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

Mrs. Geeta Bala

Vs.

Director, Public Instructions (Elementary)

Complaint Case No. -161-2006:

Present:
Mrs. Geeta Bala, complainant in person.



Shri Gurdarshan Singh, Superintendent, O/o



Director, Public Instructions (Primary), Punjab.

Order:



 Heard.


It is surprising that the Superintendent has  come to represent the Public Information officer, O/o the Director, Public Instructions (Primary), Punjab, without any letter of authority, whereas a notice had been issued for                               personal appearance or through representative, wherein, the Public Information Officer, was directed  to supply the information immediately. In addition, it was decided to proceed ex parte against the Public Information Officer, for non-supply of the required information and he was given an opportunity of being heard before any penalty was imposed upon him under proviso of Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. No such explanation, oral or written has been offered.  However, instead, the Superintendent appearing for the respondent-department has put up a plea that the complainant had never applied to the said Directorate, for the information.  This plea cannot be sustained as the papers had been sent to that office by courier through this court and the complainant, who lives in Fatehgarh Sahib, had been appearing since she had been receiving her copy.  Even this time, a notice, inadvertently issued to the Secretary Education (Elementary), has been received by him although in place of a notice, only copy of the order was required to be endorsed to him and under instructions of the
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 court, a phone-call was made, especially to him, to ignore the appearance. Therefore, the excuse, that papers have not been received by the Public Information Officer, Office of the Director, Public Relations (Elementary), Punjab cannot be entertained. However, the information has to be supplied now, by hand, under proper receipt within a week and compliance be reported on the next date of hearing, that is, September 27, 2006, without fail.


However, Director, Public Instructions (Primary) Punjab is granted one more and last opportunity to show-cause, why action for imposing fine under Section 20 of the Act, should not be passed.


An official be deputed from the headquarters to Fatehgarh Sahib, in case the information is available there.


Adjourned to September 27, 2006, for further consideration.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

Shri K.K. Goyal

Vs.

Assistant Commissioner, Mansa

Complaint Case No. 202-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu, PCS., Assistant Commissioner-cum
-



Asstt. Public Information Officer, Mansa. 


Shri Des Raj, Sr. Assistant, Office of Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.

Order:

On the last date of hearing,  a detailed order dated August 23, 2006 was passed in which it was observed that the complainant had not made any application on plain paper or in Form-A and nor had any fee been paid in the office till date, whereas the complainant had given an impression that his application was not accepted.

For the reasons stated in my detailed order dated August 23, 2006, the contentions of the complainant were not found tenable. However, since he was not present, he was afforded one more opportunity to appear today, in case, he had anything to say. He has not appeared today. Therefore, the complaint is hereby rejected in terms of my order dated August 23, 2006 read with my order of date.











  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

Smt. Pritam Kaur

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.

Complaint Case No.226-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurjit Singh, PCS, Asstt. Commissioner (Genl.),



Asstt. Public Information Officer.



Shri Des Raj, Superintendent, O/o Deputy Commissioner,



Mansa.

Order:


A communication dated September 08, 2006, was received in the Commission, vide diary No.1709 dated September 14, 2006, in which it is mentioned that copies of the information, asked for, were being sent with that communication.  No such copies were found appended  with the communication received in this court.


Today, Shri Des Raj has once again filed the original receipt signed by Smt. Pritam Kaur and countersigned by her son Gurdial Singh, that she has received the required copies consisting of 19 pages, including the Index.  Since the information has been received by the complainant to her satisfaction, the case stands disposed of in terms of this order, as read with order dated September 06, 2006.


  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

M/s Heera Hide Pvt. Ltd

Vs.

Punjab Small Industries & Export Corpn. Ltd, Chandigarh.

Complaint Case No. 173-2006:

Present:

None for M/s Heera Hide Pvt. Ltd-complainant.




Shri Jagdish Chand, 




Addl. Public Information Officer, for the




Respondent-department.

Order:


Compliance Report of the order passed on August 23, 2006 has been filed by the Assistant Public Information Officer today vide his letter of even date.Copies of the information supplied have also been filed for record of this court.  The details of payments levied and received have been duly authenticated as asked for by the complainant and information has also been supplied in respect of Part-B of his complaint.


