STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh


S/o Gurbax Singh, Gen. Secretary,

Human Service Mission (Regd.)

Waheguru Computers,

Jhabewal Chowk,

P.O. Shahbana, 

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana- 141123.
    …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.






               …Respondent
CC No. 3337/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent; Sh. SPS Panesar, SDM Kapurthala. (94175-41354)



In the earlier hearing dated 05.07.2010, respondent was not present but the complainant Sh. Tejinder Singh stated that he had sought copy of advertisement for appointment of staff of Suvidha Centre in office of Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala.  However, no information had been provided to him. 



Today Sh. SPS Panesar, APIO of Suvidha Centre is present and states that information on the objections of the complainant provided to him in the hearing dated 05.07.2010 had been supplied on 02.07.2010 along with copies of the advertisement vide letter no. 978/Suvidha/2010 dated 02.07.2010 by speed post.   



Information was provided on the objections pointed out by the complainant on 05.07.2010.  Respondent states that he had already sent the reply by speed post on 02.07.2010 and probably the complainant did not receive the said letter as a week end fell in between.



Complainant is not present and no objections have been pointed out.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied. 



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh 

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






 
   …Respondent

CC No. 575/09

Order
Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, Supdt.-cum-PIO (98148-11647) and Sh. Jatinder Dhawan, Sr. Asstt.



Respondent present Ms. Bhupinder Kaur has brought a representation which states as under: 

“Vide your order dated 16.12.2009, a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- has been imposed on the PIO office of Principal Secretary Health.  Thereafter, when the names of concerned PIOs were disclosed, the Hon’ble Commission, vide order dated 05.07.2010, ordered the penalty to be paid by three PIOs in the proportion mentioned in the said order and the case was fixed for hearing on 27.07.2010.  
In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that upon perusal of the records, it has come to light that first letter of the applicant Sh. Tejinder Singh seeking information was received in the office of Principal Secretary Health, Punjab on 21.11.2008 and as the information related to the office of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, it was forwarded to them vide this office Memo. No. 9/08/3S/6/4645 dated 03.12.2008 with a request to provide the information to the applicant within the prescribed time, under intimation to this office.    The postal order sent by the applicant was also sent to the office of Director, Health & Family Welfare for deposit in the relevant head of account.   A copy of this letter was also endorsed to the applicant Sh. Tejinder Singh (copy for the Commission enclosed).
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Thus it is clear that the necessary information is to be provided by the office of Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh and the request of the applicant was transferred to them on 03.12.2008.  It may be mentioned here that in letter no. RT-1-P.10/834 dated 12.03.2010 addressed to the Commission (Annexure 2), it has been informed by the office of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab that they provided the information as under: -

1.
29.06.2009

7 Pages

2.
10.07.2009

198 Pages

3.
13.08.2009

83 Pages

4.
17.11.2009

38 Pages

Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh also informed vide the above letter that information containing 198 pages has been handed over to the applicant personally in the hearing on 15.07.2009 while the Hon’ble Commission, in order dated 15.07.2009 has reported both the parties not to be present and had issued notice.

In the light of above, it is requested that the information sought by the applicant does not concern the PIO at the Punjab Govt. level and it was to be supplied by the PIO in office of Director, Health which already stands supplied. It is therefore, requested that the order of penalty may kindly be reviewed and the penalty exempted please.”


I am quoting the record of the case since the respondent has chosen to reply to the show cause notice after a period of one year. 



Original application for information was filed on 19.11.2008.  When no response was received, present complaint was filed with the Commission on 03.03.2009.  Show cause notice was issued on 15.07.2009.  Complete information had not been provided till the date of order of penalty i.e. 06.12.2009.  In the order dated 06.12.2009, it was recorded as under: 

