STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Monika,

W/o Sh. Rajeev Tondon,

54-B, Moti Nagar,

Ludhiana.
         …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o PSIEC, Ltd,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.
……………………………..Respondent

CC No:  1255 of 2009
Present:
(i) Sh. G.S.Sikka, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant
(ii) Sh. R.K.Goyal, Sr, Law Officer-cum-APIO and Sh. Amarjit Singh, Sr. Assistant and Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Complainant states that sought for information has not been provided to him sofar. All the three points for which information is demanded by the Complainant have been discussed in the Commission today. For point No. 3, Complainant clarified that he sought information about the road near Sharu Steel. Respondent has agreed to provide the sought for information before the next date of hearing. Respondent is directed to provide the complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
 3.
Adjourned to 24.07.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd  June, 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jodh Singh Saini, 

Senior Executive Engineer,

Computer Service Centre,

City Circle, PSEB,

O/S, Hall Gate, Amritsar.
        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Chief/ R&W,

PSEB, The Mall,

Patiala.
……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1251 of 2009
Present:
Nemo for the parties. 

ORDER


Complainant has informed the Commission by fax message that he has received the information on 4 points but for points No. 2 and 6 incomplete information has been supplied to him. Respondent is directed to provide the complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
2.
Adjourned to 13.07.09 (11.00 AM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd June, 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harbans Lal,
S/o Sh. Ram Krishan,

R/O Vill- Khanpur Mand,

Machhiwara, Tehsil-Samrala,

Distt- Ludhiana.
…………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Civil Hospital,
Machhiwara, Ludhiana.
………………………………..Respondent

CC-1250 of 2009
Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


Neither the Respondent nor the Complainant is present. One more opportunity is granted to both the parties. 

2.
Adjourned to 13.07.09 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd June, 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tejinder Chawla,
C/o Mamta Chawla, Advocate,

Chamber No-3, Distt- Court,

Faridkot.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o S.D.O.V,
Faridkot City, 

P.S.E.B, Faridkot.
……………………………..Respondent

CC No:  1241 of 2009
Present:
(i) Sh. Tejinder Chawla, the Complainant


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Complainant states that he sought information from the PIO O/o SDO, Faridkot, PSEB, Faridkot. Complainant states that he has not been provided with any information sofar.  Respondent is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Respondent is directed to provide the complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
3.
Adjourned to 13.07.09 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Sukrit Sharda,
President Yogpal,

Old Shahpur Road,

Pathankot-145001.
        …………………………….Appellant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Executive Engineer,
Works Division, PWD (B&R),

Pb, Pathankot.
……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 327 of 2009
Present:
(i) Smt. Sukrit Sharda, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Varinder Arora, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Appellant sought information from the PIO O/o Executive Engineer, Central Works Division, PWD (B&R), Pb, Pathankot. On not receiving the information, he has filed appeal with the First Appellate Authority Sh. A.K.Gupta, Superintending Engineer, Central Works Circle, PWD (B&R), Amritsar. The first Appellate Authority vide his memo  No. 164 dated 8.04.2009 directed the Executive Engineer to provide the information. Inspite of the orders of the First Appellate Authority, the PIO has failed to supply the information. The plea of the Respondent that Appellate should deposit Rs. 1.70 lacs as expenses was not acceptable. PIO can demand the fee only as approved by the Govt. under RTI Act within 30 days after which the information is to be supplied free of cost. Respondent stated that a case is pending in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in this regard. Respondent can not deny the information unless there is a stay granted by Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court. The information sought by the Appellant is about the work done from 11.01.2008 to 31.01.2009. This information is to be supplied as per record.
Contd…P-2

-2-

3.
From the above facts, it appears that this is a case of malafide denial of information by the PIO. However, since, it is the responsibility of First Appellate Authority to ensure that the order passed by it is duly complied with by the PIO, the Commission, therefore, has decided to remand the case back to Superintending Engineer, Central Works Circle, PWD (B&R) Amritsar to ensure that its order under Section 19 (i) is duly complied with and requested information furnished in terms of order so passed. First Appellate Authority is directed to ensure that sought for information is provided to the Appellant within two months. If the compliance is not ensured within two months it is recommended that the First Appellate Authority should take disciplinary action against the PIO as per service rules applicable to him under Section 20 (2) of the RTI Act. 
4.
The postal order submitted by the Appellate to the Commission is returned herewith as no fee is required to file appeal in the Commission. 