Since the compliance report has been filed and is in order, the complaint is accordingly disposed of in terms of this order as read with order dated August 23, 2006.

After this order had been dictated and the respondent had left the court, Shri Narinder Pal, Director for Heera Hides Pvt. Ltd. appeared. He confirmed the receipt of the information/reply and was also made aware of the order passed by the court.

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

Development & Welfare Trust.

Vs

Punjab State Electricity Board.

Complaint Case No. 243-2006:

Present:
Shri Gurdev Sidhu, Trust Founder, for the complainant.

Shri N.S. Brar, Deputy Chief Engineer, Public Information Officer, O/o Punjab State Electricity Board, Ludhiana.

Order:


 In compliance of the order of this court dated August 13, 2006, the information asked for by Shri Gurdev Singh Sidhu, Trust Founder  ```in his application dated May 22, 2006 has been supplied to him vide letter by the Deputy Chief Engineer (Distribution) Suburban, Ludhiana vide his letter No.7002 dated September 15, 2006.The receipt of the desired information has been produced in original along with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the court. Shri Gurdev Singh, who is present in court, has acknowledged having received this information. He, however, states that answer to his first question has not been provided. 


I have seen the replies to the eight questions posed by the complainant,  on which information was required and find that the questions have been answered. However, it is observed that all the questions have been answered in principle, but not in the context of the specific Bill No. 05257 dated March 9, 2006, Account No.                        BF-24/0161-Y.  It was in the context of this “unusually high consumption bill” that the eight-questions had been posed, and not in a vacuum. The Public Information Officer of the Punjab State Electricity Board (PSEB), has stated that in connection with that specific bill, he will get the meter tested from the M.E Lab. at the expense of the PSEB within a month, after which, in case there is any defect found, it will be rectified by issuing  a revised bill/s.
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Shri Gurdev Singh Sidhu has stated that  he will be back from abroad only in the first week of November 2006 and therefore, the meter could be got tested in his presence in the second week of November, to which the Deputy Chief Engineer agreed.


The case is, therefore, disposed of accordingly.,

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

Shri Manjit Singh

Vs.

Gramin Bank

Complaint Case No. 228-2006:

Present:
Shri Manjit Singh, complainant, in person.

Shri Harjit Singh Bajwa, Sr. Manager, H.R.D Asstt. Public Information Officer.



Shri R.S. Ahluwalia, Advocate, for the Bank.

Order:


A complaint dated June 12, 2006 was received from Shri Manjit Singh, previously Manager Bank of Bhandal of Gurdaspur-Amritsar Gramin Bank Gurdaspur, in which he had asked for certain information regarding a list of addresses and the Members of the Board of Directors of the Punjab Gramin Bank, Head Office Kapurthala, from the Chairman of the Gramin Bank vide Registered-A.D. dated October 13, 2005, but he did not receive any communication from that office. He had requested that necessary action be taken under Right to Information Act, 2005.


The complaint was forwarded to the Public Information Officer of the Punjab Gramin Bank for their response and the response dated July 06, 2006 was received, in which the General Manager-cum-Central Public Information Officer stated that Shri Manjit Singh had never requested for any information as provided for in the Right to Information Act, nor had he invoked the provisions of the Right to information Act, 2005, in his request. However, the requisite information was nevertheless supplied giving full details of names and addresses of the Members and Directors of the Bank.  A copy of the same was sent for record to this office as well.  The reply was sent to the complainant, who wrote 
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back to say that his request was according to the provisions of the Right to information Act, 2005 and all the provisions of the said Act were invoked. He also stated “submission of the required information through your good office itself considers of my request well according to the provisions of the R.T.I. Act” . Therefore, he requested that the Public Information Officer be held liable for penalty of Rs. 250/- per day to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- since he had delayed giving the information on his request. 


Today, since the respondent-Public Information Officer had asserted that no application was received under the Right to information Act from the complainant, the complainant was asked to show his original application in Form-A etc. However, he has shown the copy, which is a plain request dated October 13, 2005 with no mention of the Act. The mere sending of a complaint to this office and this office sending the same for comments of the respondent-Public Information Officer, by itself, does not  convert the original application into one under the Right to Information Act for the purposes of the penalties provided under Section 20 of the Act. It is observed that the main thrust of the Act is on enabling the applicant to get information. It is noted with satisfaction, however, that the information asked for by him was supplied on the mere reference of the complaint to the concerned office. In my view, no further action is called for.  The case is disposed of accordingly.

