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

Sh Jagdeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Aatma Singh, 


Vill. Matoli, PO and The. Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur 

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o G.M. 

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,

Barnala 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3340 of 2010

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


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

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh. Santokh Singh,

S/o Sh. Puran Singh,

VPO-Thathi Khara,

Tehsil & Distt-Tarn Taran.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Punjab Roadways,

Tarn Taran.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1583 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Satinder Pal Singh, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
On the last date of hearing, Respondent was directed to provide attested copies from the photocopies available in the record. Today, Respondent has provided the attested copies of the information to the Complainant. Complainant is satisfied with the information provided.

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini (Retd. ADO),

H.No. 50/30A,

Ramgali, N.M. Bagh,

Ludhiana

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

SBS Nagar

2.
First Appellate Authority

SDM, SBS Nagar

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 923 of 2010

Present:
 Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


On the hearing dated 25.11.10, Appellant was asked to deposit the revenue fee to get the information. In today’s hearing , neither the Appellant nor the Respondent is present. It is presumed that the Appellant is satisfied with the information provided.
2.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the appeal is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Darshan Singh,

R/o Vill. Ranwa, Tehsil Samrala,

PO Takhara, Distt. Ludhiana

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o BDPO, Machhiwara,

Ludhiana

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3301 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Sanjiv Kumar, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that Complainant has pointed out deficiencies on three points and the deficient information, as per record, duly attested, will be given to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 06.01.11 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh Naval Kishore Chopra,

C/o 662, Kasera Bazar,

Amritsar

 …………………………….Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar- I, Amritsar

First Appellate Authority

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar 

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 896 of 2010

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


(ii) Sh. Kartar Singh, Patwari on behalf of the Respondent  
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information, as available in the record, has already been provided to the Appellant. He further states that Appellant wants to get demarcation done in his own way through RTI Act. PIO had informed the Appellant that demarcation (Nishandai) of the sought for khasra is an independent, legal process and he had to apply for the same as per revenue laws. Respondent has submitted that the PIO and the First Appellate Authority  has already redressed  the complaint of the Appellant on 04.11.10. The information as per record has been provided and for demarcation, Appellant is advised to apply according to the revenue procedure.

3.
In response to the order showing cause, Respondent has filed an affidavit. Keeping in view all the facts mentioned in the reply the show cause notice is hereby is dropped, no further cause of action is left and the appeal  is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

H.No.5-C, Phase-1,

Urban Estate, Focal Point,

Ludhiana.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Director,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb

Sector-34/A, Chandigarh.
(2)
Public Information Officer,


O/o Principal Secy.,


Health & Family Welfare, Pb,


Mini Sectt., Sector-9,

 
Chandigarh. 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2674 of 2009

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


(ii) Sh. Ranjot Singh, PIO, O/o Pr. Sect. Health and Family Welfare, Punjab and Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, O/o Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab.

ORDER


Arguments heard. Judgment is reserved.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh Surinder Kumar,

S/o Sh. Hari Chand Bajaj,

St. No. 1, Ward No. 2,

Gobind Nagar, Malot - 152107

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Registrar Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

SCO 109, Sector 40, Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3210 of 2010

Present:
 Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

On the last date of hearing i.e. 18.11.10, neither the Complainant nor the Respondent was present. Again, at today’s hearing, none is present. It appears that Complainant is not interested in pursuing this matter. The case is dismissed for non prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 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-141010.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secy.,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3772 of 2009

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


(ii) Sh. Ranjot Singh, PIO, O/o Pr. Sect. Health and Family Welfare, Punjab and Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, O/o Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that the Government has granted sanctioned for the payment of compensation. Payment will be made to the Complainant as soon as the bill is passed by the Treasury.
3.
Adjourned to 06.01.2011 (10.30 AM) for confirmation and compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

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

Vill:- Matoli, Malerkotal,

Sangrur.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o General Manager,
Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,

Faridkot, Pb.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3495 of 2010

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

(ii) Sh. Suman Kumar, T.S.V.C. on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
All the points have been discussed in the Commission today in the presence of the Respondent and Complainant. Respondent has agreed to provide complete information before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 06.01.2011 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

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

Sh. Bhajan Singh,

Electricition Municipal Corporation,

Patiala, Near. N.I.S, Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab State Industrial and

Electronic Corporation,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector-17/A,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3465 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Bhajan Singh, the Complainant 
(ii) Sh. G.S. Sandhu, Manager Legal-cum-APIO, Sh Sudesh Kumar, SI/EPF, Sh. M.A. Ansari, Jr. Assistant and Sh. Amrik Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent has provided the information to the Complainant today in the Commission. After going through the information, complainant pointed out the copies of M.R. for the period 11/90, 1/91, 4/91, 8/91,10/91,11/91,1/92 to 3/92 & 5/92 has not been provided. Copies of M.R. as pointed out by the Complainant be provided before the next date of hearing. 
3.
Adjourned to 06.01.2011 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16th  December, 2010

               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajnish Malik,

S/o Ajaib Singh Malik,

H.No. 1, 220 K.V.