5.
In case the sought for information is not provide to the Appellant within two months, he is free to approach the Commission.

6.
With these directions, the appeal is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

CC:
Superintending Engineer, Central Works Circle, PWD (B&R), Batala Road, Amritsar.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. H.S.Minhas,
# 637, Phase-3_A,

Mohali- Pin-160055.
         …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Registrar,
Irrigation Branch, Head Office,

O/o Chief Engineer,

Irrigation Works, Pb,

Sinchai Bhawan, Sector-18, Madya Marg,

Chandigarh.
……………………………..Respondent

  AC No. 326 of 2009
Present:
(i) Sh. H.S.Minhas, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Harbans Singh, Suptd-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Appellant states that he sought information from the PIO-cum-Registrar, I.B.H.O, Pb, Chandigarh, vide his application dated 21.10.2008. On not receiving the information, Appellant filed first appeal with Sh. S.K.Singla, Director Water Cell, Irrigation Branch, H.O Pb, SCO No,45/1 Sector-17/E,  Chandigarh, the First Appellate Authority. The First Appellate Authority  vide his letter dated 01.07.2009 directed the PIO to provide the information. Inspite of the order of the First Appellate Authority, the PIO has failed to provide the information.  Appellant vide his application dated 19.05.2009 filed second appeal with the Commission.
3.
In today’s hearing, Appellant states that complete information has not been provided to him. 

4.
From the facts above, it appears that this is a case of malafied denial of information by the PIO. However, since it is a responsibility of the First Appellate Authority to ensure that the order passed by it is duly complied with by the PIO, the 
Contd…P-2

-2-

Commission, therefore, has decided to remand the case back to Sh. S.K.Singla, the first Appellate Authority, to ensure that its order under Section 19 (i) is duly compiled with and requested information furnished in terms of the order so passed. The First Appellate Authority is directed to ensure that sought for information is provided to the Appellant within one month. It is also recommended that in case, PIO failed to provide the information within the prescribed time, penal action under service rules may be initiated against the PIO for willful violation of lawful order promulgate by public servant while exercising statutory power. In case the sought for information is not provided within one month, Appellant is free to approach the Commission. With these directions the appeal is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

CC:-
Sh. S.K.Singla, First Appellate Authority-cum- Director Water Cell, Irrigation Branch, Head Office , SCO-45, Sector-17/E, Chandigarh. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vijay Kumar,

S/o Sh. Mansa Ram,

Vill & P.O- Batwan,

Tehsil- Dhar Kalan,

Distt- Gurdaspur.
         …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Personnel Division,

RS, Dam, Shahpur Kandi,

Township, Distt- Gurdaspur.
……………………………..Respondent

  AC No. 319 of 2009
Present:
 Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


Appellant has filed an application for information with the PIO-cum- Executive Engineer, Personnel Division,  R.S. Dam, Shahpur Kandi, Township, Distt- Gurdaspur vide his application dated 29.09.2008. On not receiving the information, Appellant filed the first appeal with the Superintending Engineer, Admn and Disposal, RS Dam, Shahpur Kandi, Township, Distt- Gurdaspur. Superintending Engineer vide his letter No. 4601-02 dated 02.04.2009 fixed hearing on 06.04.2009. 
2.
Appellant has submitted that he was informed by PIO to visit his office on 27.10.2008 to inspect the record but when he visited the office he was not allowed to inspect the complete record. He has further submitted that First Appellate Authority’s notice of hearing for 06.04.2009 was received by him on 09.04.2009, so he could not attend the hearing. He has sent a request that notice of hearing should be sent at least five days before the hearing date but no further action was taken by the First Appellate Authority to provide the information. 
Contd…P-2

-2-

3.
From the facts above, it appears that this is a case of malafide denial of information by the PIO. However, since, it is a responsibility of the First Appellate Authority to ensure that sought for information is provided to the Complainant by PIO, the Commission, therefore, has decided to remand the case back to the Superintending Engineer, Admn and Disposal Circle, RSD Shahpurkandi, Township, Gurdaspur, First Appellate Authority to ensure that requested information is provided to the Appellant within one month from the receipt of this order.
4.
In case the PIO fails to provide the information, it is recommended that first Appellate Authority should take action against PIO under Section 20 (2) of the Act under the service rule applicable to him for not providing the information as per provisions of the RTI Act 2005.
5.
In case the information is not received by the Appellate within one month, he is free to approach the Commission.


With these directions the appeal is disposed of.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

CC:-
Superintending Engineer, Admn and Disposal Circle, RSD Shahpurkandi, Township, Gurdaspur 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bansi Lal Sharma,

# T-2/155, RSD,

Staff Colony, Shahpur Kundi.

Township, Tehsil-Pathankot,

Distt- Gurdaspur-145029.
         …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Personnel Division,

RSD-Shahpur Kundi,

Township, Distt- Gurdaspur.

……………………………..Respondent

  AC No. 317 of 2009
Present:
 Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


Appellant has sent a request that he is a senior citizen and due to physical problem, he is unable to appear for today’s hearing and further submitted that he has not been provided information by the PIO. He had also filed appeal with the first Appellate Authority but no information was provided to him so far.

2.
In this case, Appellant sought information vide his letter dated 05.11.2008 from the PIO-cum- Executive Engineer, Personnel Division, RSD-ShahpurKandi, Township, Distt- Gurdaspur. On not receiving any information he made appeal to the first Appellate Authority vide his letter dated 08.12.2008 but inspite of the directions of the first Appellate Authority, vide letter No. 25605-08-62E dated 19.12.2008 to supply the information. No information has been supplied by the PIO.
3.
From the facts above, it appears that this is a case of malafide denial of information by the PIO. However, since, it is a responsibility of the first Appellate 
Contd…P-2

-2-

Authority to ensure that order passed by it is duly complied with by the PIO, the Commission, therefore, has decided to remand the case back to the Superintending Engineer, Admn and Disposal Circle, RSD Shahpurkandi, Township, Gurdaspur, First Appellate Authority to ensure that its order under Section 19 (i) are duly compiled with and requested information be furnished within one month. 

4.
In case the PIO fails to provide the information, it is recommended that first Appellate Authority should take action against PIO under Section 20 (2) of the Act under the service rule applicable to him for willful violation of lawful order promulgated by a Public servant while exercising statutory power.

5.
In case the information is not received by the Appellate within one month, he is free to approach the Commission.


With these directions the appeal is disposed of.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

CC:-
Superintending Engineer, Admn and Disposal Circle, RSD Shahpurkandi, Township, Gurdaspur.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohan Singh,

S/o Sh. Hakam Singh,

27-A, Back Side- SSP-Di-Kothi,

Mata Kalan Marg, Amritsar.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. General Manager,
Pb, Roadways,

Amritsar-1.
……………………………..Respondent

  CC No. 1265 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Amrik Singh, General Manager, on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Respondent states that sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant. Complainant is advised to go through the same and point the deficiencies, if any, to the Respondent before the next date of hearing.
3.
Adjourned to 13.07.09 (11.00 AM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Advocate,

S/o Sh. Charan Dass, 

Chamber No. 112, Distt-Court,

Complex, Sector-17, Chandigarh.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Executive Engineer,
Water Supply & Sanitation,

(RWS) Division, Rajpura,

Distt- Patiala.
……………………………..Respondent

  CC No. 1257 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Madhukar Bhatnagar, SDE, on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent has authorized Sh. Madhukar Bhatnagar, SDE to appear on his behalf. Respondent states that sought for application for information was received in their office vide dairy No. 1166 dated 13.04.2009. Respondent further states that Complainant was requested vide their letter No. 6422 dated 08.05.2009 to deposit the fee amounting Rs.7136 to provide the sought for information. Complainant was again requested vide letter No. 6518 dated 15.05.2009 to deposit the fee but no action was taken by the Complainant. Since, the Complainant has failed to deposit the requisite fee for providing information. No further action is required.
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 22nd   June, 2009

