STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Bhushan Kumar

M/s Bhushan General Store,

Bus Stand,

Rampura Phool

(Bathinda)







 
        …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab, 

Chandigarh.








       …Respondent

C.C. No. 806 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant

For the Respondent. – S/Sh. Mohan Singh (9988092867), Supdt.-cum-APIO; Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt, Varinder Singh, clerk,



Sh. Mohan Singh, APIO appearing on behalf of respondent stated that neither the hearing notice no the orders have been received in their office.  He further stated that even the original application of the complainant dated 13.12.2007 was not received.   In the order dated 08.03.2010, a copy of the order was sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Principal Secretary School Education, Punjab and Secretary Education, Punjab.  It is only on receiving letter dated 26.03.2010 and 12.04.2010 by Supdt. Govt. of Punjab, Education Department Establishment-II that they came to know about this case.  Therefore, they are not aware of the order of penalty and the information sought by the complainant.    He further said that the address of the PIO c/o Chairman, Departmental Selection Committee (Technical), SCO 130-131, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh was incorrect since the office in Sector 34 has been shut down.   On receipt of letters dated 26.03.2010 / 12.04.2010, information sought by the complainant was sent to him on 09.04.2010 by registered post.   



This case was heard on 01.09.2008, 07.01.2009, 25.03.2009, 19.11.2009, 21.01.2010, 08.03.2010 and today i.e. 15.04.2010.  .



Secretary Education (Education-VI Branch) vide his letter no. 18/358/09-3A6/2746 dated 22.12.2009 addressed to the Chairman, Departmental Selection Committee (Teaching) Education Department, Punjab SCO 131, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh a copy of which was endorsed to the Commission, has indicated the
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address of respondent of Sector 34-A, Chandigarh on which all the correspondence by the Commission was addressed, therefore, the averment made by Sh. Mohan Singh is not tenable.  He has not given the exact date when the office has been shifted.



A copy of order dated 21.01.2010 was endorsed to Secretary Education, Punjab; Principal Secretary Education, Punjab; and Chief Secretary, Punjab.  In spite of that, they have failed to appear before the Commission on 08.03.2010.  A copy of order dated 19.11.2009 imposing the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was sent to Secretary, School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh and also to the respondent at the same address i.e. SCO 131, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh which also contained the Govt. letter dated 22.12.2009.   It was the responsibility of Secretary Education Punjab to direct the PIO to furnish the information and also to deposit the amount of penalty.  Therefore, on the next date of hearing, PIO of respondent and PIO o/o Secretary, School Education, Punjab, should be personally present failing which the Commission will be constrained to recommend disciplinary action against the PIO, under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005.


To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-
Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010  



State Information Commissioner
C.C.

1.
Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
Principal Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.

3.
Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Kamaljit Sharma

s/o Sh. Suresh Kumar Sharma

R/o Hargobindpura Basti,

College Road,

Sangrur.







     
          …Appellant

VERSUS

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (Sec), 

Sangrur

2.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Rationalization Circle Education Officer,

Patiala Circle, Nabha. 




          
…Respondents

A.C. No. 138 & 139 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent – Ms. Gurmeet Kaur, Dy. C.E.O.; S/Sh. Pawan Kumar, Supdt.–cum-APIO; Ajaib Singh, Junior Asstt.; and Rajesh Kumar, Junior Asstt.



A letter has been received form Zila Education Officer (Secondary) Sangrur stating that a revision petition has been filed in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court on 09.04.2010.   It further states that the names of PIO are also being intimated to the Commission, which are: 

(i)
Smt. Balwant Kaur

-
06.08.2008 to 18.05.2009


(ii)
Smt. Raj Mohinder
Kaur
-
18.05.2009 to 07.10.2009


(iii)
Sh. Kuldip Singh

-
07.10.2009 till date. 