Power Station, Panipat Road,

Safidon, Distt. Jind (Haryana)

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

1.Public Information Officer 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Nurses Registration Council, 

SCO : 109, Sector 40-C, 

Chandigarh -160015

2. First Appellate Authority

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Nurses Registration Council, 

SCO : 109, Sector 40-C, 

Chandigarh -160015

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 793 of 2010

Order



The judgment in this case was reserved vide my order dated 25.11.10.

2.
In this case, Appellant sought information from PIO, O/o Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Chandigarh vide his application dated 09.06.2010. According to the Appellant, information was not supplied by the PIO, O/o Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Chandigarh, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority, but FAA has not respond at all to the first appeal filed by the Appellant. On not receiving the information from PIO and First Appellate Authority, Appellant filed an appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2010 which was fixed for hearing on 05.10.10.

3.
During the pendency of the appeal before the Commission, Respondent supplied information to the Appellant on 05.10.10 and again on 18.11.10. Even though, the information stands supplied, there has been undue delay in this regard.  A careful perusal of the documents placed on record of the instant case shows beyond doubt that the information request has not been properly dealt with by the PIO and his staff. They have been quite remiss in the performance of their duties. The Respondent has taken their own 
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sweet time in supplying the information. It transpires that Sh. Inderjit Singh and Smt. Kanta Devi was PIO during the period the information request in this case was made and was to be dealt with under the RTI Act. I find that both the PIOs and dealing clerk are responsible for the delay in providing the information. They were, therefore, asked to explain their position by way of filing affidavits as to why action be not taken against them under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005. 
4.
Sh. Inderjit Singh, suptd-Grade-2-cum-ex-PIO filed an affidavit in which he submitted that he directed Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, dealing Clerk vide his office letter no. 4292 dated 08.07.2010 and reminder no. 4766 dated 27.07.2010, with the direction to supply the information to him before 02.08.2010, but the information was not submitted in due time.  However, the PIO and APIO were changed on 25.09.2010. In the affidavit filed by Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, she has stated that had submitted the information to PIO, Sh. Inderjit Singh vide letter no. 5822 dated 01.09.2010. Sh. Inderjit Singh was PIO till 25.09.2010, he was responsible for delay in providing the information from 01.09.2010 to 25.09.2010. From 25.09.2010, Smt. Kanta Devi is the PIO. Information was sent to the Complainant on 05.10.10 by the PIO Smt. Kanta Devi. She is responsible for the delay from 25.09.2010 to 5.10.2010.

5.
On the hearing dated 05.10.10 Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar-cum-PIO was directed to file her reply to the show cause notice as to why penalty be not imposed on her under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information within the statutorily prescribed period of time, but no reply has been filed by her. Last opportunity was also given to file her reply, but she had failed to submit her reply. 

6.
After going through the reply submitted by Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, it is observed that the reply submitted by her is not satisfactory. Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi has provided the information to the PIO (Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO) on 01.09.2010. She was responsible for the delay upto 01.09.2010 and  Sh. Inderjit Singh, Suiptd-Grade-2 was the PIO till 25.09.2010. He was responsible for the delay from 01.09.2010 to 25.09.2010 and Smt. Kanta Devi was responsible for delay from 25.09.2010 from the date she was appointed PIO till 05.10.10 when the information was sent by registered post. The facts and 
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circumstances of the case justify the imposition of penalty upon Sh. Inderjit Singh, ex-PIO-cum-Suptd. Grade-2, Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar-cum-PIO, Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, Dealing Clerk, the deemed PIO.  However, taking a lenient view in the matter, I impose a penalty of Rs. 1000/- (Rs. One Thousand only) on Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar-cum-PIO and Rs. 5000/- (Rs. Five Thousand only) on Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, Dealing Clerk and Rs. 5000/- (Rs. Five thousand only) on Sh. Inderjit Singh, Suptd-Grade-2-cum-PIO. This amount shall be paid by Smt. Kanta Devi, present PIO, Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, Dealing Clerk and Sh. Inderjit Singh, Suptd-Grade-2, who was PIO at the time information was sought as their personal liability. The Director Research & Medical Education, Punjab  shall ensure that this amount of penalty  is deducted from the salary of the Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar-cum-PIO Sh. Inderjit Singh, ex-PIO, -cum- Suptd. Grade-2 and Smt. Meenakshi Bakshi, Dealing Clerk and deposited in the Treasury under the relevant head and proof thereof be produced before the Commission on the next date of hearing
7.
The Appellant is also entitled to be compensated for the detriment suffered by him on account of the delay caused in supply of information and on account of the traveling expenditure and hearings attended by the Appellant before the Commission. In the facts and circumstances of the case, I award a sum of Rs. 5,000/- (Rupees Five Thousand Only) to the Appellant as compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act. The compensation shall be paid by the Public Authority within 15 days from the receipt of this order under intimation to the Commission. It is clarified that the amount of compensation is to be paid by the public authority and not by the PIO.

8.
Adjourned to 06.01.2011 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 16.12.2010

               State Information Commissioner
CC: Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab, SCO: 87, Sector 40C, Chandigarh-160015

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh Parbodh Chander Bali,

16, Shiv Magar, Batala Road, 

Amritsar.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
(i)
Public Information Officer 

O/o The Superintending,

Govt. Medical College,

Amritsar.

(2)
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Principal,

Govt. Medical College,

Amritsar.
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 514 of 2010

Order



The judgment in this case was reserved vide my order dated 16.11.10.
2.
Appellant sought information from the PIO, O/o The Principal Govt. Medical College, Amritsar. Respondent provided information vide registered letter dated 02.07.2010. Appellant alleged that the letter was passed on 09.07.2010 and Respondent intentionally delayed the information. Appellant also submitted that he sought information from Medical College whereas information was provided by the Medical Suptd. Respondent should explain the reason for this.

3.
 Respondent was directed to show cause for delay in providing the information and in response to the order showing cause Medical Suptd. Dr. R.P.S. Boparari, Sri Guru Teg Bahadur Hospital, Amritsar filed reply as under:


(i) That the applicant had applied to obtain the information in the office of the Public Information Officer, Govt. Medical College , Amritsar on 15.03.2010. The PIO requested the Professor and Head of Children Ward  for supplying the information but the Professor & Head, Department of children Ward brought to the notice of PIO on 30.03.2010 that the information sought is with Medical Superintendent office only.  The letter from Public Information Officer to Medical Superintendent to supply information was received in this office on dated 01.04.2010 due to Government Policy as period of one year extension was  not 
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accepted (withdrawn by Govt.). No new Superintendent in his place  has been appointed till date. The establishment Superintendent was also transferred from Patiala  on 17.03.2010, who was neither incharge nor custodian of record and was not in knowledge of information sought. Efforts were made to contact Sh. Harnam Dass retired Superintendent and with his help the record could be traced and the reply with attested photocopies was prepared.

(ii) That on scrutiny of all papers it was found that the reply (information ) had 33 pages but the applicant had deposited only Rs. 10/-. The applicant was informed vide letter no. 4347/Gen. dated 26.04.2010 to deposit balance amount of Rs. 56/- and reminder vide letter no. 5076/Gen. dated 26.04.2010 and letter no. 6656/Gen dated 07.06.2010 but the applicant did not deposit the required amount and hence the delay in providing the information.


(iii) That as for contention of appellant that the record was supplied by Medical Superintendent itself and not by information officer, it is submitted that the information was supplied directly in order to expedite the matter and to avoid further delay. That there is no intentional delay n or any malice while supplying the information but it was due to above mentioned reasons.
4.
Appellant had submitted that Respondent had never demanded RTI fee and letters sent by him to deposit the fee had not been received by him.

5.
To verify the facts regarding dispatch of letters to deposit the RTI fee, Dispatch Register of the office was called for and  it was found that there was cutting in the dispatch register for which PIO was directed to conduct an enquiry. The dispatch clerk was also asked to file his affidavit regarding cuttings in the register. 

6.
In response to the order, PIO conducted an enquiry and submitted that there has not been any intentional or malafide objective in the dispatch of three letters and the dispatch numbers are in order. Little bit of overwriting appears to be un–intentional. Smt. Amarjit Kaur, dispatch clerk has filed her affidavit as directed and had admitted that cutting is due to rush of work while performing her duties. 

7.
Dr. Surinder Paul Singh, PIO-cum- Medical Officer appeared personally in the hearing on 16th Nov. 2010 and explained the reason for delay. Keeping in view the statement of PIO and affidavit filed by Dr. RPS Bopari , the show cause notice is hereby withdrawn. However, the PIO is cautioned to be careful in future while dealing with the RTI applications. As the information stands already provided no further cause of action is left the case is therefore disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)



               State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.12.10

