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

Sh. Lal Chand, Patwari,

Village-Edna Kalaske,

Tehsil-Phillour,

Distt-Jalandhar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar,

Phillour, Distt-Jalandhar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1328 of 2011

Present:              (i) Sh. Lal Chand, the Complainant.
   (ii) Sh. Satpaul, Reader to Naib Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.    Complainant states that incomplete information has been provided to him.  Respondent states that information as exist in the record has already been provided to the Complainant.  It is observed that Respondent has provided the information, as Complainant has sought in his RTI application.  
3.          In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Jai Krishan Sharma,

Chamber 119, Civil courts,

Rajpura, Distt-Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Rajpura, Distt-Patiala.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1200 of 2011

Present:              (i) Sh. Jai Krishan Sharma, the Complainant.
                          (ii) Sh. Sangeet Kumar, Suptd-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.         As directed by the Commission in the hearing dated 07.06.2011, Respondent has provided the information to the Complainant today in the Commission.  Complainant has received the same and is satisfied. Since, the information stands supplied.

3.         In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Palia,

S/o Sh. Kuldip Chand,

Village-Singhpur, Nurpur Bedi,

Anandpur, Ropar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Nurpur Bedi.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1333 of 2011
Present: 
(i) Sh. Ashwani Kumar Palia, the complainant 

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


  Heard

2.    Complainant states that he filed his application for information with the PIO, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi on 10.03.2011, but no information has been given to him so far. It is observed that neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  Even on the last date of hearing neither of them was present.  PIO has not bothered to inform the Commission about his absence. 
3.
In view of the foregoing, Respondent-Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO is directed to show cause as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

4.
Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO is also directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
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5.
Adjourned to 15.09.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Jagpal Singh Dara,

# 3770-C/2, Kundan Nagar,

Model Town Extn. Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation

Zone-D, Sarabha Nagar,

Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation

Zone-D, Sarabha Nagar,

Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 405 of 2011

Present:             (i) Sh. S.M. Bhanot on behalf of the Appellant
                          (ii) Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.        Appellant has authorized Sh. S.M.Bhanot to appear on his behalf for today’s hearing.  Appellant states that information has been provided to him but there is a delay of fifty days.  Respondent states that Appellant asked interrogative information and under the RTI Act 2005, interrogative information can not be supplied. So, they have denied to supply the information but to comply with the order of the Commission, they have provided the information to the Appellant.  
3.           In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Ashok Bhandari,

# 27- SF, Rishi Enclave,

 Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation

Zone-D, Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1197 of 2011

Present:            (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
                        (ii) Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.         In the hearing dated 07.06.2011, Respondent was issued a show cause for not supplying the information within the stipulated time as prescribed under the Act.  In today’s hearing, Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO states that sought for information was supplied to the Complainant on 04.04.2011 and 11.05.2011 and again on 03.08.2011. He has filed written reply.  Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he has received the information and is satisfied.
3.            In vies of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. K.C.Verma,

S/o Sh. Hans Raj Verma,

R/o H. No.22384,

Street No.4, Shant Nagar,

Bathinda.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1204 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. K.C. Verma, the Complainant 

(ii) None is present on behalf of the present

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant filed his application for information with the PIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana on 19.08.2010 seeking the following information from the Respondent:-


“Copy of application form vide an application was made for allotment of plot in 256 Acre Scheme of Ludhiana Improvement Trust, filed by Naresh Zakhmi d/o Sh. Raghubir Zakhmi r/o V. Amargarh District Sangrur, is required by the applicant under right to Information Act.”
3.
Complainant states that irrelevant information has been provided to him on 13.05.2011 after lapse of more than eight months. In the hearing dated 07.06.2011, Respondent was again directed to provide complete information, but no information has been given to him so far. It is observed that neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  PIO has not bothered to inform the Commission about his absence.  Respondent vide his letter dated 16.06.2011 has informed the Complainant that sought for application is not traceable. 
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4.
The Complainant states that he has not been provided the information within the time as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005. He has, therefore, suffered mental harassment and financial loss in attending the hearings in the Commission. For this the Complainant demands that the Respondent be penalized and he be compensated for the detriment suffered. 
5.
In view of the foregoing, Respondent is directed to show cause as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

6.
PIO, O/o Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed , if sought for application is not traceable, he should conduct an enquiry regarding loss of application and action should be taken against the erring official, if need be, FIR be got registered against the erring officials responsible for the loss of record and compliance report be submitted on the next date of hearing.