In this case, the original application was filed on 21.10.2008.  Therefore, PIO(s) i.e. Smt. Balwant Kaur, Smt. Raj Mohinder Kaur and Sh. Kuldip Singh are hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed on them till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIOs are also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of
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such penalty on the next date of hearing.  They may take note that in case they do not file their written reply and do not avail themselves of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that they have nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against them ex parte. 



On receiving their reply, a decision will be taken regarding the quantum of penalty to be imposed on the erring officers.  The PIOs should be personally present on the next hearing.

 

To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.   In the meantime, the respondent is also directed to supply a copy of petition and order of Hon’ble High Court. 


Copy of this order be sent to both the parties and all the three PIOs mentioned in Para No. 1 above. 









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010



     State Information Commissioner
C.C.

1.
Smt. Balwant Kaur, PIO C/o D.E.O. (Secondary) Sangrur.

2.
Smt. Raj Mohinder Kaur, PIO C/o D.E.O. (Secondary) Sangrur.

3.
Sh. Kuldip Singh, PIO C/o D.E.O. (Secondary) Sangrur.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)
Sh. Tejinder Singh


S/o Gurbax Singh, Gen. Secretary,

Human Service Mission (Regd.)

Waheguru Computers,

Jhabewal Chowk,

P.O. Shahbana, 

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana- 141123.
                …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.






                     
…Respondent
CC No. 3337/09

Order

Present:
Sh. Tejinder Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. S.P.S. Panesar (94175-41354), APIO for the respondent. 



Respondent Sh. S.P.S. Panesar, APIO submits that he has not received the objections given by the complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh after the hearing, along with the order dated 18.03.2010.   Therefore, these are handed over to him in the court.  Permission is granted to him to provide this information to the complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 15.04.2010



     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(97803-50988)

Shri Arura Ram,

S/o Shri Ghaniya Ram,

VPO: Parjian Kalan,

Tehsil: Shahkot, Distt. Jalandhar.                                              
….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.   (Regd.)                      
  .…Respondent                                    

CC NO. 446 of 2009

ORDER 

Reserved on 15.03.10 

Pronounced on 15.04.2010

 

In the instant case, the application seeking information was made by the Complainant to the Respondent on 19.11.2008. On receiving no reply from the Commission he filed a complaint in commission on 19.02.2009. The complainant sought information about enquiry into his applications dated 6.11.2006 and 22.11.2006 from the ADC (Development) Jalandhar. A notice of hearing was sent from the Commission on 4.5.2009 for hearing on 27.5.2009. On the first hearing 27.5.2009 none was present on behalf of the complainant and respondent because of the unrest situation in Punjab. On the next hearing 5.8.2009 Varinder Kumar BDPO appeared after the hearing but he could not tell the status of the case. Therefore directions were given to him to provide the information to the Complainant. On the next hearing 4.11.2009 a show cause notice was issued to the PIO since he was not present on that day and no information had been provided to Sh,. Arura Ram the complainant. After hearing was over Sh. Lakhpal
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 Singh, Panchayat Secretary appeared on behalf of the Respondent and stated that information was provided to the complainant on 4.11.2009 by regd. Post and one copy was delivered to him personally. At the next hearing dated 10.12.2009 the complainant states that information provided to him on 4.11.2009 was irrelevant and did not cover the points as per his original application dated 19.11.2009.  The PIO Sh. Ajjit Singh Pannu IAS Deputy Commissioner Jalandhar was directed either to be personally present at the next date of hearing or to provide the information to the complainant with a compliance report. On the next hearing dated 15.3.2008 Complainant and respondent A.S. Bhullar, DDPO was present. Letter dated 13.03.2010 by Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development) addressed to the State Information Commission, Pb. Chandigarh, is presented which states: -

“In the letter dated 19.11.2008 submitted by Sh. Arura Ram son of Sh. Ghanaiya Ram, village Parzia Kalan, Block Shahkot under the RTI Act 2005 in Suvidha Centre, Jalandhar, he had sought the status of the complaint dated 06.11.2006 submitted by him to the A.D.C. (Development) Jalandhar.  Additional Deputy Commissioner-cum-Public Information Officer, Jalandhar vide his letter No. 3169/HRC/RTI dated 20.05.2009 had sought the information from the A.D.C. (Development) and advised him to appear before the State Information Commission on 27.05.2009.  In this regard, the status of the compliant was intimated vide letter No. 1928-30 dated 22.05.2009 addressed to the complainant Sh. Arura Ram son of Sh. Ghanaiya Ram, village Parzia Kalan, Block Shahkot

with a copy to the District Revenue Officer-cum-Asstt. Public Information Officer, Jalandhar (copy enclosed).