“The Complainant demanded information from the Respondent on 19.11.2008 and filed a complaint before the Commission on 3.3.2009. This complainant was heard on 3.6.2009 when Shri Mulakh Raj, Superintendent appeared on behalf of Respondent and sought time of one month for supplying the information. His request was granted and the case was adjourned to 15.7.2009. On 15.7.2009, it was observed that neither the information was supplied nor any body appeared for the parties. Accordingly, a 
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notice for imposition of penalty under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 was issued and the case was adjourned to 26.8.2009. In this order, the Respondent was given an opportunity to file his reply for causing delay in supply of the information. On 26.8.2009, Shri Mulakh Raj, APIO appearing on behalf of the Respondent stated that information running into 93 pages has been provided to the Complainant on 13.8.2009 and a few documents were yet to be supplied to the Complainant. The Complainant was directed to visit the office of Respondent for collection of the rest of the information. At the same time, Respondent was directed to file a reply to show cause notice. The case was adjourned to 21.10.2009. Even on 21.10.2009, the Respondent repeated his earlier request that rest of the information will be delivered after collecting it from the quarters concerned and the case was adjourned to 16.11.2009. On 16.11.2009, it was observed that remaining information was still pending and no reply to show cause notice for imposition of penalty was furnished by the Respondent. In this case, it is proved that Respondent has failed to supply the information within the stipulated period as per the Right to Information Act, 2005 and further he has failed to supply the remaining information even after taking 2-3 respites. The Respondent has also chosen not to give any reply to justify delay in supply of information and to prove his innocence. 

In these circumstances I am left with no other alternative except to impose penalty of Rs. 25,000/- on the PIO, O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab, Chandigarh for causing delay in supply of information for more than 11 months. The amount of penalty so imposed should be deposited in Government Treasury under the relevant Head within a period of one month and a copy of Challan Form be sent to the Commission. The Respondent is further directed to supply the rest of the information before the next date of hearing to the Complainant.”



Respondent Ms. Bhupinder Kaur states that penalty has been imposed unnecessarily and quotes dates and figures which were never mentioned in the earlier hearings.   Therefore, she has been advised that she should take up the matter with the court if she wants to challenge the order of penalty. 


The ratio of penalty as given in the order dated 05.07.2010 stands and the said order should be implemented by the next date of hearing.
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To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.  





Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Tejinder Singh 

s/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana – 141123






…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa







…..Respondent

CC- 566/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa



In the earlier order dated 05.07.2010, it was recorded as under: 

“Only part information has been provided.  A letter has been received from Sh. M.M. Sabharwal, DTO Mansa stating that due to irregularities, police arrested all the staff and they were kept behind the bars.  The officials on release, have been suspended.   One official from the office of DC was deputed to this office but he was not aware of the working of this office.    Seeing the present situation, it is not possible for the undersigned to appear personally.  He has sought another date.  

The former DTOs – Sh. Munish Kumar and Sh. N.S. Brar when contacted over the telephone, informed that no paper or file concerning this case had been put up before them and that they would submit their reply to the show cause notice in the next hearing. 

Information should also be provided to the Complainant within a week.”



Reply dated 09.07.2010 to the show cause notice by Sh. Moneesh Kumar states:

“It is humbly submitted that the undersigned was given additional charge of DTO Mansa where I joined on 17.01.2009. 
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My original charge was that of DTO Bathinda and in addition, I was ERO for 95 Main Assembly Constituency.  Due to this heavy workload, undersigned could only go to DTO Mansa office once a week.  During my tenure spanning from 17.01.2009 to 26.03.2009, the application under question was not put up to me. 

List of all DTOs who have been posted since 22.01.2009 is also enclosed as under: 

	No.
	Name
	Period of Posting

	1
	Moneesh Kumar, PCS
	17.01.09 to 26.03.09

	2
	N.S. Brar, PCS
	01.04.09 to 12.11.09

	3
	Amandeep Bansal, PCS
	16.11.09 to 22.02.10

	4
	Manjit Singh
	22.02.10 to 13.03.10

	5
	Rajinder Sobti
	13.03.10 to 26.05.10

	6
	MM Sabharwal, PCS
	26.05.10 till date.


The above may kindly be put on record as in some other cases also, only names of undersigned and N.S. Brar are put whereas all officers who have held charge of DTOs Mansa should be summoned to get the true picture.

It is humbly submitted that undersigned has no intention to not provide information under RTI as I have the highest regards for the Commission.  As no application was put up to me, therefore, I could not take any action.  

Submission above is put up for your kind consideration.”



Reply dated 09.07.2010 to the show cause notice by Sh. Moneesh Kumar states:

“With due respect it is submitted that in above mentioned case, no summon, complaint etc. put up before me.  I came to know on telephone on 05.07.2010 about the complaint.  I relieved from the post of additional charge of DTO Mansa on 12.11.2009.  After that, following persons remained as DTO Mansa: 

Sh. Amanrdeep Bansal, PCS

16.11.10 - 22.02.10

Sh. Manjit Singh, ADTO Mansa

22.02.10 - 13.03.10

Sh. Rajinder Sobti


           13.03.10 - 26.05.10


Sh. M.M. Sabharwal, PCS


26.05.10 – To date

The complaint by Tejinder Singh has never been put up before me by the subordinate office.  It is requested that after November 2009, the above mentioned officers worked in the
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capacity of DTO and it is their responsibility that they provide information if the same is not given to the complainant till date. 

