STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Prem Sagar Singla,

# 17042, Aggarwal Colony,

Bathinda.

         …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I (Schools), Pb,

Chandigarh.
……………………………..Respondent

   


AC No.516 of 2008





Present:
(i) Sh. Prem Sagar the Appellant



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


Heard

2.
 Appellant states that he sought information from the office of DPI (SE), Pb., vide his application dated 02.06.08. He further states that DPI (SE) Pb, vide his letter no. dated 27.07.2008 provide incomplete information Appellant further states that Respondent has deliberately sent his application to PIO, O/o DEO(SE), Bathidna to provide the information where as this information is not held by DEO (SE) Bathinda.. On the last hearing PIO, O/o DPI was directed to provide this information to the Appellant. Appellant further states that inspite the order of the Commission dated 22.01.2009 copy of which was sent to DPI (SE) Pb. No information has been supplied to him. Respondent is neither present for today’s hearing nor he has sent any information regarding his absence. It is observed that PIO is not deliberately providing the information to the Appellant.
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3. 
In view of the foregoing, PIO O/o DPI (SE) Pb is directed to file an affidavit to show cause why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information as demanded by Appellant and as to why penalty @ of Rs.250/- each day till the complete information is furnished be not imposed on him.

Registry has wrongly made DEO (SE) Bathinda as Respondent. The sought for information is to be provided by DPI (SE) Pb. In future, notice of hearing be made to DPI (SE) Pb, to be Respondent.

4.
Adjourned to 09.04.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Mohan,

General Secretary, 

National Federation of the Blind 

Punjab Branch,

4 (R ), Dogar Basti, Faridkot
…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.DPI(Schools) Pb.,

Chandigarh 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2864 of 2008





Present:
(i) Sh. Rajesh Mohan, the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Ram Singh, APIO, Gursewak Singh, Senior Assistant, and Sh. Baldev Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that part of the information has been provided to the Complainant in the Commission today. Complainant may go through the same and pointed out the deficiencies, if any, before the next date of hearing to the Respondent.

3.
Adjourned to 09.04.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

  Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hardeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Ishar Singh,

C/o M/s Ishar Singh & Sons,

Manjith Mandi,

Amritsar.

    ……………………….Applicant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Local Govt. Deptt,

Chandigarh


……………………..Respondent

MR-5 of 2009 

alongwith 

AC No.324 of 2007

Present:
(i) Sh. Hardeep Singh, the Applicant
(ii) Sh. Jagdish Singh, Senior Assistant and Sh. V.K.Sandhir Advocate on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that report has been received from Municipal Corporation, Amritsar. Final action taken will be intimated to the Complainant. Respondent further states that more time be given to him to supply the information
3.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuljit Singh
S/o S. Balwant Singh,

R/o W. No. 6, Chand Singh Chahal 

Street Near Bus Stand,

Mansa, Distt. Mansa – 151 505
         …………………………….Complainant 
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Deputy Commissioner,
Mansa
……………………………..Respondent

   


CC No. 3074 of 2008





Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. One more opportunity is given to both the parties.
 

2.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuljit Singh

S/o S. Balwant Singh,

R/o W. No. 6, Chand Singh Chahal 

Street Near Bus Stand,

Mansa, Distt. Mansa – 151 505
         …………………………….Complainant 
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. District Transport Commissioner,

Mansa
……………………………..Respondent

   


CC No. 3078 of 2008





Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. One more opportunity is given to both the parties.
 

2.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpal Singh,

S/o Sh. Piara Singh,

VPO Nasur, Tehsil Phagwara,

Distt. Kapurthala
         …………………………….Complainant 
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala
……………………………..Respondent

   


CC No. 3076 of 2008





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


(ii) Sh. Kashmir Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that Complainant has sought information relating to revenue record for which there is a separate fee fixed by the Govt. Complainant has been asked to deposit fee prescribed by the Govt., so that the required information be given to him. Respondent is directed to intimate the fee to be deposited by the Complainant. He is also directed to provide the information as soon as the fee is deposited.
3.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdial Singh,

208-E, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Director of Employment Generation &  Training (Pb.),

SCO 46/2, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2899 of 2008





Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Harbans Sharma, Employment Officer and Sh. Malkeet Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that sought for information has been provided to the Complainant except copy of writ petition. He further states that Complainant has not provided the No. of CWP, the copy of which is sought by him. He has been asked to give the No. of CWP, so that required information be sent to him.

3.
Complainant is advised to provide the No. and dates of CWP for which he has sought information.

4.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Satnam Singh,

Village Thikriwal Ucha,

Block Kahnuwan,

Distt. Gurdaspur.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2871  of 2008

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



(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant states that he sought information from D.C. Gurdaspur vide his application dated 04.03.08 but no information has been provided to him so far. As per RTI Act Respondent is supposed to provide the information to the Complainant within 30 days but in this case information has not been provided for the last ten months. 

3
In view of the foregoing, PIO is directed to file an affidavit to show cause why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information as demanded by Complainant and as to why penalty @ of Rs.250/- each day till the complete information is furnished be not imposed on him. He is also directed to provide the information before the next date of hearing. 

4
Adjourned to 09.04.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tripat Pal Singh, 

Dashmesh Transport C. (Regd.) Bathinda,

S.C.F. – 11, Grain Market,

Bathinda

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Regional Transport Authority,

Ferozepur

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2873  of 2008

Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. One more opportunity is given to both the parties.
 

2.
Adjourned to 31.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdial Singh,

S/o Sh. Mathra Dass,

208-E, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana 

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Director of Employment Generation &  Training (Pb.),

SCO 46/2, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2898 of 2008

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Harbans Sharma, Employment Officer and Sh Malkeet Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that complete information has been sent to the Complainant vide their letter No. RTI 08/17572 dated 16.12.2008. No deficiencies have been pointed out by the Complainant. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information provided. No further action is required. 

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

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B3/MCH/235,

Near Bahadur Chowk,

Post Office, Opp.

Snatam Dharam, Sanskrit College,

Hoshiarpur.

       …………………………….Applicant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

Welfare Deptt., Welfarecell,

(Nonplan), Pb, CHD.

……………………………..Respondent

MR- No. 6 /2009

In

CC No. 2269 of 2007

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

(ii) Smt. Saroj, Sr. Assistant & Sh. Balbir Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER



Heard

2.
Vide order dated 08.02.08, this case was disposed of with liberty to the Applicant to apply afresh alongwith the prescribed fee as the postal order sent earlier by him was not in the name of the officer authorized to accept the fee.  The Applicant, however, sought a review of this order by making an application dated 02.04.08 alleging that there is no provision in the RTI Act/ rules prohibiting the remittance of the fee through a postal order.  
3.
I am of the view that the application fee under the RTI Act 2005 can be paid through a postal order also. However, it should be drawn in the name of the officer authorized to accept the payment which as per the rules is either the Head of the 
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Department or the Public Authority concerned itself. In view of this, I do not find any ground to review my earlier order dated 08.02.08.  
4.
Today, the Applicant is not present.  The representatives of the Respondent present before me today state that the information demanded by the Applicant has already been sent to him. 
5.
In view of the foregoing, the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 
Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 20th Feb, 2009
