STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98154-57496)

Dr. Aditya K. Sood, (Retd. SMO),

Ward No. - 10, 

House No. – 161,

Lakkar Mandi,

Near Shakti Public School, 

Doraha , (Distt- Ludhiana)





…..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare Punjab,

Sector- 34, Chandigarh. 





…..Respondent

CC- 3063/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. Aditya Sood in person.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearings dated 08.11.2010 and 29.11.2010, lot of confusion had occurred regarding transfer of the original application dated 28.01.2010.  It had been pointed out that in both the orders that the transfer of the application had taken place beyond the stipulated period of 30 days which was against the provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005 and hence was not accepted.   Directions were given to the PIO office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Sector 34, Chandigarh to procure the information and provide it to the complainant.   PIO Dr. Ramesh Garg was directed to appear in the court in person.



None of the directions of the Commission have been followed.  No information has been provided to the complainant.  It is a sorry state of affairs that the PIO, office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Sector 34, Chandigarh is taking the RTI Act so lightly.   



Therefore, PIO Dr. Ramesh Garg 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. 25,000/- 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) proviso thereto 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. 


In the next hearing, PIO Dr. Ramesh Garg shall appear in person.



If no information is provided and no reply to the show cause notice is submitted, I will be constrained to initiate disciplinarily proceedings
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against the PIO.


For further proceedings, to come up on 07.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98154-57496)

Sh. Aditya Sood,

House No. 161, Ward No. 10,

Lakkar Mandi,

Doraha,

Distt. Ludhiana – 141421.





 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

Govt. Medical College,
Amritsar







  …..Respondent            CC- 3308/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. Aditya Sood in person.



None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearing, the two different applications both dated 24.09.2010 submitted by the complainant had been put together in one case.   One of the applications pertained to Govt. Medical College, Amritsar while the other was concerning office of Labour Commissioner, Chandigarh.   The same are now converted into two separate cases as under: -

	
	Case No. 
	Title

	1
	CC 3308/10
	Dr. Aditya Sood vs. PIO office of Principal, Govt. Medical College, Amritsar.

	2
	CC 3308-A/10
	Dr. Aditya Sood vs. PIO office of Labour Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh.




Accordingly, in CC 3308/10, the complainant had sought the following information: -

“a)
Progress of my case vide Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court orders dated 16.03.2010 in CWP No. 13979/2008;

b)
Vide my regd. A.D. letter dated 03.05.2010 to you;

c)
My RTI CC No. 176 of 2008;

d)
Have you sent my service book to SMO PHC Payal as directed by A.G. Office Chandigarh letter dated 03.09.2010?”



The complaint with the Commission has been filed on 25.10.2010.

 

On 29.11.2010, directions were given are given to provide complete information to the complainant.   Dr. Surinder Pal, PIO office of Principal, Medical College, Amritsar was also directed to appear in today’s hearing personally.



Today none is present on behalf of the respondent nor has any information been provided.  However, Dr. Sood states that he has received a
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cheque for Rs. 31,152/- and that only two treasury vouchers for Rs. 1,714/- and Rs. 506/- are still outstanding.



Dr. Surinder Pal, PIO office of Principal, Medical College, Amritsar is once again directed to appear personally in the next hearing.  Pending Information should also be provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 07.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98154-57496)

Sh. Aditya Sood,

House No. 161, Ward No. 10,

Lakkar Mandi,

Doraha,

Distt. Ludhiana – 141421.





 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Labour Commissioner, Punjab,

Chandigarh







  …..Respondent             CC- 3308-A/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. Aditya Sood in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Pal Singh, Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer (98880-17525) 



In the earlier hearing in case CC 3308/10, the two different applications both dated 24.09.2010 submitted by the complainant had been put together in one case.   One of the applications pertained to Govt. Medical College, Amritsar while the other was concerning office of Labour Commissioner, Chandigarh.   The same are now converted into two separate cases as under: -

	
	Case No. 
	Title

	1
	CC 3308/10
	Dr. Aditya Sood vs. PIO office of Principal, Govt. Medical College, Amritsar.

	2
	CC 3308-A/10
	Dr. Aditya Sood vs. PIO office of Labour Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh.




Accordingly, in CC No. 3308-A/10, the complainant had sought the following information: -

“a)
Progress of my case vide Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court orders dated 16.03.2010 in CWP No. 13979/2008;

b)
Vide copy of my letter dated 03.05.2010 sent by regd. post;

c)
Vide my letter dated 15.06.2010 received in your office at Chandigarh;

d)
Vide your office Letter No. 8748 dated 19.03.2007 to Asstt. Labour Commissioner, Ludhiana for compliance.”