Besides above, District Development & Panchayat Officer,
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Jalandhar, on the complaint dated 06.11.2006, got the matter investigated from the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Jalandhar and sent the report under his letter No. 306/DA/NT dated 01.02.2010 to the A.D.C. (Dev.) which was subsequently sent to the complainant vide ADC (Dev.) letter No. 466 dated 01.02.2010.


In the light of above, it is clear that the information sought by the complainant was to be provided only after receipt of the investigation report from the field.  This investigation report after receipt of the same from the BDSPO Shahakot and Distt. Development & Panchayat officer, Jalandhar was sent to this office on 01.02.2010 which was immediately made available to the complainant.   There has been no delay or lapse on the part of the undersigned.  Therefore, it is humbly requested that the proposed imposition of penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- is not justified and should be dropped.


In this connection, on 15.03.2010, Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer, Jalandhar shall appear before the State Information Commission as a representative of Public Information Officer-cum-Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development) Jalandhar and advocate his case.”



After going through the case file and explanation for the delay rendered by the respondent, I conclude that the delay in supply of information is neither willful nor intentional, as explained by the respondent.   Therefore, it is not a fit case for imposition of penalty. 



Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98768-77411)

Prof. P.S. Bhogal

Head,

P.G. Dept. of Political Science,

Arya College,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.


…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

Principal

Arya College

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

CC No. 2090/09

Order

Reserved on 17.03.10 

Pronounced on 15.04.2010


In the instant case, application seeking the information was made by the Complainant to the Respondent on 21.05.2009.  The information required by the Complainant is: -

1.
All correspondence carried out between the Principal Arya College and the DPI (C) concerning the service matters of the undersigned from July 2008 onwards till date. 

2.
All correspondence carried out between the Principal Arya College and the President as well as the Secretary of ACMC concerning the service matters of the undersigned from July 2008 onwards till date. 

3.
All correspondence carried out between the Principal Arya College and the Registrar of Arya Vidya Parishad / General Secretary and President of Arya Vidya Parishad, Punjab concerning the service matters of the undersigned from July 2008 onwards till date. 

4.
Any file notings, comments recorded by the Principal, Arya College, President ACMC as well as the Secretary ACMC concerning the service matters of the undersigned form the year 2004 onwards till date. 



Reminder was also sent by Sh. P.S. Bhogal on 07.07.2009 that unless information is provided to him by the Principal Arya College, Ludhiana, Civil Lines, Ludhiana, he will be forced to approach the State Information Commission but still there was no response.   After 07.07.2009, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 27.07.2009.  On the first hearing 08.10.2009, a letter was presented by Sh. Parveen Mayar, Superintendent Arya College that the formal permission of the Managing Committee of the College to supply the required information to the petitioner
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was required since a part of it is of confidential nature.   He also stated that there was no question of willfully withholding the required information sought under the RTI Act 2005.  A time of 15 days was granted to the respondent to provide this information and it was also pointed out that innumerable delay has already taken place therefore, information be supplied within the stipulated period.   On the next hearing, none was present on behalf of the complainant and Dr. T.L. Joshi, Principal, PIO on behalf of the respondent came present.    Information as per the directions given in the earlier order dated 08.10.2009 was brought in the court.  But since the complainant was not present on that day, directions were given to the respondent to send the information by registered post.”  