7.
Adjourned to 15.09.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Mhant Amrit Dass,

VPO-Handiaya,

Tehsil and Distt-Barnala,

Punjab.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Food Supplies and Controller,

Barnala.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1330 of 2011

Present:             (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
                         (ii) Sh. Chand Singh, AFSC on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

Heard

2.        Complainant has filed an application for information on 13.08.2010, to the PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner, Barnala.  APIO O/o Deputy Commissioner, Barnala has transferred the application of the Complainant to the District Food & Supply Controller, Barnala under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005 for providing the information to the Complainant vide their letter dated 17.08.2010.  Sh. Chand Singh, AFSC appeared on  behalf of the Respondent states that the application of the Complainant was received in their office on 26.08.2010 and the same was marked to the Inspector Distribution Sh. Bharat Bhushan.  It is observed that Sh. Bharat Bhushan has not given any reply in response to the application of the Complainant.  District Food & Supply Controller is directed to take disciplinary action against Sh. Bharat Bhushan, Inspector Distribution under service rules applicable to him for not taking any action on the RTI application of the Complainant with a copy to the Commission.  Respondent states that the sought for information was sent to he Complainant on 05.07.2011, with a copy to the PIO O/o
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Deputy Commissioner, Barnala.  Complainant is absent.  He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing.  It is presumed that he has received the sought for information and is satisfied.

3.               In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Darshan Singh,

S/o Sh. Buta Ram,

C/o # 92, Mohalla

Guru Teg Bhadur Nagar,

Seenpura, Near New Police Line,

Kapurthala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar (Sales),

Nakodar.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Land Records,

Kapurthala Road, Near Sports College,

Jalandhar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1353 of 2011

Present:              (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
                           (ii) Sh. Surinder Kumar, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER


Heard

2.         Respondent states that Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh has not filed a complaint with the department.  However, information as available in the record has already been provided to the Complainant. The perusal of record shows that Complainant had not filed any RTI application. The application to which the Complainant had referred in his complaint to the Commission had been filed by President, Public Awareness Society (Regd). Kapurthala.
3.           In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Er. J.R.Kansal

H.No. 186, Street No. 6

Old Bishan Nagar,

Patiala 

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner

Municipal Corporation

Patiala 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1216 of 2011

Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


In the hearing dated 06.06.2011, Respondent was directed to show the complete record to the Complainant and provide the copy of the documents pointed out by the Complainant. Neither of the parties is present today. It is presumed that Complainant has inspected the record. Incase Complainant still wants to inspect the other record, Respondent is directed to allow him to inspect the record and provide the copies of the documents pointed out by him during inspection.
3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Rajiv Goyal, Press Reporter,

Opp. Arya High School,

Rampura Phul – 151103

Bathinda

 …………………………….Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Managing Director

PRTC Patiala

First Appellate Authority 
O/o Managing Director

PRTC, Patiala 
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 408 of 2011

Present:              (i) Sh. Rajit Goyal, the Appellant.
                            (ii)Sh. Jagdish Kumar, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.        Appellant states that he filed an application for information on 08.10.2010, to the PIO O/o General Manager, PRTC, Patiala but incomplete and misleading information has been provided on 04.11.2010.  He further states that he filed first appeal with the PIO O/o Managing Director, PRTC, Patiala vide his letter dated 21.12.2010, and he was informed by the PIO O/o PRTC that hearing had been fixed for 23rd December, 2010 at 11.30 AM in the office of Managing Director, PRTC, Patiala.  He states that said letter was sent to him by ordinary post intentionally, and it was received by him on 28.12.2010. He further states that First Appellate Authority had denied the opportunity of personal hearing and has also not passed any order on my appeal as required under the RTI Act 2005.

