STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Tarsem Lal




---Complainant

Vs.

D>P.I.(Secondary)




---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-713   -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Naranjan Singh, Assistant-Director, O/o D.P.I. (Secondary) Pb.



(Shri Joginder Singh, clerk with him.)

Order:


Shri Tarsem Lal complainant has not appeared today despite the notice to appear today was sent to him on February 14, 2007 through Regd. Post. In the interests of justice let fresh notice issue to the complainant for the next date of hearing.

2.
Shri Naranjan Singh appearing for the P.I.O. of the respondent-department, himself admits that he is not conversant with the facts of the case. It was incumbent upon the P.I.O. to have come personally or should have deputed an officer fully conversant with the facts. Court takes a serious view of the casual handling of the cases of the Court; by the P.I.O. concerned.

3.
The P.I.O. is directed to note that in future he should appear himself to supply information to the complainant and justify his part of his duty in discharging the official duty otherwise Court shall be constrained to invoke the penal provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 as envisaged under Section 20(1) of the Act.


Adjourned to April 18, 2007.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti

Vs.

Civil Surgeon, Bathinda

Complaint Case No. CC-722   -2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh, Complainant in person.


None for the P.I.O./O/o Civil Surgeon, Bathinda.

Order:

It appears from the last notice that notice was wrongly addressed to P.I.O./O/o Civil Surgeon, Bathinda, whereas it now reveals that it should have been addressed to the Public Information Office-cum-Deputy Medical Officer,                              Civil Hospital, Patiala.

Let copy of the complaint along with its enclosures be now forwarded to the P.I.O.-cum- Deputy Medical Officer, Civil Hospital, Patiala. He is directed to come present on the next date of hearing i. e April 25, 2007, with the information to be supplied to the Complainant on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to April 25, 2007.

Encl: As above.







SD:

          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


      State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti




---Complainant.
Vs.

Civil Surgeon, Patiala.





---Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-723 -2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, complainant in person.


None for P.I.O./O/o Civil Surgeon, Patiala
Order:

From the record it appears that Notice to appear today was inadvertently sent to P.I.O. O/o Civil Surgeon, Bathinda, whereas it should have gone to his counterpart at Patiala. Mistake is rectified immediately and fresh notice to issue to the Public Information Officer, Office of Civil Surgeon, Patiala to appear with information to be supplied to the complainant with reference to this Commission’s notice              No. PSIC/Legal/2006/3877 dated 13/14 November, 2006 sent for response of the department concerned.

It is, however, mentioned that the P.I.O. or someone on his behalf,                         duly authorized by the P.I.O., should appear with full information on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to April 25, 2007.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Ganesh Parshad Aggarwal

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur.

Complaint Case No. CC- 726  -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the respondent.

Order:


A communication bearing No. 1695 dated 24-11-2006 has been received from the Public Information Officer O/o Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur, enclosing                 a receipt from the complainant in token of having received the information applied for vide present complaint. Let the communication and the receipt of the complainant be placed on file.

In this view of the matter, the complaint stands disposed of.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajan Soni

Vs.

Rajan Soni Vs.Secy. Health & Family Welfare

Complaint Case No. CC- 735 -2006:

Present:
Shri Rajan Soni, complainant in person.


Shri Lakhbir Singh, Sr. Assistant, O/o Secretary Health & Family 


Welfare.

Order:


Shri lakhbir Singh appearing for the respondent-department has not valid authority from the P.I.O. of the concerned officer, neither he is conversant with the facts of the case. As per his assertion, he has been posted in this department only six months back. Commission takes serious; note on this lapse of the Department, which warrants action under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

However, taking a lenient view of the matter, let fresh notice issue to the P.I.O. O/o Health & Family Welfare, Mini-secretariat, Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh for March 21, 2007.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti

Vs.

Rajindra Hospital Patiala

Complaint Case No. CC-742 -2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh, complainant in person.


Dr.Bhardwaj, Head of the Deptt. (X-Ray De[tt)


Govt. Medical College, Patiala.
Order:

Public Information Officer of the respondent-deptt. is not present in Court today. Dr. Bhardwaj appearing for the P.I.O. has no written authority from the P.I.O. to represent case.
2
The complainant had filed the complaint dated November 13, 2006 seeking information from the Head of the X-Ray Department on 19 points.