 

The complaint with the Commission has been filed on 25.10.2010.



In the earlier hearing dated 29.11.2010, Ms. Manjit Kaur, Labour Inspector from the office of A.L.C. Ludhiana appeared and it was recorded: -

 “A letter dated 26.11.2010 has been received from the office of ALC Ludhiana which states: 
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“It is submitted that particulars sought by the applicant are under consideration of the LC Samrala and both the parties were directed to submit their documents on 26.11.2010 and the case is now fixed for 17.12.2010.” 



It was also recorded: 

“Complainant Dr. A.K. Sood presents copy of a judgment of the Labour Court and states he is seeking compliance of the same.  Ms. Manjit Kaur states that they have already taken it up and the next date fixed in the case is 17.12.2010.

Respondent has been directed to expedite the implementation of the order of LC Ludhiana which is now scheduled for 17.12.2010.”



Today respondent present submits a letter dated 27.12.2010 wherein it is stated:

“In compliance of the orders of Labour Court, Ludhiana dated 23.11.2006, Labour Inspector Grade-2, Samrala has submitted a written report to this office that salary of Dr. A.K. Sood for the period 01.05.2002 to 14.05.2002 amounting to Rs. 8,965/- has been made by the management on 13.12.2010 receipt of which has also been acknowledged by Dr. Sood.  It has also been communicated that Sh. Balvir Singh, Supdt. appeared on behalf of the management and stated that on the medical bills  submitted by Dr. Sood with office of CMO, some objections were raised by the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana and the bills were sent to SMO Payal.  The office of SMO Payal vide letter no. 743 dated 24.04.2008 wrote to Dr. Sood for removal of the objections and to return of the bills after that.  The same have not been returned by Dr. Sood after removing the objections till date.  Management has stated that if the bills are re-submitted after removing the objections, the same would be sent to the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana for payment.  Dr. Sood stated that he had not received the said letter no. 743 dated 24.04.2008 pointing out objections and has demanded a copy of the same.   As mutually agreed by the parties, the next date in the office of Labour Inspector, Grade-2, Samrala has been fixed as 12.01.2011.   This is for your kind information and necessary action please.”

 

Complainant Dr. Sood states that he has got all the information regarding his original application dated 24.09.2010 except the query on medical bills and their payment with interest.   Respondent states that as soon as the bills are received back after removing the objections, they will take further steps for payment of the bill amount and interest etc. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 07.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98154-57496)

Dr. Aditya Sood,

House No. 161, Ward No. 10,

Lakkar Mandi,

Doraha – 141421

(Distt. Ludhiana)






…..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senor Medical Officer,

Primary Health Centre,

Payal

Distt. Ludhiana






…..Respondent

CC- 3368/10

Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. Aditya Sood in person.



For the respondent: Dr. Tejinder Kaur Sodhi, PIO (98154-91985)



Information has been brought to the court by the respondent which is handed over to the complainant.  Dr. Sood has pointed out the deficiencies in the same which have been noted by the respondent present.  Information on break up of the amount in question is pending which is ordered to be provided before the next hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 07.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Dr. Aditya Sood,

# 161, Ward No. 10,

New Shakti Public School,

Lakkar Mandi,

Doraha – 141421





           … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o Senior Medical Officer

Primary Health Centre,

Payal,

Ludhiana.







    …Respondent

CC-3631/2010

Order  
Present:
Complainant Dr. Aditya Sood in person.



For the respondent: Dr. Tejinder Kaur Sodhi, PIO (98154-91985)



Complainant sought copies of CRs from 1996 to 2007 vide request dated 09.10.2010.



Vide letter dated 28.10.2010, APIO-cum-SMO Payal wrote to the complainant to get the information from the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana as the annual CRs had been sent to the said office.

 

The present complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 26.11.2010 (received in the office on 29.11.2010). 


Respondent present states that their office has not received the original application of the complainant dated 09.10.2010.  Respondent only came to know about it when the notice of hearing was received.  Therefore, the same could neither be attended to nor was it transferred as per Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   She also states that the information is available with the office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab.  Dr. Sodhi has been informed that since the application of the complainant has not been transferred as per provisions of section 6(3) of the RTI Act, it is the responsibility of their office to procure and provide the information to the complainant. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 07.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli 

85-86-87, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.







 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.




                                 …..Respondent

CC- 2989/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In this case, none appeared on behalf of the respondent on 08.11.2010 and in the previous hearing dated 29.11.2010, only a clerk came present.  Kaler, PIO was also directed to be present in today’s hearing.   However, again, none is present on behalf of the respondent. 