It is requested that I am at fault in this case because I came to know about the complaint on 05.07.2010.”



DTOs’ posted in Mansa from 22.01.2009 till date are as per the letter dated 08.02.2010.  Sh. N.S. Brar is holding additional charge of DTO Mansa along with that of the SDM Mansa.



In the earlier hearing dated 05.07.2010, Sh. Tejinder Singh was present and it was recorded that only part information had been provided.  Respondent states that remaining information has been provided to the complainant vide their letter dated 14.07.2010 by registered post. 



Sh. Tejinder Singh is not present today and objections, if any, should be submitted by the next hearing.  



Another submission is given by Sh. N.S. Brar regarding recovery of penalty levied on the PIO, which states: 

“Most respectfully it is submitted that in the above case, the information sought by the complainant has been supplied on dated 14.07.2010.  As far as the delay is concerned in supply of the information, the MTC working in the office of DTO Mansa Sh. Amarjit Singh never put up this information before me and is responsible for the delay because assistance has been sought under sub section 4 of section 5 of the RTI Act 2005.”



Sh. Brar submits that penalty should be imposed on the MTC as per Section 5(4) of the RTI Act 2005 which reads as: 

“The Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, may seek the assistance of any other officer as he or she considers it necessary for the proper discharge of his or her duties.”


 

Therefore, MTC Mansa, office of DTO Mansa Sh. Amarjit Singh, who was assisting the PIO, is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished for failure to supply the information as per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.


In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that
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in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



To come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(01881-226413)

Sh. Gurdial Singh 

H. No. 130,

Beant Singh Aman Nagar,

Bella Road,

Ropar.


…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

State Transport, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


….Respondent 

CC No. 2667/09

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Gurdial Singh in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Neelam Sharma, Auditor.



Ms. Neelam Sharma, Auditor is present on behalf of the respondent and states that she has recently joined and does not know much about the case.   PIO Sh. S.S. Mann was directed to appear in today’s hearing but he has sent a letter dated 27.07.2010 that he is unable to attend the court due to a meeting. 



Even though auditor Ms. Neelam Sharma is unaware of the case, the Complainant has pointed out that points no. 2 and 5 of his original application dated 22.05.2009 have not been attended to.  Under point no. 2, the complainant had sought to know if the officials on duty in the buses of Punjab Roadways / PUNBUS who are required to work for more than 8 hours a day, are entitled to any overtime wages or not.   Under point no. 5, the complainant wanted to know if the conductors and drivers deputed in the buses of Punjab Roadways could be forced to work beyond 8 hours a day.  If yes, he wanted to have a copy of the rules / law governing the same.  



All the relevant papers from the file have been provided to the respondent and directions are given that this information should be provided within a week, otherwise penalty will be imposed as provided under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.



I am once again issuing a show cause notice to Sh. S.S. Mann, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  
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In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



Information should also be provided to the complainant within a week. 



To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94633-10058)

Sh. Jagdish Bansal 
s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

Ward No. 21, Khokhar Road,

Mansa. 






…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DTO Mansa.






    …Respondent

CC No. 3783/09

Order
Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa.



In the earlier hearing dated 05.07.2010, none appeared for both the parties.



A letter dated 27.07.2010 has been received from the complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal which states: 

“It is submitted that my case CC N o. 3783/09 is fixed for today before the SIC Hon’ble Ms. Ravi Singh.  Due to certain urgent domestic engagement, I am not in a position to attend the court today.  It is over one year now and no information has been provided to me.  The PIO should be proceeded against and suitable compensation be awarded and penalty be imposed on the PIO.  I shall be thankful to you.”


Four hearings have already taken place.  First hearing was on 17.03.2010 wherein a fax message was received from the complainant who state that information had still not been provided to him and he demanded penalty to be imposed on the respondent PIO.  Show cause notice was issued in the presence of Sh. Manjit Singh, DTO Mansa.   In the second hearing, Sh. Raman Kumar, Section Officer from the office of DTO Mansa was present and directions were given that complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal should visit the office of DTO in the presence of Sh. Raman Kumar on 21.04.2010 and examine the relevant records needed by him. 


