STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri,

Chairman, Punjab Services 

Anti Corruption Council,

#2481, Sector 65, S.A.S Nagar,

Mohali.








_______________ Appellant

Vs.

1. Sh.B.S. Kataria, Public Information Officer-cum-
 Executive Engineer,

Madhopur Division, UBDC,

Gurdaspur.
2. Sh. N.S. Sekhon, Public Information Officer-cum-
Executive Engineer,

Jandiala Division, UBDC,

Amritsar.
3. Sh. D.S. Jassarh, Superintendent Engineer,

UBDC Circle,

Amritsar.





_______________ Respondent
AC-49-2006

And

AC-50-2006

Present:
1. Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri, complainant, in person.

2. None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.



These two cases being of  a similar nature are being disposed of  by this single order.

 

These cases  concern complaints against the PIOs of Madhopur Division U.B.D.C , Gurdaspur (in AC-49-2006) and the Jandiala Division UBDC, Amritsar ( In AC-50-2006) for not having supplied complete information as asked for by the complainant vide his identical applications dated 17-4-2006, made to both the PIOs. The complainant has filed an appeal to the appellate authority who is the Superintendent Engineer, UBDC Circle, Amritsar, who has refused to entertain them on the ground that it  was his predecessor, namely,  Sh. A.S. Sohi, S.E UBDC Cirlcle, Amritsar, who has been notified as the first appellate authority by the Department of Irrigation and he therefore does not have the authority to entertain the appeals.

 

However, in a similar case bearing no. AC-46-2006, the present S.E UBDC Circle, Sh. D.S. Jassarh, has disposed of the appeal of the complainant on merits vide his detailed orders dated 8-8-2006 and therefore, his perceived disability in deciding these appeals, which was conveyed to the complainant vide his letter dated 6-7-2006, i.e., earlier to 8-8-2006, has obviously since been removed.

 

Accordingly, I direct the first appellate authority, Sh. D.S. Jassarh, S.E., UBDC Circle, to disposed of the appeals made by  Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri, Chairman, Punjab Services Anti Corruption Council, in both these cases, within a period of three weeks from the date of the receipt of these orders. If  the complainant is not satisfied with the orders of the appellate authority, he is allowed to file a second appeal to the State Information Commission within ninety days from the date on which he receives the decision of the first appellate authority in each case.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh,

H.No. 1362, Street No. 12,

Dashmesh Nagar,

Ludhiana.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana.





_______________ Respondent

CC-262-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, complainant, in person.

2.Dr. Ajit Singh Chawla, District Epidemiologist, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.



In this case, certain factual information requested for by the complainant vide his application dated 18-5-2006, made to the Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana has been refused to be given to him on the ground of exemption being claimed under section 8(1)(h)  of the RTI Act, which exempts information “which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders”,  Dr. Ajit Singh Chawla, present on the behalf of the PIO, was asked to explain the reasons for claiming  exemption under this clause. He stated that there is an inquiry being conducted by the Department of Vigilance into certain purchases etc. and the exemption was claimed on that ground.

 

Upon going through the application dated 18-5-2006 of the complainant, I find that it is only certain factual information which has been asked for regarding the budget from the years 2002 till 2006 and it is my finding that no information which is supplied in response to it could possibly “impede” the process of any investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders. The exemption claimed by the PIO is therefore rejected and he is directed to supply the required information within 15 days of the receipt of these orders.

 

Adjourned to 28-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. J.P. Panesar,

Junior Engineer,

Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Local Govt., R.No10, 8th Flour,

Punjab Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh.





_______________ Respondent

CC-156-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Shayam Lal Saini on behalf of the complainant.
2.None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.



The information required by the complainant in this case has not yet been given to him on the ground that the fees of Rs. 50/- , claimed by the complainant to have been sent vide Bank Draft dated 9-3-2006, has not been received by the PIO.

 

The complainant has been asked to deposit the required fees and the PIO is directed to supply the required information within fifteen days of the date on which the fees is deposited.

 

In its letter dated 6-6-2006, addressed to the Commission, the Department of Local Government has acknowledged having received “a letter from the complainant seeking some information relating to his case” but goes on to say that the required fees has not been deposited. This letter has been sent by the Department in response to the communication from the Commission seeking its comments on the complaint. However, what the Department should have done was to inform the complainant about the deficiency in his application in terms of Section 7(8) of the RTI Act, thereby enabling him to make good the deficiency. This may be noted by the PIO for strict observance in the future.