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.

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

Shri Het Ram

Vs.

Punjab State Electricity Board, Mansa.
Complaint Case No. 229-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the respondent.

Order:


The complainant had vide his complaint dated June 08, 2006 stated that he is a resident of Kharak Khurd, Tehsil Sardulgarh, District Mansa and is about 80-years old. He states that the Electricity Board, Sub-Division, Sardulgarh has constructed new line from Sardulgarh to village Khera, which, they are making to pass through his fields against which he is filing a civil case. He asked the Sub-Divisional Engineer, Sardulgarh and the Executive Engineer, P.S.E.B. Mansa  (Estimate)under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (in short ‘the Act’) to see the map and get copies thereof and was ready to give the fee, but they refused to show him the records or to receive the fee, which he was willing to pay. The complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer, Office of the Executive Engineer, P.S.E.B., Mansa Division, Mansa, which has sent a reply dated July 26, 2006 stating that the matter does not concern his office, but to the A.P.D.R.P., P.S.E.B. Bathinda, because the line from Khera Khurd to Jhanda Khurd for 24 hours electricity supply has been laid by that office and that the complainant has been informed vide their letter dated June 30, 2006 accordingly. 

A similar reply has been sent to the Deputy Commissioner to a complaint made by Shri Het Ram to the Deputy Commissioner, a copy of which was also enclosed to the Senior Executive Officer, A.P.D.R.P, Bathinda and to the Deputy Chief Engineer, Bathinda. The complainant had been advised to approach that office. They have, therefore, requested that the complaint be filed.
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Today, neither the complainant nor the party is present although both had been informed of the date of hearing. It is clear that although Shri Het Ram had applied to the wrong office and that too not in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the said office had directed him to the correct quarters, and that too within 22 days of the complaint made to that office and within four days of the complaint being referred on June 22, 2006 to that office by this court for comments.


The fact that Shri Het Ram has not appeared in the court today, it is presumed that he has filed an application for the required information with correct quarters. This complaint is, therefore, disposed of with the observation that under Section 6(3) of the Act, it was the duty of the Public Information Officer to transfer the application to the correct office under intimation to the applicant, within five days of the date of receipt of the applicant and not to write to the applicant to seek information from a different office. This should be noted by the Public information Officer for future.  The complaint is disposed of accordingly.

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 20, 2006.


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

Shri Jagdish Singh

Vs.

Punjab State Electricity Board, Amritsar.
Complaint Case No. 227-2006:

Present:
Shri Jagdish Singh, complainant in person.

None for the Public Information Officer, O/o Punjab State Electricity Board, Amritsar



Order:

Heard.