On the next hearing dated 17.12.2009, Dr. S.M. Sharma, regarding point no. 4, stated that-
“The formal permission of the Managing Committee of the college to supply the required information to the petitioner since a part of it is of confidential nature.  There is no question of willfully withholding the required information sought under the RTI Act 2005.”



The complainant objected to this and stated that he knows this for a fact that on ACRs and files, notings are given. 



The complainant was advised to take up the matter with the higher authorities.  He had sent a letter to the Commission on 29.10.2009 which had not been received in this office, in which he had pointed out certain discrepancies. 


It was recorded in the same order that information had been provided to him.  The complainant demanded compensation with penalty.  Therefore, a show cause notice was issued to the respondent on 17.12.2009 as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  He was further directed to supply the information to the complainant by the next date of hearing.  Respondent should also explain the reasons for overcharging the complainant and not supplying the full information.     The case was adjourned to 10.02.2010 which was further adjourned to 22.02.2010.



On the next hearing dated 22.02.2010 Sh. Parveen Mayar, Superintendent was present on behalf of the Respondent. No reply to the show cause notice was provided. It was also pointed out to the respondent that it was not the duty of the PIO who has left the post to provide reply to the show cause notice but Dr. T.L. Joshi who was present PIO (w.e.f. 13.01.2010) to examine the files and facts and provide reply to the show cause notice by the next date of hearing.  Respondent sought another 15 days’ time for the same. 
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During the course of hearing, I also came to the conclusion that the PIO had misled the court when he said in his letter dated 09.11.2009 that “there is no practice of keeping record of file noting / comments in this office” whereas another RTI Complainant had received copies of his ACRs and notings where the same PIO had himself made lengthy notings. 



On the next hearing on 17.03.2010, the order was reserved.  Letter has been presented by Dr. T.L. Joshi, Principal PIOs stating the reasons for delay and regarding the information provided.  A photocopy of the letter dated 13.03.2010 written by Dr. S.M. Sharma, Principal (Retd.) indicates that “all the required information has been provided to the complainant.  Even the Hon’ble State Information Commissions is of the view that the information has been provided to the complainant (Refer to Page 2, line 1 of the order dated 17.12.2009).


As regards last para of order dated 22.02.2010, wherein the Hon’ble Commission has observed that the PIO has misled the court that “there is no practice of keeping record of file noting / comments in this office” (relating to point no. 4 of the letter of the complainant dated 21.05.2009), the undersigned would like to make it clear that the text of the Point-4 of the complaint was not explicitly clear. Had the complainant specifically asked for any noting or comments on ACRs, the same would have been supplied.



The complainant vide another RTI application dated 06.01.2010 sought copies of ACRs, the same were supplied by the PIO of the college. 



Regarding the charge that the complainant has been overcharged for not supplying full information, the college authorities may refund the extra amount charged, if any, in case it is pointed out in writing by the complainant. 



The undersigned holds the Hon’ble Commission in high esteem and even expressed unqualified apology earlier for not being present before the Commission on one occasion.”



From the perusal of the explanation in reply to show cause notice rendered by both the PIOs, it is clear that they do not have noting of ACRs in the present case.  It has also been undertaken by the Principal of the College that excess amount of fee charged form the complainant, if any, will be refunded.    Further, the respondent has also tendered an unqualified apology for the delay, if any, in the supply of information to the complainant.  


Taking into consideration the plea put forth by the respondent, I do not feel it a fit case for imposition of penalty on the respondent.  However, respondent is directed to be more careful in future and ensure that requests for information under the
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RTI Act 2005 are met within the stipulated period.   Different of fee should be remitted to the complainant within 10 days and his receipt sent to the Commission. 



The case is hereby disposed of and closed accordingly. 



Copies be sent to both the parties.



Pronounced in the open court.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh 
Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jeet Singh 

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh

R/o Village Jargari,

Tehsil Payal,

District Ludhiana.







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o In charge,

Civil Hospital,

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

CC No. 2680/09

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Jeet Singh (95923-90402) in person.


Dr. Pradeep Sharma (98884-56296) for the respondent.