Today, Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa is present and submits that since he has recently taken over the additional charge as DTO Mansa, no intimation regarding this case was provided to him.   He, however, assures the court that within 15 days, complete information will be provided to the complainant.  
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Directions are also given to provide reply to the show cause notice. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana- 141 001


                         ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
                                    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1195 of 2009

ORDER
Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Ms. Balraj Kaur Grewal, DRO and Sh. Rajesh Kumar.



Sh. Hitender Jain pointed out the deficiencies in the information supplied vide his letter dated 09.03.2010 and this fact was noted in the earlier hearing dated 07.07.2010.


Respondent present Sh. Rajesh Kumar is a dealing clerk and has no idea about this case.   I have already recorded in my order that nobody has put in appearance in the Commission for the last six hearings dated 01.08.2009, 30.10.2009, 03.12.2009, 01.02.2010, 10.03.2010, 19.04.2010.  


Original application for information was filed on 06.05.2009.  On telephonic conversation with Sh. Prem Chand, SDM Ludhiana (West) informed me that he is not the PIO and Ms. Balraj Kaur Grewal, DRO has been advised to attend the court (she had come to the Commission in some other case)

 

Ms. Balraj Kaur Grewal does not know about the PIOs posted from 06.05.2009 till date.  

 

It has been informed that intimation has been sent to the complainant on 23.07.2010.  Copy of letter dated 23.07.2010 addressed to the complainant by the respondent, states: 

“In the above matter, office of SDMs in District Ludhiana have been advised to provide you detailed information.  Information received from various SDMs is enclosed herewith. 

For further detailed information, you are advised to visit the office on any working day and get the necessary information.”
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The complainant is at liberty to point out the deficiency if any to the respondent direct within a period of three days and they should make good the deficiency before the next date of hearing. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sharwan Sehgal S/o Sh. B.N. Sehgal 

49/69, Harpal Nagar,

Ludhiana.







                                 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Development)

Ludhiana.








                        …..Respondent

CC No. 3803/09

Order
Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Mukesh Bhatnagar, advocate (98726-49438).

For the respondent: Ms. Balraj Kaur Grewal, D.R.O.



Respondent present states that initially, the original application for information was addressed to the Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Development) and it was returned because the information was not available with that office.   



In the earlier hearing dated 07.07.2010, directions were given to the PIO to be personally present.  Ms. Balraj Kaur Grewal is present from the office of Deputy Commissioner and states that this information is actually with the office of Financial Commissioner (Revenue) and that a letter has been sent to the office of FCR on 23.07.2010.  She further assures the court that within 2-3 days, the information will be provided to the complainant under intimation to the Commission. 


Another letter dated 26.07.2010 addressed to the Commission has been presented which states: 

“In compliance with the orders of the Hon’ble Commission dated 07.07.2010 in CC No. 3803/09, it is submitted that the complainant Sh. Shrawan Sehgal had sought inform from ADC (D) Ludhiana regarding rules for purchase of agriculture land for Canadian citizens including farm house.  The matter has been dealt by the office of ADC(D) Ludhiana.  Vide your order dated 05.05.f2010, the Hon’ble Commission had directed the DC-PIO Ludhiana to appear before you in the hearing on 07.07.2010.  But the no such order was received in this office.  It may be pointed out that the said directions were issued to the ADC(D) and not to the D.C. Ludhiana. 
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On 27.07.2010, this case has been transferred by the office of ADC(D)-cum-PIO to this office vide their letter no. Accts/4326 dated 20.07.2010, to provide the information and to attend the hearings.

On perusal of the records, it has come to light that such information is not available in the office of Registry.  Therefore, vide this office letter no. 1519/PIO/RTI dated 23.07.2010, office of Financial Commission Revenue has been requested by us to provide any notification / Circular in this regard available with them.  A copy of our letter dated 23.07.2010 is annexed as Annexure R-1.   The complainant has also been informed to this effect vide this office letter no. 1520/PIO/RTI dated 23.07.2010 which has been sent by us.  A copy acknowledgment of this letter is appended as Annexure R-2.
It is submitted that as soon as any information is received from the said office, the same will be provided to the complainant under information to the Hon’ble Commission.   The facts have been submitted for your kind information please.”


It has also been informed that Sh. Kuldeep Singh is posted as the Additional Deputy Commissioner (General) from 01.08.2009. 