Seeing the careless approach of the respondent, PIO Sh. S.R. Kaler, Addl. D.C. Ludhiana  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. 25,000/- 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) proviso thereto 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. 


Incidentally, Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana could not be contacted over the telephone since he was on leave.  Therefore, a copy of this order should also be sent to his office. 



Complete and relevant information should be provided to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  Also, in the next hearing PIO Sh. S.R. Kaler is directed to be appear personally.



For further proceedings, to come up on 09.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99881-28026)

Sh.  Mohan Singh,

Advocate,

House No. 71,

Bazar No. 2,

Ferozepur Cantt.

Distt. Ferozepur






 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ferozepur







  …..Respondent

CC- 3288/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mohan Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



Complainant present submitted as under: 

“1.
The applicant applied one application under the right to information Act to the respondents vide request dated 22.05.2010 for required information, which is mentioned in the sub para of the para no. 3 of the application, which is mentioned below:

(i)
List of fancy numbers of the series PB-05-R.

(ii)
List of fancy numbers of the series PB-05-R- allotted till date along with name and address of the allottees and the date of allotment and date of deposit of the said amount meant for each fancy number.

2.
That no response was received and applicant had to approach the Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab on dated 20.09.2010.

3.
That the respondent supplied incomplete information on 29.11.2010.  The information in complete on account of following reason: 


As per list supplied by the respondent, the total fancy number is 266, but the respondent supplied the incomplete information only 149 fancy numbers and most important information that the date of the allotment and the date of deposit of the amount which was specifically asked, has not been supplied. 

So the respondent is liable to be imposed penalty of Rs. 25,600/- in view of the reason detailed above and complete information as detailed above be directed to be supplied.”
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Complainant states that no further information has been provided to the complainant.  In the earlier hearing dated 29.11.2010, only a clerk was present.  This is against the notice of hearing issued by the Commission which categorically states that only APIO / PIO shall appear in the hearing.  In the last hearing, PIO Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai, DTO was also issued a show cause notice.  No reply to the same has been submitted.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant by the next hearing.  Reply to the show cause notice should also be submitted failing which, disciplinary proceedings and imposition of penalty shall be initiated.



In the next hearing, PIO Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai, DTO Ferozepur is directed to appear in person. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 09.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(90234-51741)

Sh. Mohinder Singh,

Conductor No. 624,

Punjab Roadways, Ferozepur,

r/o Gandhi Nagar,

Jalalabad (West)

Distt. Ferozepur






…..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways,

Ferozepur







  …..Respondent

CC- 3312/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mohinder Singh in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Upkar Singh, Supdt. (95015-00695)



In the earlier hearing dated 29.11.2010, it was recorded: 

“Complainant is directed to submit in writing as to how this information regarding various inspectors is of public interest.  Respondent is also directed to comply with section 11 of the RTI Act 2005 while dealing with this case, before the next hearing.”



Today Sh. Mohinder Singh stated that he wants to expose few officials working with the respondent department who have secured the job by submitting fake and forged certificates / documents.



Respondent states that they have followed Section 11 of the RTI Act as directed by the Commission and have written to the parties concerned i.e. Inspector Balbir Singh, Inspector Prem Parkash, Inspector Bhagwan Dass, Inspector Baldev Raj, Surjit Singh Conductor, 242, Suba Singh Conductor No. 112 posted in Punjab Roadways, Ferozepur seeking their consent.  The letter dated 22.12.2010 written by the respondent in this connection reads as under: -

“As directed by the Hon’ble Commission in the order dated 29.11.2010, we have written to the officials concerned seeking their consent to the providing of information, as the information sought by the applicant is third party, as per section 11 of the RTI Act.  However, these officials have requested in writing not to part with the information.  Copies of the letters received are enclosed.” 



In the earlier hearing, respondent had declined the information of being third party.  He was directed to follow the procedure laid down in Section 11 of the RTI Act 2005 pertaining to third party information which has been done.
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Today, respondent stated that the information sought is more than 20 years old and hence cannot be provided in terms of section 8(3) of the RTI Act.   It appears the respondent has not understood this clause.  Section 8(3) of the RTI Act 2005 reads as:  


“(3)Subject to the provisions of clauses (a), (c) and (i) of sub-section (1), any information relating to any occurrence, event or matter which has taken place, occurred or happened twenty years before the date on which any request is made under section 6 shall be provided to any person making a request under that section:
Provided that where any question arises as to the date from which the said period of twenty years has to be computed, the decision of the Central Government shall be final, subject to the usual appeals provided for in this Act.” 