The complaint dated nil received in the Commission on June 21, 2006, (with annexures) was referred to the Public Information Officer, Office of the Sub-Divisional Officer, Punjab State Electricity Board (PSEB), Ghee Mandi, Amritsar on June 22, 2006, for response, if any, for consideration of the Commission. Vide his reply, the Sub-Divisional officer stated that no application under Right to Information Act, 2005 had been received in that office and it was only in response to memo No. 936 dated February 03, 2006 from the Executive Engineer, from that office, that a reply No.144 dated February 06, 2006 had been sent (with a copy enclosed) A perusal of the letter dated February 06, 2006 shows that  it is a report sent by the Sub-Divisional officer (Distribution) to the Executive Engineer stating that no information had been sought under the Act. However, the shifting of the Transformer from Jallianwala Bagh had been done as per rules and no instructions have been violated and full process involved in shifting of the transformer from one place to another had been violated. Full steps had been carried out as detailed in that letter. This reply was once again sent to the complainant to ask whether he had anything further to say. The complainant, vide his letter dated July 22, 2006 has further complained bitterly that the information, whatsoever he had received, has been only through the Commission which had sent the reply of the Public Information Officer for his comments, but it has not been supplied to him by the concerned                        
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Sub-Divisional Officer or the Executive Engineer so far.  He states that the department has really troubled him and made him run from pillar to post and even after his approaching the Commission, the information was not supplied to him directly, rather he has taken strong objection to the letter of the Sub-Divisional Officer (Distribution) Shri Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu, when he has stated therein that the provisions of the Act have neither been invoked nor any application has been received, whereas, it was only after the said officer refused to take it that the complainant was forced to go to the Executive Engineer that the said application has been duly accepted at No. 6023/61205 by the Executive Engineer, City Center Shri D.S. Narang. He also gave copy of the same to the Superintending Engineer, City Circle, which was accepted in his office vide No. 1098 dated December 07, 2005.  Further, he had also complained to the Chief Engineer (Border Zone) on the same day and he had also complained to the Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab that the said office of the Sub-Divisional officer, was not accepting the application  and that the letter had been sent by registered post to the Chief Secretary  (I have seen the original receipt). It is, therefore, rather strange that six months down the line, the concerned officer stated that the applicant never asked for information under the Right to Information Act.  Further, he states that the cutting from “Dainik Jagran”  dated 8th or 9th December had been attached to the complainant in the Commission in which the news had been published “Bijli Board Adhikari Par Jankari Na Dene ka Aarop” . This news published the fact that Shri Jagdish Singh, resident of Bagh Rama Nand, (now complainant) has stated that the official had refused information to him under the Right to Information Act,2005 in respect of the Transformer, which has caused great problem to people of that area and when asked for the information, it was denied to him. It is also mentioned in the news report that Shri Jagdish Singh stated that he had complained about this matter to the Chief Engineer of the Border Zone City Headquarter and many other top officials, in writing. Further, the news, the respondent said that the Sub-Divisional Officer, Shri Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu denied the allegation and stated that action with respect to the shifting of the Transformer was taken only after orders from the higher authorities and after the deposit of the required money for the purpose, and also stated that the behaviour of Shri Jagdish Singh, complainant, was objectionable. The complainant stated that  even after this news was published in the newspaper, the said official  is still trying to deny that the information had  never been ask  ed for from him under the provisions of the Act. He, therefore, stated that the actions of Shri Mukhtiar 
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Singh Sandhu were objectionable and were in utter disregard of the Right to Information Act, and that he should be given punishment so that, it is deterrent for other officials in future.


The complainant has also filed photographs of the location of the Transformer before and after shifting the same, which may be placed on record.


After going through  the record on file, it is observed that the complainant had to make inordinate efforts and has moved all concerned authorities stating that his application was not being accepted and no one was supplying him the information. He had not only sent letters, but personally  met  the Executive Engineer (City Center) and the Superintending Engineer (City Circle) and sent registered letters to the Chief Secretary, but to no avail and had not yet been given the information except through the indirect route, that is, by this Commission.

It is also observed that not only the said Sub-Divisional officer, but also his superiors were very much aware of the applications, which had been filed with the Executive Engineer and the Superintending Engineer and forwarded by them to the said Sub-Divisional officer. As such, the said Public Information Officer–Shri Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu, and his superior Executive Engineer (City Center) Shri D.S. Narang and the Superintending Engineer (City Circle) R.K. Seth, who were all aware of this application have not furnished  information to the complainant within  the specified  time  under Sub-Section (1) of Section 7 of the Act and  Sh. Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu without reasonable cause refused to receive an application for information.

From the advertisement dated  February 08j, 2006 issued by the Punjab State Electricity Board,  in The Hindustan Times, under Right to Information Act, 2005, giving the designations of the officers  of its operation organization, as appellate 











-4-

Complaint Case No. 227-2006:






--
Authorities and Public Information Officers, it is seen that Er. R.K. Seth, Deputy Chief Engineer, Amritsar City is the Public Information Officer, for Amritsar City Headquarter.  The letter sent to the Superintending Engineer was actually sent to Shri R.K. Seth, Deputy Chief Engineer. Therefore, the above three concerned officers are hereby given an opportunity to show cause why action should not be taken against them and proceedings under Section 20 of the Right to information Act, 2005, dealing with penalties, be not initiated.  Written reply may be filed on behalf of each of the Officers on or by November 08, 2006.

