STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Bishan Singh

Vs.

S.D.M. Kharar

Complaint Case No. CC-256 -2006:

Present:
Shri Bishan Singh, complainant in person.

Shri D.K. Saldi, B.D.& P.O, Kharar.



None for Tehsildar, Kharar.

Order:

The Block Development & Panchayats officer, Kharar has given a detailed reply with five annexures. Copy of the same has been supplied to the complainant. The Block Development & Panchayats Officer has also given his explanation as asked for by this court on August 30, 2006. The matter is postponed for further consideration. 


Sub-Divisional Officer (Civil), Kharar-cum A.P.I.O. should have been presented himself or through an authorized representative. 


Reply may be placed on file.


To come up for further consideration on November 22, 2006.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Avtar Singh

Vs.

Municipal Council, Kot Kapura.

Complaint Case No. CC-311 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Kashmir Singh, Junior Assistant, Municipal Council,



Kot Kapura.

Order:


Shri Kashmir Singh has stated that the letter of the Commission has reached the Municipal Council at 3.30 P.M. yesterday and they had not been in a position to prepare themselves for the hearing and thus seeks an adjournment, which is granted. However, on the next occasion, the Public Information Officer or his duly authorized representative, fully conversant with the case should come. The documents sought to be denied to the complainant should also be brought for the perusal of the court to decide whether it qualifies under the exemptions provided in Section 8(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.


It may be noted that no further adjournments will be granted.


Adjourned to November 22, 2006.

 

SD:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Yogesh Mahajan

Vs.

 Excisxe & Taxation Officer, Gurdaspur

Complaint Case No. CC-288 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sudesh Vikas, A.P.I.O.-cum- Excise & Taxation Officer,



Gurdaspur.

Order:


The  Asstt. Public Information Officer has stated that a detailed has since been provided to Shri Yogesh Mahajan vide their letter No. 1318/CC, dated August 04, 2006, with a copy to this court. The reply consists of 14 papers. The reply has been located from the receipt register and it is duly entered at No.1258 dated August 18, 2006, which may be located and added to the file. The complainant may be asked whether, in view of the reply already provided to him, he has anything else to say. Case will now come up for hearing on                  November 15, 2006. In case, he does not appear on that case, the case will be disposed of accordingly.


Adjourned to November 15, 2006.









Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.Raghbir Singh

Vs.

Health Department, Punjab

Complaint Case No. AC-70-2006:

Present: Shri Raghbir Singh, appellant in person.

Shri Kulbhushan Kanwal, Superintendent, O/o Directorate of Health and Family Welfare.

Order:


The basic problem appears to be the fact that Shri Raghbir  Singh has applied  for information from the Directorate of Health and Family Welfare, whereas the policy/instructions dealing with medical reimbursement for pensioners, in respect of chronic diseases are formulated and issued bay the Department of Health at the secretariat level and not by the Directorate which is the implementing agency. Of course, it is possible that a proposal may emanate 

 From the Directorate, which would further for adoption by the department at the secretariat level. If so, there may be a policy formulation file available in the Directorate also on the same subject. If so the P.I.O. is hereby directed that , the P.I.O. is hereby directed that  the complainant should be allowed to inspect that file as per his application.

2.
The Directorate was required under Section 6 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 dealing with the manner of disposal of requests for obtaining information in which under sub clause (iii), it has been laid down as under:-



“6.
Request for obtaianing information:



1)

xx
xx

xx


2)
xx


xx


3) Where an application is made to a public authority requesting for 


an information:-


(i)
 which is held by another public authority; or


(ii) 
the subject matter of which is more closely connhected with the 


functions of another [public authority.


 The public authority, to which such application is made, shall transfer the application of such part of it as may be appropriate to that other public authority and inform thye applicant immediately about such transfer;

Provided that the transfer of an applicant pursuant to this sub-section shall be made as soon as practicable, but in no case later than five days from the date of receipt of the application.”







(Emphasis supplied)
3.
So, it was incumbent upon the Directorate to immediately forward the application of the applicant to the Public Information officer of the Health Department pointed out by the office of the Principal Secretary, Health, Punjab at the secretariat level and to inform Shri Raghbir Singh of his application in full or in part, which had been forwarded to t he appropriate public authority to keep the applicant in the picture. However, this was not done by the Directorate, which attempted to  provide information without referring to the basic record. The P.I.O. office of the Director, Health Services need to create awareness in his staff dealing with applications under the Right to information Act, 2005, for the future. 
4.
The file leading to the issue of instructions dated September 1, 2000 is the relevant file along with the Agenda and the minutes, if any, in accordance with which the said instructions were issued.
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5.
The Public Information officer-cum-Director, Health is directed to send the concerned papers under the Act now to the Public Information Officer of the Principal Secretary of the Department of Health, Mini-secretariat, Punjab                Sector-9, Chandigarh, who is hereby directed to supply the information under due receipt to the application in connection with his original application dated August 03, 2006 including documents required after inspection of file without fail by November 17, 2006 and to report compliance in this court on the next date of hearing on November 22, 2006 with a copy of the documents supplied for the record of the court.