In the order dated 08.03.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“Respondent states that none of the communications has been received by them including the hearing notice and the original application of the complainant.  He further contends that a similar case titled ‘Sarabjit Singh Kahlon vs. Civil Hospital,   Ludhiana’ CC No. 2997 of 2009 was decided on 07.12.2009 by the court of SIC Ld. Lt. Gen. (Retd) P.K. Grover.   He also states that copy of a Medico Legal Report (MLR) can only be provided on the orders of a Civil Court along with the requisite fee or it can be provided to the Investigating officer of Police. 

On 07.12.2009, SIC Ld. Lt. Gen. (Retd.) P.K. Grover in CC No. 2997 of 2009 has, in Para 16 of the Order, held as under: -

“In view of the above mentioned facts and circumstances of the case, it is observed that the information as sought by the complainant and if not already available in the public domain, the respondent Public Authority holding the said information in fiduciary capacity on behalf of their patient, is exempt under provisions of Section 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act 2005.”  

 

Reply dated 19.03.2010 to the show cause notice has been provided by the PIO, Civil Hospital Ludhiana.  I am satisfied that there was no malafide intention in the delay in providing the information.  Also, complete information has been provided to the complainant.
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Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh 

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






 
   …Respondent

CC No. 575/09

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh in person.
For respondent – Dr. Rajesh Sharma, PIO (0172-2740777) o/o Director Health, Sh. Mulkh Raj, Supdt.-cum-APIO and Mrs. Bhupinder Kaur, Supdt.-cum-PIO.



In spite of earlier directions vide order dated 15.03.2010, none of the directions of the Commission have been followed.   Neither the Principal Secretary Health, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh / PIO is present nor have the names of the PIOs in the office of Principal Secretary, Health, Punjab been revealed to the Commission.   This shows disrespect and callous attitude towards the implementation of the RTI Act by the Department of Health, Punjab, Chandigarh.   

 

Mrs. Bhupinder Kaur present today is directed that by the next date of hearing, she should have the complete and correct record of the PIO(s) including their place of present posting from 19.11.2008 (the date when the application was filed by the complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh) till 16.12.2009 so that penalty can be imposed on the erring officer(s). 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010  



 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Mankuljit Singh

s/o Sh. Naranjan Singh

Shiv Mandir Road,

Opposite Dr. Jaspal,

Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.





….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.








…Respondent

CC No. 2949/09

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Mankuljit Singh (94635-47233) in person.


None for the respondent.



In the order dated 15.03.2010, complainant had pointed out certain deficiencies in the information provided to him by the respondent.  Directions were given that by the next date of hearing, complete information should be provided to the complainant.


None is present on behalf of the respondent and none of the directions of the Commission have been followed, which shows complete defiance and disrespect to the orders of the Commission.  A letter has been received from Assistant Commissioner, Ferozepur that due to P.S.E.B. state-wide strike, none can appear on behalf of the said office.   At this stage, it is pointed out that the previous order was passed on 15.03.2010 and the strike has materialized only recently and there is no reason why the information should not have been provided to the complainant Sh. Mankuljit Singh.  Complainant also states that he has been threatened by six persons namely Kanungo Sh. Avtar Singh, Patwari Sh. Shamsher Singh, Patwari Sh. Roop Singh, Patwari Sh. Pritam Singh,  Sh. Jagjit Singh son of Sh. Dharam Singh resident of village Naraingarhu, Tehsil & Distt. Ferozepur; and Sh. Gurcharan Singh, an employee of P.S.E.B. Talwandi Bhai.  



One more opportunity is provided to the respondent to provide information to the complainant within 15 days as per his original application, with compliance report to the Commission.  



Also a copy of this order should be sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur. 
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To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 









Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010

                       State Information Commissioner
c.c.
The Deputy Commissioner,


Ferozepur.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Pritam Singh

H. No. 9308,

Gali No. 7,

Chander Lok Colony,

Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.
 