3
On November 16, 2006, the Commission had sent a registered notice to the P.I.O./X-Ray Department asking for response enclosing copy of the complaint and its enclosures, but no response was received in the Commission.
4.
Dr. Bhardwaj appearing for the respondent explains that Shri Sohan Lal is the Public Information Officer inn the Govt. Medical College, Patiala. Let fresh notice issue to Shri Sohan Lal Public Information Officer, Govt. Medical Hospital & College, Patiala for April 25, 2007.

Adjourned to April 25, 2007.









SD:
            






    (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


March 07, 2006. 



State Information Commissioner

Opk’







STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Hem Raj 

Vs.

D.E.O. (Secondary)

Complaint Case No. CC-743 -2006:

Present:
Shri Hem Raj complainant in person.


None for P.I.O/ Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Ropar.

Order:


Shri Hem Raj had submitted vide his application dated 10-11-2006 under the Right to Information Act, 2005, with due receipt of the fee that his complaint  had not been attended to till the date of his complaint. The said complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer, Office of the Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Dussehra Ground, Kharar Mohali, for comments, if any, within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission, but no response was received where-after the case was fixed for hearing for today.

2.
Considering lapse of time of notices sent to the Education Department, the Commission takes serious note and directs the P.I.O. to provide relevant information asked for by the complainant in Form-A, submitted to the Commission, copy of which has been sent to the P.I.O. of the Department concerned.
3.
It is directed that compliance report should be submitted   on or before                     April 11, 2007.

4.
Let a copy of this order be also sent to the Secretary, Education Punjab,                 Mini-Secretariat Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information.


Adjourned to April 11, 2007









SD:

 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh 

Vs.

Printing & Stationery, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-122 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri jasbir Singh,A.P.I.O. Deputy Controller, Printing & Stationery, 


Punjab, Chandigarh.

Order:


Case was called couple of times during the hearing of the day. None has come present on behalf of the complainant nor he himself.
2.
However, Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. appearing for the Department-respondents claims that the report has been sent as directed vide order of                                 January 31, 2007 of this Commission. As per letter No.EA-!/Admn/Pb/Spl-1, dated                     26-2-2007, placed on the file, the information has been supplied to the complainant.


In this view of the matter the case is disposed of.









SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh 

Vs.

Printing & Stationery, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-123 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. Deputy Controller, Printing & Stationery, 


Punjab, Chandigarh.

Order:


Case was called couple of times during the hearing of the day. None has come present on behalf of the complainant nor he himself.

2.
However, Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. appearing for the Department-respondents claims that the report has been sent as directed vide order of                                 January 31, 2007 of this Commission. As per letter No.EA-!/Admn/Pb/Spl-1, dated                     26-2-2007, placed on the file, the information has been supplied to the complainant.


In this view of the matter the case is disposed of.

 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh 

Vs.

Printing & Stationery, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-124 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. Deputy Controller, Printing & Stationery, 


Punjab, Chandigarh.

Order:


Case was called couple of times during the hearing of the day. None has come present on behalf of the complainant nor he himself.


Shri Jasbir Singh appearing for the respondent-department says that he requires the presence of the complainant to know what further information is required, apart from already supplied.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh 

Vs.

Printing & Stationery, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-125 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. Deputy Controller, Printing & Stationery, 


Punjab, Chandigarh.

Order:


Case was called couple of times during the hearing of the day. None has come present on behalf of the complainant nor he himself.


Shri Jasbir Singh appearing for the respondent-department says that he requires the presence of the complainant to know what further information is required, apart from already supplied.



SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh.Ved Vyas 

Vs.

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana

Complaint Case No. CC-392 -2006:

Present:
Sh. Ved Vyas complainant in person.


Shri Raj Kumar, Sr. Assistant, office of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

Order:


Shri Ved Vyas had submitted vide his application dated 24-08-06 that his application filed under the Right to Information Act, 2005, with due receipt of the fee had not been attended to by the Public Information Officer O/o Improvement Trust Ludhiana, till the date of his complaint. The said complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer on August 29, 2006 for comments, if any, within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission on but no response was received where-after the case was fixed for hearing for today.

