STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sushil Gupta, House No.1043,

Sector 16, Panchkula.





____ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o HOUSEFED, Punjab, SCO No.150-152, 

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.




      -------------- Respondent

CC No. 1159   of 2009

Present:-
Shri Sushil Gupta complainant in person.

Shri Jaspal Singh, Accounts Officer (Banking)-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Surinder Mohan Singh, APIO and Shri Surinder Singh, Senior Accountant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Order dated 19.10.2009 giving a short notice and for fixing the hearing today was sent by the Registry of the Commission on 23.10.2009 under UPC (Under Postal Certificate).  All the addressees are local based i.e. Chandigarh; so the letter must have been delivered to them same day or the next working day but it is surprising that today nobody from the o/o Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab has appeared even the representative from the HOUSEFED, Punjab were telephonically informed and then Shri Jaspal Singh, PIO and others appeared.  Since the last date, no progress has been made towards handing over the documents as requested by the complainant.  In this case already six hearings (including that of today) have been held and there seems unwillingness on the part of both HOUSEFED as well as Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh to furnish the information asked for by the complainant.  Though in the last order dated 19.10.2009, it was mentioned that today i.e. 27.10.2009 was the last chance given but in view of the fact that order was not received in time another chance is given to explain the position and to produce the records including Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh to make the original file available for the perusal of the Commission.  As observed earlier that under the Right to Information Act, the responsibility to provide the information is that of Public Authority and PIO is to act as a nodal office to help the public authority to meet the deadline of time provided under the Right to Information Act.  This does not absolve the public authority from his responsibility to supply the information.  In view of the above facts, I call upon the public authority i.e. Managing Director, HOUSEFED, Shri Mukhtiar Singh and Shri G. Vajralingam, Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh to explain why action should not be taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for failure to furnish the information.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.11.2009 at 10.30 A.M.  Copies of this order  be sent to Managing Director, HOUSEFED, Punjab, Chandigarh and Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh t (by name) through special messenger today itself  to avoid any plea of non-receipt of the order. Complainant Shri Sushil Gupta, who has been appearing all  these hearings regularly at the cost of inconvenience and incurring expenditure, is awarded compensation @ Rs.1000/- per hearing including today and hereafter.
3.

Shri Jaspal Singh, Accounts Officer (Banking)-cum-PIO informed that he has been deputed for a course from 3.11.2009 to 7.11.2009 to PUNE so some other date may be given after 7th November, 2009 keeping in view journey time involved. I have considered the request of PIO, as already noted above, public authority i.e. Managing Director, HOUSEFED, Punjab, Chandigarh Shri Mukhtiar Singh has been asked to appear on next date.  He can take assistance of APIO in this regard and the request of Shri Jaspal Singh is declined.

(R.K. Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 27.10.2009