3.          Respondent states that the sought for information as available in the record has already been provided to him.  He further states that discrepancies pointed out by the Appellant today in the Commission, will be attended immediately and Appellant will be informed accordingly.

4.       As regard the complaint of the Appellate against First Appellate Authority, I have carefully perused the document on record.  Before parting with the order, I would wish to place on record that First Appellate Authority did not take any action on the appeal of the Appellant.  Notice was issued to appear for 23rd December, 2010 and it was posted by ordinary post on 21st December, 2010.  It was received by the Appellant on 28th December, 2010.  First Appellate Authority did not pass any order, which shows that First Appellate Authority has not acted as per mandate of the RTI Act 2005.  This action on the part of FAA needs to be depreciated and it is hoped that authorities entrusted with judiciary duties under the Act show more sense of responsibility and respect for the rights of the citizen.

5.        In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

                                   Sd/-                                   
 (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Jasvir Singh

S/o Shi. Kirpal Singh

R/o Vill Timberpur

PO Braas, Tehsil and Distt

Fatehgarh Sahib

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Fatehgarh Sahib

Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.,

Branch Office- Badali Ala Singh

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1194  of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Jasvir Singh, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Vikas Bhalla, Manager on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information, as available in the record, has been provided to the Complainant. Respondent further states that Complainant has raised many queries for which no information can be supplied, as the information which only exist in the record can be supplied, and the queries are not to be replied. Since, information as per record stands supplied, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Ashu Mittal, Advocate 

S/o Sh. Khazanchi Lal, Chamber No. 2

District Courts, Faridkot

 …………………………….Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Faridkot

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 212 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Naresh Kumar , Clerk on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that information pertaining to deficiencies has already been sent to the Complainant through registered post. He further states that he has brought another copy to personally deliver it to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant is absent. Respondent is directed that whenever Complainant visits their office, sought for information be provided to him. 

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Note : After the hearing, Sh. Suridner Garg, Advocate appeared and submitted that he was busy in another court so he could not attend the hearing. He has been informed that Respondent had been directed to provide the information whenever complainant visits their office. 

Sd/-
   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Dinesh Chadda,

VPO-Barwa, Distt-Ropar,

Pin-140117.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Industries and Commerce of Punjab. 

Chandigah.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 717 of 2011
Present:
(i) Sh. Dinesh Chadda, the Complainant 

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant states that he filed his application for information with the PIO, O/o Director and Commerce of Punjab on 03.02.2011, but incomplete information has been given to him so far. During the hearing dated 12.07.2011, Respondent was directed to collect the information from the concerned trust, and provide the same to the Complainant.  Neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  Respondent has not informed the Commission about the efforts made by her to provide the information.  
3
 In view of the foregoing Respondent/PIO is directed, to show cause why penalty be not imposed on her under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information within the statutorily prescribed period of time, she should file an affidavit in this regard, if there are other persons responsible for the delay in providing the information, the PIO is directed to inform such persons of the show cause and direct them to appear before the Commission along with the written replies.
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4.
Adjourned to 15.09.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.











Sd/-

                                                                          (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Note : After the hearing Smt. Pupa Devi, APIO appeared and states that she could not appear before the commission due to some urgent work. She further states that as directed by the Commission concerned trust has been asked to provide the sought for information to the Complainant. 

Sd/-
                                                                                     (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Sanjeev Sood,

S/o Late Sh. Joginder Pal,

Soodan Mohalla,

Phagwara-144401.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o S.S.P to Police,

Kapurthala, Punjab.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 206 of 2011

Present:             (i) Sh. Sanjeev Sood, the Complainant.
                         (ii) Sh. Narinder Kumar, SI on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.        Complainant states that incomplete information has been provided to him.  Respondent has provided the information as exist in the record to the Complainant today in the Commission.  Complainant has received the same.  Since, the information stands supplied.  