 

For further proceedings, to come up on 23.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa

VPO Sarangdev,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Ajnala.

…Respondent

CC No. 396/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa in person.


None for the respondent. 



In both the hearings till date i.e. on 27.05.2010 and 07.07.2010, none was present for the respondent.  None appeared from the office of Tehsildar, Ajnala in spite of my telephonic conversation with Sh. K.S. Randhawa on 07.07.2010.   Today again I contacted him over the telephone and he informed me that he has sent the information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission, under postal certificate.  However, neither the complainant nor the office in the Commission has received the same.   Sh. Randhawa also informed me that he misunderstood the date of hearing.



It is a sorry state of affairs that office of Tehsildar, Ajnala takes the RTI Act, 2005 so lightly, since the original application for information was filed on 22.01.2009 and till date, no information has been provided. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.   After the information is received by the complainant, imposition of penalty shall be initiated. 


To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa

VPO Sarangdev,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Ajnala.

…Respondent

CC No. 395/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa in person.



None for the respondent. 



In both the hearings till date i.e. on 27.05.2010 and 07.07.2010, none was present for the respondent.  None appeared from the office of Tehsildar, Ajnala in spite of my telephonic conversation with Sh. K.S. Randhawa on 07.07.2010.   Today again I contacted him over the telephone and he informed me that he has sent the information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission, under postal certificate.  However, neither the complainant nor the office in the Commission has received the same.   Sh. Randhawa also informed me that he misunderstood the date of hearing.



It is a sorry state of affairs that office of Tehsildar, Ajnala takes the RTI Act, 2005 so lightly, since the original application for information was filed on 22.01.2009 and till date, no information has been provided. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.   After the information is received by the complainant, imposition of penalty shall be initiated. 



To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baldev  Singh Sirsa

VPO Sarangdev,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Ajnala.

…Respondent

CC No. 392/10

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa in person.



None for the respondent. 



In both the hearings till date i.e. on 27.05.2010 and 07.07.2010, none was present for the respondent.  None appeared from the office of Tehsildar, Ajnala in spite of my telephonic conversation with Sh. K.S. Randhawa on 07.07.2010.   Today again I contacted him over the telephone and he informed me that he has sent the information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission, under postal certificate.  However, neither the complainant nor the office in the Commission has received the same.   Sh. Randhawa also informed me that he misunderstood the date of hearing.



It is a sorry state of affairs that office of Tehsildar, Ajnala takes the RTI Act, 2005 so lightly, since the original application for information was filed on 22.01.2009 and till date, no information has been provided. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.   After the information is received by the complainant, imposition of penalty shall be initiated. 



To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98553-44026)

Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa 

VPO Sarangdev,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar.






   ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Ajnala.







    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 391 of 2010
ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa in person.



None for the respondent. 



In both the hearings till date i.e. on 27.05.2010 and 07.07.2010, none was present for the respondent.  None appeared from the office of Tehsildar, Ajnala in spite of my telephonic conversation with Sh. K.S. Randhawa on 07.07.2010.   Today again I contacted him over the telephone and he informed me that he has sent the information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission, under postal certificate.  However, neither the complainant nor the office in the Commission has received the same.   Sh. Randhawa also informed me that he misunderstood the date of hearing.



It is a sorry state of affairs that office of Tehsildar, Ajnala takes the RTI Act, 2005 so lightly, since the original application for information was filed on 22.01.2009 and till date, no information has been provided. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.   After the information is received by the complainant, imposition of penalty shall be initiated. 



To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98553-44026)

Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa 

VPO Sarangdev,

Tehsil Ajnala,

Distt. Amritsar.






   ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Ajnala.







    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 390 of 2010
ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa in person.



None for the respondent. 



In both the hearings till date i.e. on 27.05.2010 and 07.07.2010, none was present for the respondent.  None appeared from the office of Tehsildar, Ajnala in spite of my telephonic conversation with Sh. K.S. Randhawa on 07.07.2010.   Today again I contacted him over the telephone and he informed me that he has sent the information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission, under postal certificate.  However, neither the complainant nor the office in the Commission has received the same.   Sh. Randhawa also informed me that he misunderstood the date of hearing.



It is a sorry state of affairs that office of Tehsildar, Ajnala takes the RTI Act, 2005 so lightly, since the original application for information was filed on 22.01.2009 and till date, no information has been provided. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.   After the information is received by the complainant, imposition of penalty shall be initiated. 



To come up on 11.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 27.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