As directed vide order of the Commissiaon dated March 31, 2007,                                           Shri Raj Kumar appearing on behalf of the Improvement Trust has asserted that the case is being reviewed in view of the revised scheme and a covering letter is also being submitted to Shri Ved Vyas-complainant. The respondent-Department is given one months’ time to clear its stand qua the complainant and file detailed report by the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to April 18, 2007.
 

SD:
              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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






---Complainant
Vs.
S.S.P. Patiala






---Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-378  -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


S.I. Sukhdev Singh, O/o S.S.P. Patiala.

Order:


S.I. Sukhdev Singh states that the F.I.R. does not contain the name of the comlplainant, but it is against the son of the complainant.


 S.I. Sukhdev Singh says that he will bring the copy of the First Information Report in the Court on the next date of hearing. In the interests of justice,                                 the complainant be informed of the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to April 11, 2007.









SD:








   (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner

March 07, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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





---Complainant
Vs.
P.I.O./Rural Development & Panchayats, Punjab.    

---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-588 -2006:

Present:
.Shri Charanbir Singh complainant in person.


None for the P.I.O./Respondent-Deptt.

Order:

The concluding para of the last order of the Commission is reproduced hereinafter;_


In so far as the information required to be is concerned, it is noted that after receipt of the application from the complainant by registered post, it was transferred by him to the B-Wing without making any mention that it was being transferred to the PIO of the B-wing as required under RTI Act u/s 5(4) or 5(5). Since it was not transferred within 5 days as required u/s 6(3), the case now permanently remains with him.  He would also be accountable for any delay which has occurred. Sh. Mehar Dass Sharma, PIO is now hereby directed to called for the information from the Directorate or field, as the case may be, in writing or by sending a person to collect the necessary information and to give it to the complainant within a period of one month i.e. by 2nd of March and to file compliance report in this court on 7th March without fail. This long period is being given in view of the fact that the Department of Rural Development and Panchayats is presently involved in election arrangements for the Punjab Polls up to the end of February,2007.”

2.
Today, neither the P.I.O. nor his representative has appeared today nor any information has been supplied to the complainant. Court takes a serious view of the callous attitude on the part of the P.I.O. of the department concerned and in this view of the matter, it is a fit case, where the P.I.O. deserves to be penalized as envisaged under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, which warrants a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day upto the maximum of Rs. 25,000/-.












P-2 
Complaint Case No. CC-588 -2006:





-2-
3.
However, taking a lenient view, another opportunity is granted to the                                           Public Information Officer o/o Director, Public Instructions (Secondary), Punjab to supply the required information to the complainant and explain his position, in writing, in the Court, on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to March 28, 2006.










SD:

          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


      State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Paramjit Singh




---Complainant
Vs.

P.I.O. O/o Secretary, Education Punjab

 ---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-448 -2006:

Present: None for the complainant.

     None for the P.I.O-respondent-deptt.

Order:


Neither the complainant nor P.I.O. or his authorized person has come present.


Case has been caused couple of time during the day.


In the interests of justice, let fresh notices issue for May 2, 2007.










SD:

          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


      State Information Commissioner

 March 07, 2006.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri G.C. Swadeswhi




---Complainant
Vs.

P.I.O. Municipal Council, Sirhind Mandi

 ---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-351-2006:

Present: 
Shri G.C. Swadeshi, complainant in person.


Shri Harnek Singh, Section Officer, A.P.I.O./M.C. Sirhind.
Order:


The complainant has been entrusted certain papers by the A.P.I.O., but the A.P.I.O admits that still some papers are pending which he promised to delivered to the complainant and requests for some longer date to complete the information. Last opportunity is granted to the P.I.O. to deliver the papers till on or before April 4, 2007, after which he can be penalized under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act. 

2.
Shri Swadeshi is also demanding the compensation for his harassment, which point  will be decided on the next date of hearing.

3.
Keeping in view the request of the P.I.O. for longer date, in the interests of justice, the case is adjourned to May 2, 2007.










SD:

          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)


      State Information Commissioner

March 07, 2006.

Opk’