3.               In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 5th August, 2011

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

Sh. Balwinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Atma Singh,

R/o Vill-Chabal Pati,

Kaironki, Tehsil and Distt-Tarn Taran.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Tarn Taran.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.1522of 2011

Present:
(i)None is present on behalf of the Complainant 



(ii)Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, SI 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 the required information has already been given to the Complainant and has shown the acknowledgment given by the Complainant in token of having received the information.

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 28th July, 2011

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

H.No. 173, Krishna Nagar,

Gali Murabe Wali,

Tarn Taran Road,

Near DS Public School,

Amritsar

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar (Punjab)

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2768 of 2010

ORDER



The judgment in this case was reserved on 12.07.2011.

2.


Vide my order dated 18.03.2011, penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was imposed upon Sh. Lachhman Dass, Public Information Officer-cum-Superintending Engineer (civil), Municipal Corporation, Amritsar. In addition to the above penalty, the Complainant was also awarded compensation of Rs. 10,000/- under Section 19(8) (b) RTI Act 2005.  The Respondent had submitted that the compensation has already been given to the Complainant. Insofar as the amount of penalty is concerned, it was ordered that the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar shall ensure that the same shall be deducted from the salary of Sh. Lachhman Dass, Superintending Engineer (civil), and deposited in the Treasury. Subsequently, Sh. Lachhman Dass, Superintending Engineer (civil) on 09.05.2011 made an application seeking review/recall of the order dated 18.03.2011 insofar as it relates to the imposition of penalty upon him. 

3.

A perusal of the contents of the letter dated 05.05.2011 from MTP-cum-APIO, Municipal Corporation, Amrtisar reveals that the application of the Complainant vide diary no. 944 dated 26.07.2010 was marked down to Sh. Harjinder Singh, Building Inspector (BI) on 27.07.2010. Sh. Harjinder Singh, Building Inspector submitted incomplete information on dated 02.08.2010 endorsed by the area ATP on 12.08.2010 which was put up to the APIO on 19.08.2010. APIO has  submitted that as the information provided by Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI was not in accordance with the request 
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of the complainant, so the same was again down marked to him on 19.08.2010 with the direction to put up the information as per the demand of the complainant available in the official record. But inspite of directions dated 19.08.2010 of the undersigned, the original papers of this RTI case remained in the custody of Sh. Harjinder Singh, Building Inspector and as he is squarely responsible for not submitting the information within the stipulated period as per RTI Act 2005. Due to the negligence on the part of Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI the information was sent late to the complainant vide letter n o. MTP/1444 dated 24.12.2010 after lapse of more than four and a half month. In the explanation offered from Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI by MTP-cum-APIO, it is found that the reply of Sh. Harjinder Singh BI is not satisfactory. Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI has stated that applicant in question has moved numerous applications within a very short span of time and the subject matters of the information is almost concentrated to one subject matter and he remains under pressure to make response to all the applications moved by the applicant within stipulated time frame. It is, however, made clear that Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI in this case is responsible for the delay in providing the information.

5.

In view of the foregoing, the order dated 18.03.2011 imposing penalty upon the Sh. Lachhman Das, PIO is recalled and he is discharged from the liability to pay fine. 

6.

As the information is to be supplied within 30 days of the making of information request and there is too much delay on the part of Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI. The facts and circumstances of the case justify the imposition of the maximum amount of penalty upon Sh. Harjinder Singh BI. However, taking a lenient view in the matter, I impose a penalty of Rs. 5,000/- (Rs. Five thousand only)  on Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI. This amount shall be paid by Sh. Harjinder Singh BI as his personal liability. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar shall ensure that this amount of penalty  is deducted from the salary of the Sh. Harjinder Singh, BI and deposited in the Treasury under the relevant head.
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7.

Adjourned to 09.09.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                

   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 05.08.2011



          State Information Commissioner