…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (East)

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

CC No. 2316/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For respondent – Sh. Jasvir Singh, Patwari.



In the earlier order dated 22.02.2010, complainant had telephonically requested for an adjournment which was granted.  It was also recorded in the order that reason why the information was not given to the complainant had been given as:

· No date of allotment has been given;

· No file no. and case no. has been provided;

· No particulars of the department or officer allotting the same has been given. 

Reply to the show cause notice has been presented.  

 

In the hearing dated 17.03.2010, Sh. Pritam Singh was present and stated that the previous order has not been communicated to him.   Therefore, the order dated 22.02.2010 was provided to him in the court.   Directions were given to the complainant to answer the queries raised by the respondent within 15 days so that by the next hearing, information could be provided.   However, no discrepancies have been pointed out by the complainant.  Therefore, it seems he is not interested in pursual of the complainant.   Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010  



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94633-10058)

Sh. Jagdish Bansal 
s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

Ward No. 21, Khokhar Road,

Mansa. 







 …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DTO Mansa.






    
…Respondent

CC No. 3783/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal in person.
For respondent – Sh. Raman Kumar (92179-16119), Section Officer O/o DTO Mansa.


In the order dated 17.03.2010, a show cause notice had been issued to the Distt. Transport Officer, Mansa and he was also directed to provide the names of the PIOI(s) from 31.07.2009 till date.   None of the directions of the Commission have been followed by Sh. Manjit Singh, District Transport Officer, Mansa. Complete information has also not been provided to the complainant.  


Directions are given that complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal will visit the office of Distt. Transport Officer, Mansa in the presence of the Section Officer present today i.e. Sh. Raman Kumar, on 21.04.2010 at 11 AM to examine the relevant records needed by him.  On the next hearing, the PIO should be personally present otherwise disciplinary action will be initiated against him. 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98140-88582)

Jagmohan Singh Brar

S/o Shri Davinder Singh Brar,

Brar Complex, G.T.Road,

Moga.


        …Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga.







      

        …Respondent

CC No. 2106/09

Order

Present:
For the complainant Sh. Amit Brar, s/o the complainant Sh. Jagmohan Singh Brar.

None for the respondent. 



The order in this case was reserved on 25.11.2009 when none was present on behalf of the respondent and the same was announced in the open court on 27.01.2010. It was also recorded in the order that no information has been provided to the complainant till date.   A penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed on the PIO-cum-Distt. Transport Officer, Moga.  I had also recommended to the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab, for taking action against the PIO under the service rules applicable, for having denied the information to the complainant without any reasonable cause.  


The complainant stated that no information has been provided and none of the directions of the Commission contained in the order dated 27.01.2010 have been followed by the respondent, Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab. 



One more opportunity is granted to the officers mentioned above to act on the directions of the Commission.  A copy of this order is being sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, to get the order of the Commission complied with.


To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 









…..Contd…….2/-

-:2:-



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.   1.
The Chief Secretary, Punjab,



Chandigarh. 

2.
Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab.


Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Gurnam Singh

s/o Sh. Chanan Singh

63, Indra Colony,

Islamabad,

Hoshiarpur.







                 …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Regional Transport Authority,

Jalandhar.







                 …Respondent

CC No. 3060/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For respondent – Sh. Sham Lal, clerk (98147-79200)



A letter 07.04.2010 addressed to the complainant Sh. Gurnam Singh, has been presented written by Secretary, Regional Transport Authority, Jalandhar stating as under: -

“In compliance with the order of State Information Commission dated 15.03.2010, the complainant Shri Gurnam Singh son of Sh. Chanan Singh, 63, Indra Colony, Islamabad, Hoshiarpur has been issued copy of order dated 18.06.2009 passed in pursuance of direction of the Hon’ble High Court in Civil Writ Petition no. 17635/2008 (instead of 17365/2008) for the grant of one Contract Carriage Passenger Tempo (Seven seater) from Hoshiarpur to Chohal via Bhangipur, Bhanjarwal, Adamwal, JCT Mill route in favour of Petitioner Shri Tilak Raj son of Sh. Tarsem Lal, VPO Mal Majra, District Hoshiarpur.  Order is in details self speaking and contains the reasons of grant.  This is for kind information of ld. State Information Commission, Punjab.”