Adjourned to November 22nd, 2006 for consideration.

 
Sd:


    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Kidar Nath

Vs.

Deptt. of Employment & Labour, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-57-2006:

Present:
Shri Kidar Nath, Appellant, in person.

Shri Harbans Sharma, A.P.I.O. for the Department of Labour and Employment Punjab.

Order:


On the last date of hearing, the appellant had stated that the reply had been given by thee P.I.O. in respect of his request listed as (a) and (b) of Form –A dated 10-5-06. The Asstt. Public Information Officer stated that the information with regard to (a) required the applicant have since been supplied to him vide their letter No.16772 dated September 27, 2006, the original of which was addressed to the State Information Commissioner. It is, however, observed that no list of documents supplied has been appended to this letter, which should now be furnished.


Regarding (b), it was stated in respect of the absence of Shri Jatinder Singh Saggu  who is on an authorised lease from December 09, 2005, the department prepared a draft charge-sheet and sent it to the government. He promised to supply the No. and date of the reference on the next date of hearing.


For the remaining, the information has admittedly been provided to him under due receipt. The copies of the information may be filed and sent to the applicant  also definitely by November 10, 2006 and compliance report filed in this court on the next date of hearing, that is, November 15, 2006 so that the case ;can be disposed of.


After this order was dictated, Shri Kidar Nath appeared when the respondent party had already left. He gave an application dated today, in which he pointed out deficiency. A copy of the same should be sent to the department 
 which should be asked to give the correct information as required by him on the dates mentioned earlier.


Adjourned to November 15, 2006.

 

Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Shri. Surinder Sangar

Vs.
Director, Economic Statistical Orgn.

Complaint Case No. CC-10 and 23   -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Mrs. Joginder Kaur, Asstt. Public Information officer,



For the respondent-Department.

Order:


Complaint  Nos. CC-10-2006 and CC-23-2006 from the same complainant, namely, Mrs. Surinder Sangar, are clubbed together for the purposes of disposal. Mrs. Joginder Kaur, A.P.I.O. appearing for the Department-respondent states that both Mrs. Sangar complainant and Shri Gurmail Singh, District Statistical officer, Mansa were away ;from the Headquarters and Shri Gurmail Singh was asked to give copies of all documents applied for by Mrs. Sangr, immediately, which was done. The fee required to be deposited at headquarter for supply of documents at headquarters and the remaining fee was to be deposited in Mansa, for which the District Statistical officer-Shri Gurmail Singh was issued necessary directions to supply documents immediately on receipt of the fee. All these, matters were sorted out in a meeting by the RE.A in the presence of both the applicant/complainant and the A.P.I.O. Shri Gurmail Singh.
2. .Mrs. Joginder Kaur, A.P.I.O. was asked to file list of documents serial-wise as per her application with due receipt of the applicant and file the same along with a copy of the documents supplied for the record of this  Court. A list of documents supplied at the headquarters and a list of documents supplied by the district Statistical Officer at Mansa may be given separately, along with dates
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  on  which the documents have been supplied.  The A.P.I.O. may file the compliance report by November 17, 2006 in this court.

3.     The complaint of Smt. Surinder Sangar dated February 15, 2006 against Shri Gurmail Singh, Research Officer-cum-Public Information Officer, O/o Economic and Statistical organization –cum-District Statistical Officer, Mansa, as well as the reply given by him on May 18, 2006 to the same will be considered in the presence of the both on the next date of hearing, i.e. November 22, 2006. In case, Shri Gurmail Singh does not appear on that date, he will be proceeded ex parte.
 
Sd:


    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Satish Kumar Adya

Vs.

Local Government, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-326 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Manjit Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the Public Information Officer, Office of Local Government, Punjab.
Order:

Heard.

1.
The complaint dated 04-08-06. received by the Commission was referred to the Public Information Officer, Office of the Director, Local Government on August 04, 2006 for response within 15 days, but no reply was received.

2.
Thereafter, vide notice dated September 26, 2006, the date of hearing was fixed for today. It is observed that Shri Manjit Singh, Sr. Assistant does not carry any letter of authority from the Public Information Officer of the Directorate or the Civil Secretariat and neither has he brought the required information.

3. Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant has explained that the branches of the Secretariat/Departments are sitting in the office of the Director, Local Government and this matter concerns the Public Information Officer of the Civil Secretariat and not the Public Information Officer of the Director, Local Government, Punjab. He also explained that the cadre of Inspectors in the Municipal Corporations is being dealt with directly by the secretariat branch of the Local Government, Branch-1 and not by the Directorate, although the Director, Local Bodies is also the Secretary, Local Government. 
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4. It was incumbent upon the Public Information Officer of the Director, Local Government, who had received the complaint to pass it on within five days to the concerned Authority as required under Section 6(3) of the Act under intimation to the complainant, which was not done . In any case, both the offices belong to the department of Local Government headed by the Principal Secretary, Local Government in the Secretariat and by the Director Local Government in the Directorate. As explained by Shri Manjit singh, Senior assistant, the P.I.O. of the Local Government handling secretariat matter is Shri Deepinder Singh, P.C.S., Additional Secretary Local Government. He also sits in SCO No. 131-32, Juneja Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.
5.
In his application dated June 27, 2006, under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he has requested, “Kindly take humane view of the case and expedite the payment  as a source of income but due to long illness and pension benefits have not been paid”. It is observed that the present case appears to be a case of extreme hardship to a pensioner who has requested that he has been pushed to the brink of starvation on account of the apathy and negligence of the officers of the Local Government. He also states, “Nobody is prepare to acknowledge the receipt of the representation of the retiree.” 

6.
Shri Deepinder Singh P.I.O. is hereby directed to send a personal messenger to the Commissioner, Ludhiana to get this matter sorted out and to supply necessary information immediately to the complainant under due receipt, without fail by November 03, 2006 and to file compliance report of the same on the next date of hearing in the court, i.e. November 08.,2006.
7.
The Public Information Officer may also offer an explanation in terms of the proviso to Section of the Right to Information Act, 2005 dealing with penalties for the non-supply of information/delay.


Adjourned to November 08, 2006.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October 04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Shri Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Local Govt. Punjab
Complaint Case No. CC-319 -2006:

Present:
None

On the date of hearing today, it was seen that the case is incomplete and not ripe for hearing.  No copy of Form-A is available and as such no copy of Form–A was referred along with the complaint, to the respondent P.I.O for his                   comments. Now the Department of Local Government has written back to say that they have also not received any such letter dated 01-07-06 or Form-A. They had contacted the State Information Commission, Punjab to secure a copy of the same and found that it was not available here either. So now they have written to the applicant to send a copy to them. This deficiency should have been pointed out to the complainant at the scrutiny level by the Registry itself and the case got completed before proposing that it be entrusted to this court so as not to waste the time of the Court. Any how, on the first hearing fixed on October 04, 2006, none appeared for the complainant or the department.
2.
Since this case concerns the Public Information Officer, Office of Principal Secretary, Department of Local Government, Shri B.R.Bajaj. It is requested that this case may be entrusted to some other court, for obvious reasons. It is also requested that in future also, cases pertaining to the P.I.O/office of the Principal Secretary, Local Government may not be entrusted to this Court as long as he remains posted in that post.
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 October04, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Rajive Kumar Garg, Advocate…….Complainant

Vs.

PIO O/OPublic Health & Water Supply Board, Sangrur….Responsent

Complaint Case No. 254-2006:

Present:
1. None for complainant



2. None for Respondent.

Order:


Shri Rajive Kumar Garg, Advocate, vide his complaint  dated 20.6.06 submitted that he had made a complaint dated 8.5.06 to the Public Information Officer, O/O Public Health and Water Supply Board, Sangrur, asking for certain information which has not so far been supplied to him. The complaint was referred to the P.I.O. concerned to his office  which was received back undelivered. The second time, it was sent to him by registered post when he replied that no such letter has been received in his office and requested for a copy thereof which was sent to him on 31.7.06. with reference to that letter, the Executive Engineer, Public Health Sanitation, vide his letter dated 4.8.06 gave the information to the Commission and send a copy to the complainant. This letter was sent to the complainant for his response, if any. No comments were received after that  the case was fixed for hearing. Thereafter the file was entrusted to this court on 13.8.06 and notice for hearing was issued on 26.7.06 for 4th October. However, non appeared for the complainant or for the Deponent. The department has already sent a detailed reply to the complainant and the complainant had been given an opportunity to present himself so  he can point out any deficiency in the information supplied with regard to his  application. Since he has not come, it is presumed that he is satisfied and has nothing more to say. The case is, therefore, disposed of accordingly.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 04, 2006.

