2010.  He was also directed to state in writing whether he had paid the fee demanded by the PIO for supplying the information in CC: 141 of 2010. These directions were given because it was submitted by the Respondent that the Complainant had been demanding the same information repeatedly and that instead of paying the requisite fee against the demand, he complicates the issue by making a fresh application for the same purpose. In this manner, the Complainant has been misusing the provisions of the RTI Act. 
3.
Today, the representative of the Complainant has not been able to explain as to why he did not pay the requisite fee in regard to the information which he sought earlier and which forms the subject matter of CC: 141 of 2010.  He has also not shown as to how the subject matter of CC: 141 of 2010 is different from the subject matter of the instant complaint.  In these circumstances, I am of the considered view that the present complaint is a misuse of the right conferred by the RTI Act 2005.  This needs to be deprecated in the strongest terms.  
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4.
In view of the foregoing no further action in the instant  complaint is required. Resultantly, the complaint is dismissed, being devoid of merit.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, St. 1-E, New Vishnu-Puri,

New Shivpuri Road, P.O. Basti Jodhewal,

Ludhiana – 141 007.
 ……………………………. Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Senior Medical Officer,

Lord Mahavira, Civil Hospital,

Ludhiana

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3509 of 2009

Present:
(i) Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Pardeep Sharma, Medical Officer-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER


Heard

2.
In today’s hearing, Complainant has raised the following issues:-
   (i)     That Respondent has submitted false information with regard to the existence of canteen. Complainant has also submitted a proof regarding existence of canteen at Civil Hospital, Ludhiana.  He also demands that criminal proceedings be initiated against the Respondent-PIO.

(ii)

Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the reply of the Respondent that due to security reasons account number of the bank can not be disclosed.

(iii)     Complainant has requested for imposition of  penalty upon guilty officials for delay in supply of information.  
(iv)
Complainant has sought copy of the affidavit submitted by the Dr. Harvinder Singh, PIO-cum-Senior Medical Officer.
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3.      Respondent has contradicted all the above submissions of the Complainant as under:-

 (i)          Respondent states that he has intimated vide letter No. CH/581 dated 16.02.10 that canteen was not given on contract for the period for which information has been sought for by the complainant. 
(ii)
Respondent states that vide his letter No. CH/3778 dated 15.12.09 , he has informed the Complainant that income earned has been deposited in the user charges of Civil Hospital, Ludhiana and due to security reasons, head of account cannot be disclosed. However, as demanded by the Complainant account number was given to the Complainant. 
(iii)          Respondent states that in response to the application for information dated 06.10.2009, he had brought information in the very first hearing to personally deliver it to the Complainant on 16.12.2009. As the Complainant was absent, information was sent by registered post as directed by the Commission.

(iv)
Respondent states that copy of the affidavit as demanded by the Complainant is given to him today in the Commission. 

5.
On going through the above facts of Complainant and reply of Respondent, I observe as under:-     
(i) Reply of Respondent is quiet clear that the canteen was not given on contract  during the period the information has been sought for by the Complainant. Hence, there is no point to take any action at the level of the Commission. However, Complainant, is at liberty to take up the matter with the Court of law or higher authorities, in case he feels that wrong information has been given. Commission jurisdiction is only upto the providing of information as available in record


(ii) Reply of the Respondent is quiet clear that the premium earned from the cycle stand is deposited in a bank under the user charges and account number has also been given to the Complainant.
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(iii) I have observed that there is hardly any delay in the supply of information as the information was sought by the Complainant vide his application dated 06.10.09 and the same was brought by Respondent on 16.12.09 to personally deliver it to the Complainant during the course of first hearing and Complainant was absent on that hearing and the Respondent was directed to send the information to the Complainant by registered post. I do not deem it fit to impose any penalty. However, Respondent is warned to be careful while dealing with the RTI applications. The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sikandar Singh,

S/o Sh. Achhag Singh,

VPO-Chhapar, Distt-Ludhiana.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways,

Ludhiana.

2.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director State Transport,

Jeevan Deep Building, 

Sector 17, Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 614 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Naginder Singh, Sr. Assistant –cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been sent to the Complainant and has submitted the acknowledgement  of the Complainant having received information, which is taken on record.