 

Adjourned to 28-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hardial Singh,

S/o sh. Harbans Singh,

VPO Majitha,

Ward No. 11, Distt. Amritsar.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

The Manager,

The Central Co-operative Bank Ltd.,

Amritsar.





_______________ Respondent

CC-245-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Hardial  Singh, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Parshottam Das Sharma, Assistant Manager, The Central Co-operative Bank Ltd., Amritsar on  behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.



The complete information required by the complainant in this case has since been made available to him, as acknowledged by the complainant himself.  He made a request today for complete copies of his ACRS but he was informed that his request cannot be acceded to since the ACRs are confidential document. He further requested that the PIO may be penalized for the delay caused in giving him the information. However, after a thorough perusal of the records of this case, including the various letters/ representations of the complainant and the response and attitude of  the respondent, I find that the delay which has been caused is only procedural and unintentional and therefore the imposition of any penalty in this case is not called for.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Suresh Satija,

Satija Niwas,

Collee Road,

Abohar 152 116.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Agriculture, Punjab,

SCO 85-88, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.





_______________ Respondent

CC-145-2006

Present:
1. None on behalf of the complainant.

2. Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Agriculture Development Officer, on behalf of the respondent.

3. Ms. Jaswinder Kaur, Legal Assistant O/o Director Agriculture, Punjab on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.



The respondents have supplied this Court with a copy of the information provided to the complainant in response to his request for the same.

 

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Lal Gulati,

C/o Pala Ram Mela Ram,

Mori Bazar, Moga.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.






_______________ Respondent

CC-167-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Mohit Gulati S/o Sh. Sham Lal Gulati on behalf of the complainant.

2. None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.



The information asked for in this case has already been supplied to the complainant. The complainant has shown this Court a letter from the Deputy Commissioner, Moga, informing him that the sale of a roof is registered under the relevant statute in the same manner as land or property.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ravi Mohindru,

S/o Late Sh. Parshotam Dass,

27, Rose Park,

Jalandhar.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Health & family Welfare

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.





​​​​​​​​​​​​​________________ Respondent

CC-152-2006

ORDER



None Present.

 

Although neither the complainant nor the respondent is present, the information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 17-3-2006 concerns certain factual information regarding the upgradation of Government Hospitals with World Bank Aid/ Loan and it is a matter of regret that the Director, Health Services, Punjab, to whom the application was sent by the Civil Surgeon, Jalandhar and who also reminded the Director Health Services vide his letter dated 18-4-2006, has chosen to completely ignore his obligations under the RTI Act.

 

I now direct that the required information should be provided to Sh. Ravi Mohindru by the PIO,  O/o Director Health Services, Punjab, after collecting the same, if necessary, from the MD, Punjab Health System Corporation, within fifteen days of the date of the receipt of these orders.

 

The PIO, O/o Director Health Services, Punjab should also be personally present on the next date of hearing and show cause why the penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed on him.



Adjourned to 5-10-2006 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.










(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sandeep Kumar,

H.No. HL 254,

Phase 9,

Mohali 








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

131-32, Juneja Building, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.





​​​​​​​​​​​​​________________ Respondent

CC-165-2006

Present:
1. None on behalf of the  complainant.

2. Sh. Karam Chand, Superintendent, Grade-II, LG-I Branch on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.



In this case, the information sought by the complainant was provided to him by the Department of Local Government but the complainant is dissatisfied with it. The correct course of action for him, therefore, is to make an appeal to the first appellate authority as provided for in Section 19 of the RTI Act, instead of making a complaint to the Commission, which is accordingly dismissed.









(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kewal Krishan,

S/o Sh. Lachman Dass,

3568, Gandhi Nagar,

Fazilka. 








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Market Committee,

Fazilka.





​​​​​​​​​​​​​________________ Respondent

CC-85-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Kewal Krishan, complainant, in person.

2. None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.



The complainant in this case has stated that the information given to him by the Secretary, Market Committee, Fazilka, on 29-12-2005, is incomplete and has prayed that the remaining information may be made available to him.

 

The respondent has placed on record an affidavit of the complainant, stated to have been signed on 27-5-2006, to the effect that complete information has now been given to him, which the complainant does not deny. The complainant however has today submitted that he requires, in addition, an attested copy of an earlier application made by the mother of Sh. Ajay Kumar in 1998 for giving her son a compassionate appointment. However, since this information has not been asked for earlier, no orders regarding it can be passed in the present proceedings.

 

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

September 7, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner
