STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jaswant Singh (Retd.)
Teacher # 8447/1, St. No.1,

Gurpal Nagar, Near Kot

Mangal Singh, Ludhiana.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Education Officer(Sec)

Ludhiana. 
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2400 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Jaswant Singh, Complainant in person.
Sh. Santokh Singh, APIO is present on behalf of the Respondent.


In the earlier order dated 26.03.2008, two weeks were given to the APIO to provide information to the complainant. 


Today the APIO submits that he has not been able to trace the record from the said school in spite of all efforts. This information is provided to the complainant and he has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority. Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of. 









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Om Parkash Garg,
# Street No.9, New Patel 

Nagar, Nabha.

…..Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary School
Education Board, Punjab

Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

A.C. NO. 430 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Om Parkash, Appellant in person.

Sh. P.S.Bal, Sr.Asstt. is present on behalf of the Respondent.  


In the last hearing on 26.03.2008, the respondent was directed to file report regarding the disposal of first appeal of the appellant within 15 days. 


Today Sh. B.S. Bal, Sr. Asstt. submits that he has not brought any reply to the information sought by the appellant. In fact, he has not come prepared for this hearing and promises to deliver the required information as per the first appeal within one week to the complainant. Therefore, at the next date of hearing, if the appellant is satisfied then the case will be disposed of.  


Adjourned to 12.05.08 at 2:30 PM for confirmation of compliance.






    











(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Amandeep Goyal,
Advocate, Court Complex,

Phull town, Distt. Bathinda. 

…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Public 
Instructions (S), Punjab,

Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2048 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, PIO, Prem Nath, Supdtt. /APIO are present. 
A show cause notice was issued to the PIO in the last hearing on 26.03.2008. 
Today the PIO / O.S.D. has submitted a paper in which he has stated that a lenient view should be taken since he got delayed for the last hearing by 10 minutes. His apology is accepted. In the same letter he has mentioned that any of the discrepancies mentioned by the complainant on 20.04.2008 can be verified by him visiting the office of the DPI School, Punjab Chandigarh on any working day. The complainant has also telephonically asked for another date of hearing. Keeping both the points in view another date is granted so that the complainant Amandeep Goyal can verify the information which he seeks from the office and present any of the points which have not been delivered on the next date of hearing. 
The next date of hearing is 12.05.2008 at 2:30 pm.





    











         


  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Surinder Mohan Gupta,
B-18/132, Purian Mohalla,

Sheikhan Gali, Batala. 

…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(S),
Ludhiana. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2059 of 2007

ORDER 

,
Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant. 
Sh. Santokh Singh, APIO is present. 


A letter has been received from Sh. Surinder Singh in which he has sought information on two points which in my view have been delivered to him on 07.06.07 and 15.02.08. The complainant has also asked for necessary action for delay under the provision of the Act. 


Keeping in view the statement given by the complainant the PIO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of Rs.250/- each day under section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not furnishing the information without any reasonable cause within the time specified under section 7(1) of RTI Act.
The next date of hearing is 12.05.2008 at 2:30 pm.








    











           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Vijay Kumar,
M/s Total Infotech,

Opp. SBI, Palika Market,
Shop No.9, Rampura Phul

Distt. Bathinda. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Health Services

& Family Welfare, Punjab

Chandigarh.   

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2084 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Mulk Raj/APIO & Rajinder Kumar, is present. 


In the earlier order Sh. Rupinder Garg had contended that 5 points from the information has not been supplied to him. 


Today one page information is submitted in the court which applies to all the 5 points sought by the complainant in the earlier hearing. The complainant has asked his inability to attend today’s hearing and has sought a fresh date of hearing. The respondent is directed to send the information presented in the court to the complainant by registered post and if at the next date of hearing, the complainant is satisfied then the case will be disposed of. 
The next date of hearing is 14.05.2008 at 2:30 pm.








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Rajwant Singh,
433/7, Civil Lines,

Opp. DIG BSF Residence,

Gurdaspur. 

…..Appellant 
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Circle Education Officer,

Ladowali Road, Jalandhar.    

….Respondent

A.C. NO. 316 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Rajwant Singh, Appellant in person. 
Sh. Joga Singh, Sr. Asstt. is present on behalf of the Respondent. 


In the earlier order dated 31.03.2008, the PIO was directed to be present along with the receipt of the information sent to the complainant. 


Today Sh. Joga Singh, Sr. Asstt. is present. He is neither the PIO nor APIO or has any authority letter. Therefore, this is not considered proper compliance. The information brought to him is not only misleading but no arguments can be presented by the respondent since he seems to be new in his present capacity as Sr. Asstt. Therefore, I am of the view that the PIO has without any reasonable cause not furnished information within the time specified in Sub Section 1 of Section 7 and not supplied the information despite the directions by the Commission to do so. 



A copy of the order is being sent to the Secretary Education, Punjab Government, Chandigarh to look into the matter and initiate action.

The next date of hearing is 14.05.2008 at 2:30 pm.








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Amar Nath,
# 33159, St.No.01, 

Partap Nagar, Bathinda.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Education Officer(E),

Bathinda.  

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2346 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant. 
Sh. Roop Chand Sharma, Supdtt., APIO is present. 