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

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kartar Singh Johar,

H.No.1402, Sec-40/B,

Chandigarh.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Secy. Office,

Govt of Punjab,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 601 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Jaswant Singh, SGI on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
During the hearing dated 16.03.10, Complainant sought to inspect the relevant files. Respondent has produced the acknowledgement of the Complainant stating that he has inspected the files. No further action is required.
3.
The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Khalid Hussain,

Ex EPF Officer (SA),

Vill-Nangal Baghbana,

Near ESSR Pet. Pump,

P.O-Qadian, Distt-Gurdaspur

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Nazar Sudar,

Anjuman Ahmadiyya,

Qadian, Gurdaspur.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  612 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Jameer Ahmed Nasir, Additional Legal Advisor, on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER

Heard

2.
During the hearing dated 16.03.10, Complainant was advised to file his submission that Sadr Anjuman Ahmadiyya Qadian is a public authority as per provision of the RTI Act. Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence. Respondent states that he has not received any submission from the Complainant. No further action is required.

3.
The complaint is , therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vikrant Puri, Advocate,

H.No.74, Near Aggar Nagar,

Near Octroi Past, Ferozepur Road,

Ludhiana.

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

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana.

(2)        First Appellate Authority,

             O/o Civil Surgeon,

             Ludhiana.

. 
………………………………..Respondent

AC No.  109 of 2010

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

(ii) Dr. Pardeep Sharma, Medical Officer on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that Appellant has not pointed out any deficiency in the information provided inspite of two opportunities given to him. Appellant is absent. He has not attended any of three hearings. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing.  Dismissed for non-prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

H.No.50/30 A, Ramgali,

N.M Bagh, Ludhiana.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secy. to Govt. Pb,

Finance Deptt. Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 497 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura on behalf of the Complainant

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

Heard

2.
Complainant has authorized Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura to appear on his behalf. Complainant states that Respondent should provide information regarding clarifications sought by him vide his letter dated 19th March, 2010. Respondent states that information as available in record has already been provided to the Complainant, no other information is available. Respondent further states that Mr. Madan Garg, Superintendent has not provided any information as claimed by the Complainant. Respondent has provided information as available in record.

4.
The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

S/o Sh. Prittam Singh,

R/o Village Chtamala,

Dak- Madoli Kalan,

Tehsil-Chamkaru Sahib,

Distt-Roop Nagar.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o  Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Pb, Chandigarh.

(2)
Public Information Officer,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Roop Nagar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  445 of 2010

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

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

Heard

2.
Respondent has given the copy of the report of the Deputy Commissioner, Ropar to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant states that copy of the report is not readable. Complainant is advised to visit the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ropar to get the readable copy of the report. Deputy Commissioner, Ropar is directed to provide readable  copy  of the report to the Complainant under intimation to the Commission. PIO, O/o Financial Commissioner will ensure that a legible copy is provided by Deputy Commissioner, Ropar.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 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.
Complainant is absent. She has not informed the Commission about her absence.  Respondent has sought another date to provide the information.
3.
Adjourned to 07.05.10 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

5-C, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Health Services,

Pb, Sec-34, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2521 of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura, the Complainant

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

Heard

2.
Arguments heard. Judgment is reserved.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vijay Kumar Sharma,

151, Parkash Avenue,

Kapurthala-144601.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o DPI (Colleges), Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 664 of 2009

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


(ii) Sh. Madan Lal, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant states that  he filed his application for information on 04.06.09 and Smt. Maninder Dhillon remained PIO from 04.06.09 to 14.09.09.  Penalty should be imposed on her for not providing the information in time.  Appellant further states that he should be provided information regarding Vijay Chopra i.e. salary received by him during December 1988 as per record of DPI (colleges). Respondent states that only grant is given by the DPI and the disbursement of salary is made by the College authorities.  Respondent has agreed to provide the details regarding release of grant for the salary of Vijay Chopra for the period of December 1988 on the next date of hearing. Smt. Maninder Dhillon who was PIO from filing of the complaint till 14.09.09 should  also file an affidavit showing cause why action should not be taken against her and why Complainant should not be compensated for not supplying the information within the statutorily prescribed period of time.
3.
Adjourned to 21.05.10 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 29th   April, 2010


State Information Commissioner