A telephonic message has been received from the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court and informing that the information had not been received by him.





I have gone through the information.  If the complainant does not specifically point out the discrepancies by the next date of hearing, I will dispose the case.









         ….Contd……..2/-

-:2:-



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94171-37947)

Dr. Balwinder Singh Bhatti,

H. No. 367, Anand Nagar A,

Tirpari Town,

Patiala – 147001 







   …..Appellant






Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, 
Chandigarh. 
(M – 98721-69588)
2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, 
Chandigarh. 







…..Respondents





                AC- 1015/2009  
Order

Present:
Appellant Dr. Balwinder Singh Bhatti in person.


For respondent – Sh. Mulkh Raj, Supdt.-cum-APIO (98721-69588)



During the course of hearing, some objections are again pointed out by the appellant.    Respondent has assured the court that he will get the information from whichever office it is to be procured and shall provide the same to the appellant within one month.  Appellant agrees to the same.


Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 



Copies of order be sent to both the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94174-08002)

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Prasahar,

Retd. Chief Manager of State Bank of Patiala,

# 325, Sector 12-A,

Panchkula. 








      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Jalalabad. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Ferozepur. 







  …..Respondents





                AC- 09/2010  
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Ashwani Prashar in person.


None for the respondent.



In the order dated 08.03.2010, PIO Sh. Rajiv Prashar was directed to be personally present since the Tehsildar-cum-APIO Sh. Harsharan Jit Singh was confused and did not know of the provisions of the RTI Act in providing the information to the appellant. 



No information has been provided to the appellant till date neither has the respondent been present in today’s hearing.



Therefore, PIO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



Complete information should also be provided to the appellant within 15 days.










…..Contd…….2/-

-:2:-



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









          Sd/-

Chandigarh.





          Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH
(98723-46650)
Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra

889, Sector 60,

Phase 3-B-2,

Mohali – 160059







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, Medical Council Punjab,

SCO 25, Phase 1,

SAS Nagar (Mohali)







…Respondent

CC No. 51/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra in person.


For the respondent - Ms. Monika Goyal, advocate. (98156-52293)

 

During the course of hearing, two statements have been given – one by the complainant and the other by the respondent present, which are contrary to each other.  Complainant has stated as under: -
“As desired I confirm having handed over the original documents to the President of the PMC in the presence of Members of the Disciplinary Committee on 08.02.2009. The photocopies of the said original documents were annexed with my original compliant dated 13.08.2008.  The PHC was not responding to my initial letters for months together for reasons best known to them. 

2.
To my utter dismay, the Disciplinary Committee Members of the Council took handwritings of three doctors instead of 4 in the case and handwriting of another Dr. Paramjit Kaur Reen w/o Dr. R.S. Reen was not taken even though she was also present. 

3.
The documentary evidence of PMC is on record relating to original documents of letter No. CFSL/69/1/Receipt/09-661 dated 01.05.2009 from C.F.S. Laboratory (MOHA) GOI, Sector 36-A, Chandigarh to the address of PMC Mohali and other correspondence done by PMC Mohali to other investigating agencies.”



Another statement is given by Sh. Mohinder Partap which is also signed by advocate Ms. Monika Goyal on behalf of the respondent, wherein it is stated: 










….Contd…….2/-

-:2:-

“I, Mohinder Partap Singh, Senior Asstt. Punjab Medical Council, SCO 25, Phase I, Mohali do hereby state that Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra, complainant in CC No. 51/10 has only submitted photocopies of the relevant documents (medical record) and no original document has been tendered by the complainant. 





Sd/- Mohinder Partap Singh, Sr. Asstt.





Sd/- Monika, advocate for PMC – 15.04.10”



Both the statements are contradictory to each other and the matter should be enquired by the department of Medical Council Punjab, S.A.S. Nagar.