Adjourned to November 08, 2006.

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

September 22, 2006.



State Information Commission Punjab



SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



.

Ashok Kumar S/O Late Shri Raj Kumar, Ludhiana.............Complainant



Vs.

Principal, Govt. Poly.Tech College (Girls)

Ladhowali 'Road,Jalandhar City..........................................Respondent.




Complaint  Case No. CC-268/2006

Present:
None for complainant,




Shri Tarsem Lal, Lecturer,Govt. Poly.Tech College(Girls)




Ladhowali 'Road,Jalandhar Ciry.

ORDER




Shri Tarsem Lal, on behalf of Public Information Officer has filed a letter authorizing him to appear in this Court. The Complainant Shri Ashok Kumar had filed a complaint on 2.6.06 in the Commission stating that the necessary information as per his application dated  2.6.06, along with the requisite fee of Rs. 50/- deposited through Bank Draft No.534991 dated 12.5.06, was not supplied to him. The said complaint was forwarded to the college for their response, and they gave  answers to points No. 1-3 and point No.4  whereas  on point No. 6 & 7, it was stated that the information concerned another college, situated in Amritsar, and not their college. 


They also sent copies of a report dated 21.4.04 wherein Shri Ashok Kumar, Senior Asstt. had acknowledged the receipt of record needed by him and where he had also stated that he did not require any more record, This report has been signed by him in token of its correctness and the office Superintendent, Sr. Asstt.,Steno, Jr. Asstt. had also signed on the record. as had the Principal. This information was once again referred to the complainant. for his comments. 


Separately, the Principal had also addressed this Commission stating that Shri Ashok Kumar had approached the Commission without exhausting the legal remedy available to him of an an Appeal to the next higher authority as provided under the Right of Information Act. 



Shri Ashok Kumar wrote on 26.7.06 to acknowledge the receipt of the document at Sr.No.4 but stated that he had not yet received documents at Sr,No.1-3, 6&7, in spite of the deposit of fee and much time having lapsed. Now, the Principal has sent another letter dated 7.8.06 in continuation of the previous communication dated 14.7.06 in which she has given the point-wise reply to the original application dated 2.6.06. The letter dated 7.8.06 addressed to the Commission has been endorsed to Shri Ashok Kumar also. 



Thereafter, the case was fixed for hearing, and a notice was sent to both the parties on 14.9.06. But Shri Ashok Kumar has not appeared today. The complete point wise reply has been seen and it is observed that such information, as could be provided to him, has been given to him  and Shri Ashok Kumar had full opportunity to point out the deficiency if any. Since he had not appeared, it is presumed that he has nothing to say. The matter thus stands disposed of accordingly.

    


Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








       State Information Commissioner

September 20,2006.

state Information Commission Punjab
SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Suresh Kumar.............Complainant



Vs.

PUDA..........................................Respondent.




Complaint  Case No. CC-266/2006

Present:
Suresh Kumar in person.


Shri Ram Singh, Asstt. Estate Officer-cum-APIO, PUDA, Ludhiana.

ORDER


The Assistant Public Information Officer said that the information asked for by the applicant vide his application dated 4.5.06, has been supplied to him on 27.7.06 and also produced due receipt. The complainant present today, admitted that he had received the file consisting 63 pages, as requested by him.

The Assistant Public Information Officer has also stated that the complainant had filed an appeal with the next superior authority i.e. Addl. Chief Administrator-cum-Appellant Authority, PUDA, Mohali that the appeal had been heard on 13.4.06 and was rejected. Further, a copy of the judgment has not yet been received by the office. Shri Suresh Kumar admits this fact also and states that his appeal  is limited to the request for imposing the penalty for supplying the information late.


I have gone through the papers on file and it is observed that the present complaint was received in this office on 4.7.06 and at the same time an appeal has been filed on the same matter before the superior Authority also. The order of that Authority is not yet available. That appeal has also been filed on the point of delay and this complaint was also on the same point. Therefore, the present complaint is premature. On the point of provision of information, he stated he had received it and is satisfied. The matter is thus disposed of. However, if the complainant chooses to file a second appeal then these papers should be added to that case at that time.











(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    State Informatiion Commissiioner.
September 20, 2006.