I have gone through the explanation submitted by the complainant regarding the information being of public interest and am satisfied that the information sought in the present case is in public interest.  Therefore, directions are given that the information be provided to the complainant.  



Respondent states that the said persons have been acquitted in the court case pending against them. 



Complainant also seeks copies of caste certificates and the copies of certificates submitted by these officials showing their educational qualifications which should be provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 09.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sant Shamsher Singh

s/o S. Sajan Singh,

VPO Nanakpur Jageda,

Distt. Ludhiana - 141117





 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate (West) 

Ludhiana.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 3344/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 01.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“The notice of hearing from the Commission clearly states that only APIO / PIO shall appear in the hearings.  In the next hearing, Sh. Prem Chand, SDM Ludhiana (West)-cum-PIO shall appear in person.”



 Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  No communication has been received from them either.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the complainant.  Sant Shamsher Singh is directed to point out discrepancies, if any, in the information as and when provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sant Shamsher Singh

s/o S. Sajan Singh,

VPO Nanakpur Jageda,

Distt. Ludhiana - 141117





 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 3345/2010

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Suresh Kumar, HC (99157-00331)



In the earlier hearing dated 01.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“Complainant shall visit the office of respondent on any working day and provide the names of the gunmen who he states remained attached with him from 1999 to 2002 so that necessary information could be made available by the respondent.”



Respondent states that neither the complainant visited their office nor has any communication been received from him.



Complainant is not present in the hearing today.  It seems that either the complainant is not interested in pursual of the case or is satisfied with the information provided to him so far.


Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(94645-10000)

Sh.  Bharat Bhushan Sharma,

H. No. 4860, Gali No. 1,

Dharampura,

Ludhiana







      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana 

2.
Public Information Officer


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana






…..Respondents

AC- 925/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. B.B. Sharma in person.



For the respondent: Dr. Pardeep Sharma (98884-56296)



In the earlier hearing dated 01.12.2010, it was recorded:

“Dr. Pardeep Sharma stated that the appellant is a clerk in his office and that he is seeking information out of grudge.  I have told him not to bring the internal matters to the court and stick only to the point of information sought by the appellant. 
Respondent is confused as sometimes, he says the information provided pertains to diary no. 2104, some times he states it concerns diary no. 2255 while later he states that it was pertaining to diary no. 2855.”



In the earlier hearing, it was also recorded:

“It is directed that pending information should be provided within a week under intimation to the Commission. 


In the next hearing, PIO shall appear in person.”


Dr. Pardeep Sharma who is present on behalf of the respondent.  He stated that the information in this case has been collected from the office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab.  Dr. Sharma is neither the APIO nor the PIO.  This is against the directions given in the hearing notice which categorically states that only APIO / PIO should appear in the hearing.   Dr. Sharma also presented some information which in fact relates to some other application of the complainant. He further states that the original application of the complainant has not been received in the office, hence a copy of the same is provided to him in the court today.   It is noted
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that in none of the earlier hearings was this fact (regarding non-receipt of original application of the complainant) brought to the notice of the Commission.  Dr. Yash Pal Mehta, Asstt. Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana who happens to be the PIO, has been apprised of the state of affairs of his department over the telephone who assured that before the next hearing, complete information as per the original application shall be provided to the complainant. 



Respondent is directed to ensure that in future, only APIO / PIO appears in the future hearings.



Dr. Yash Pal Mehta is required to be present personally in the next hearing.



Complete and relevant information should also be provided to the complainant before the next date of hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh.  A.S. Wadhawan,

415/9, Mohalla Punj Pilan,

Bahadurpur

Hoshiarpur – 146001





     …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh


2.
Public Information Officer


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh






…..Respondents

AC- 940/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties. 


In the earlier hearing dated 01.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“Respondent present stated that as lot of information (Points No. 1 to 7 and No. 16) was available with the Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, the request of the appellant was transferred to their office vide letter dated 30.11.2010.  Since this transfer was beyond the stipulated period of 5 days under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005, it is not accepted.  Hence it is the responsibility of the PIO, office of Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab to procure and provide the information. 
Complete information should be provided to the appellant within a week under intimation to the Commission.”


 Today neither the appellant nor the respondent is present.  No communication has been received from them either.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to Sh. Wadhawan within a fortnight under intimation to the complainant.  Appellant is directed to point out discrepancies, if any, in the information as and when provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh



Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 28.12.2010


State Information Commissioner