One more opportunity is granted to the Registrar, Medical Council, Punjab, Mohali, to enquire into the matter and tell the Commission about the outcome of the same.    It is also directed that on the next hearing, Registrar, Medical Council Punjab, SAS Nagar (Mohali) should be personally present. 


To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98148-82204)

Sh. Ajit Singh s/o Late Sh. Babu Singh,

R/o Rampur Sainian,

Tehsil Dera Bassi,

Distt. SAS Nagar (Mohali) 






  …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Dera Bassi 








   …..Respondent





                CC- 14/2010  
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ajit Singh in person.
For respondent- Sh. Gurminder Singh, Tehsildar, Dera Bassi-cum-APIO (98765-00049)



In the order dated 08.03.2010, directions were given to the PIO Sh. Puneet Goyal to be personally present in today’s hearing.  However, Sh. Gurminder Singh, Tehsildar-cum-APIO is present on behalf of the respondent and presents a letter dated 23.05.2001.   Complainant laments that he has enquired about the enquiry conducted vide Memo. No. 548 dated 28.05.2001 wherein his statement and statement of Naib Tehsildar Sh. Paramjit Singh were recorded. Respondent present states that none of these statements have been recorded. Therefore, directions are given to the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Dera Bassi to enquire into this matter and if need be, an FIR be registered.  This matter becomes internal revenue matter which should be probed in the said department according to the directions of the Commission. 


The case is hereby disposed of and closed accordingly. 



Copies of order be sent to both the parties. 









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurdial Singh 

H. No. 130,

Beant Singh Aman Nagar,

Bella Road,

Ropar.


…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

State Transport, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


….Respondent 

CC No. 2667/09

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurdial Singh in person.


For respondent – Sh. Jagjeevan Singh, Senior Asstt. (94170-92135)



During the course of hearing, respondent has agreed to give a direct reply to al the queries raised by the complainant.   Sh. Jagjeevan Singh, respondent present assures that the pending information as per original application shall be provided to the complainant Sh. Gurdial Singh.   He has agreed to give the information by the next date of hearing. 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









          Sd/-

Chandigarh.





          Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Lalit Parshad Aggarwal, 

EF-437, Mohalla Krishan Nagar,

Near Post Office,

Mandi Fanton Ganj,

Jalandhar City. 







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar. 








…..Respondent





                CC- 01/2010  
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Lalit Parshad Aggarwal in person.


For respondent – Sh. S.S. Chana, D.R.O.



Information has been brought to the court.  Only part information is pending which the respondent promises to procure and provide to the complainant within 15 days. 



To come up on 05.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Amrik Singh s/o Sh. Balbir Singh,

Prasann Niwas,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

VPO Dhalleke,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga 

PIN: 142001.








      …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Moga. 








      …..Respondent





                CC- 03/2010  
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Amrik Singh in person.


For respondent: Sh. Pal Singh (98145-45873), Naib Tehsildar, Moga.



A letter dated 13.04.2010 has been presented explaining the process of replying to the original letter dated 09.11.2009.  First reply was sent on 08.12.2009 which was from the Deputy Commissioner, Moga.  Therefore, there was no delay and the reply was within the stipulated period of 30 days.   Final information was provided to the complainant on 18.03.2010 wherein documents signed by the complainant Sh. Amrik Singh have been presented. 



I am satisfied with the reply and there is no malafide intention in the delay in providing the information. 



As regards the action against Sh. Pardeep, complainant wishes that proper enquiry should be conducted in the attitude of the dealing clerk.  Respondent Pal Singh, Naib Tehsidlar, states that Sh. Pardeep has broken his leg due to some accident.  On his recovery, proper enquiry shall be conducted by the Deputy Commissioner’s office.   I am satisfied with the explanation of the respondent. 


Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.



Copies of order be sent to both the parties. 









        Sd/-

Chandigarh.





        Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.04.2010




State Information Commissioner