State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Amrit Pal Brar





............Complainant


Vs.

Publiic Information Officer, O/O D.C.Bathinda
..............Respondent.


Complaint  Case No. CC-240/2006

Present:
None for the complainant.




Mr. Jatinder Pal Singh, Distt. Revenue Officer-cum-APIO Bathinda.

ORDER


The Assistant Public Information Officer Bathinda has produced the receipt
 of the applicant for the said documents in which he has stated that no further 
action is needed and the matter may be disposed of. He has also filed a copy 
of the information supplied for record in this Court. Shri Amrit Pal has also
 sent a receipt vide fax No. 0172-4630052. The matter is thus disposed of.

20.6.06




(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Jaswant Singh.............Complainant



Vs.

Commissioner, Faridkot Division...........................................Respondent.




Complaint  Case No. CC-255/2006

Present:
None fr the complainant.




Mr. Jaswant Singh

ORDER




Shri Jaswant Singh was asked to supply photocopy of all the relevant documents including the copy of application dated 27.4.06 on  Form A, proof of payment of fee as well as  to state whether he had made an ppeal against non supply of information to any superior Authority so that the case can be considered further on 4.10.06.

20.9.06.



          
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

  






State Information Commissioner.   

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Raj Kumar, Ghumar Mandi, Ludhiana.

    .........Complainant



Vs.

PIO-cum-Joint Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana      ........Respondent.




Complaint  Case No. CC-260/2006

Present:
None for the complainant-Raj Kumar Ghuman.




None for the PIO, M.C, Ludhiana.

ORDER




The above cited complaint was fixed for hearing on 20.9.2006. PIO-cum-Joint Commissioner M.C. Ludhiana (Sh. Jaswant Suingh) and Commissioner M.C.Ludhiana (S. S.K.Sharma) have been summoned to appear personally or through their authorized representative, well conversant with the facts of the case today in the Court. The case was called several times but non appeared and neither has any reply been filed by him in respect letter dated 4.7.06 or any response filed to this Court's summon dated 14.9.06. Thus, since there is no communication to the contrary, it is presumed that the information applied for by Shri Raj Kumar on 12.5.06, with fee, has not been supplied and no reason therefore has been put forward.




In the aforesaid circumstances, the Public Information Officer is hereby directed to supply the information by October 13, 2006, without fail to the applicant under due receipt and file compliance report and receipt with list of documents supplied, in this Court on the next date of hearing on 18.10.06. in case of  default and non-appearance ex parte action will be initiated under Section 20 of the Act dealing with penalties against the  erring officials



Adjourned to October 18, 2006.










(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner.

Septemberb 20, 2006.

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No.84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Inderjit Bansal,Retd.Science Master,.............Complainant



Vs.

P.I.O.,O/O D.P.I(Secondary),Punjab.............................................Respondent.




Complaint  Case No. CC-259/2006

Present:
None for the complainant.




None for the respondent.
ORDER


Shri Inderjit Bansal, Retd. Science Master, (PPO No.165485/Pb.) Govt. Senior Secondary School (Boys), Edward Ganj Colony, Malout  (Muktsar) had asked for information vide his registered letter dated 17.5.06, with requisite fee, with regard to the reimbursement of two pending medical bills of his wife Smt. Usha, amounting to Rs. 29,232/- and Rs. 28,186/-,submitted more than 2 years and nine months ago. The matter was referred to  the Public Information Officer by the Commission vide their letter No.1277, dated 4.7.06 along with a copy of the complaint, to file his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission, but no response was received. Thereupon the case was entrusted to this Court and the date for hearing was fixed for 20.9.06. The Public Information Officer was asked to appear either personally or through an authorized representative, who should be well conversant with the facts of the case. However, no communication has been received and neither has the Public Information Officer nor his representative appeared in the court today.



Under these circumstances he is hereby directed to supply the information by 13.10.2006 and file compliance report of the same on the next date of hearing on 18.10.06 under due receipt from the complainant and file compliance report of the same along with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission, on the next date of hearing on October 18, 2006.
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In addition, he is hereby given an opportunity as to show cause why penal action as envisaged in Section 20 of the Act, be not initiated against him?
20.9.06.





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner.