Sh. Amar Nath filed a complaint on 11.12.07 received in the Commission on 20.12.07 that his original application dated 20.11.07 along with the requisite fee of Rs.10/- has not been attended to. 


Today Sh. Roop Chand Sharma, Supdtt./APIO submits that the said School S.S.B. Mangat Ram Mittal Secondary School, Sanguana Basti, Bathinda is a recognized school but not aided (is not grant-in-aid school). 
Therefore, under section 2(h)(d)1 “Definitions:- In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires:-

“public authority” means any authority or body or institution of self government established or constituted,-
By notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government, and includes any body owned, controlled or substantially financed;


 The case does not come under the preview of the RTI Act-2005.  The case is hereby dismissed. 

  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Raj Kumar
# 594, Ward No.1,

Surjit Nagar, Kurali Road,

Morinda Distt. Ropar. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director State Transport
Punjab, Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2296 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Amarjit Singh on behalf of the Complainant.
None on behalf of the Respondent.  


Sh. Raj Kumar filed a complaint on 10.12.07 received in the Commission on 17.12.07 that his original application dated 02.11.07 along with the requisite fee of Rs.10/- has not been attended to. 


Information sought by him is regarding rules or any orders in record as to why the notification of 1977 regarding promotion has not been implemented. A reply has been sent to Raj Kumar on 15.11.07 which according to the complainant is not satisfactory. In the presence of the court Raj Kumar has written the discrepancies on the reply communicated to him earlier. This being the first hearing a lenient view is taken on the absence of the respondent and it is directed that at the next date of hearing, the PIO should be personally present to explain as to why full information has not been supplied within the specified period. Copies of the reply dated 15.01.07 and the discrepancies written by the complainant should be sent  to the respondent along with the summons for hearing. 
The next date of hearing is 19.05.08 at 2.30 pm. 







           











(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldip Singh.
M/s Raghunath Dass & Sons,

(Regd) Bazar – Vakilan,

Hoshiarpur. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Garshankar, Distt. Hoshiarpur
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2262 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Harminder Singh, SDM, PIO is present. 


Sh. Kuldip Singh filed a complaint on 03.12.2007 received in the Commission on 11.12.07 that his original application dated 04.10.2007 along with the requisite fee of Rs. 10/- has not been attended to. 



Information sought by him is regarding:-

1.
Information of his letter dated 30.05.07

2.
Supply the detail of purchase made of the following below items 01.04.07 to 30.09.07, with the copies of the quotations.

3.
Registers for proceeding of the Meeting, Visitors Register, Dak receipt & dispatch, General Stock Register etc. 



 Respondent submits information which has been sent to Kuldip Singh by hand and by registered post on 12.04.07 and 15.04.07 respectively. Since the complainant is not present today.  It seems he is satisfied; therefore the case is hereby disposed of.  







           











(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 23.04.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldip Singh.

M/s Raghunath Dass & Sons,

(Regd) Bazar – Vakilan,

Hoshiarpur. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,
Dasuya Distt. Hoshiarpur. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2263 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant. 


Sh. Darbara Singh, Tehsildar is present. 


Kuldip Singh has filed a complaint dated 03.12.07 received in the Commission on 11.12.07 that his original application dated 30.05.07 with the requisite fee of Rs.10/- has not been attended to.


Information sought is similar in case No.2262 but it is Kuldip Singh Vs. SDM, Dasuya Hoshiarpur. 


Respondent submits that a three page documents which were sent to the complainant by hand have been refused.. Therefore, directions are given to the respondent to send this information to the complainant by registered post and to submit a copy of the receipt in the commission and if at the next date of hearing, the complainant is satisfied then the case will be disposed of.  

 
The next date of hearing is 14.05.08 at 2:30 pm.




 






    











           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 23.04.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurdeep Singh
D-1, Guru Amardass Avenue 
Airport Road, Gumtala,

Amritsar. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o General Mgr. Pb. Roadways,

Amritsar-II, Distt. Amritsar. 
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2220 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Amarjit Singh, Clerk is present on behalf of the Respondent. 


The complainant Gurdeep Singh had sought information from the PIO General Mgr. Punjab Roadways vide his original application dated 23.10.07 in his complaint dated 29.11.07 received in the Commission on 05.12.07, In his complaint he states that his original application was rejected on 13.11.07 on the grounds that information “comes under the exception of Section 8 (1) (d) of the Act”. The information sought by him is regarding: 


“Bus No.PB02 AU9939 of your depot is operating from Amritsar to Jammu leaving Amritsar at 1730 hours daily. Please give photocopy of the permit of this bus for operating on interstate route whether this bus is endorsed on the permit for operation in the state of J&K and photocopy of the timetable according to which it is operating at the above route and at the above time daily”.


Today Amarjit Singh is present along with the authority letter from General Manager and submits that in spite of the letter dated 13.11.07, where information had been denied it has been delivered  to him by hand on 22.04.08. The documents received by the complainant are presented in the court for record. Therefore, the case is disposed of. It is also pointed out, at this stage, that in future only the rank of the APIO or PIO should appear in the Commission. 
 






    










           
(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 23.04.2008
