STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary, Child Welfare Council Punjab,

3rd floor, Karuna Sadan, Sector: 11-B, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

CC - 402/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER

1.

State Public Information Officer, Child Welfare Council, Punjab, Chandigarh, vide letter No. 1874, dated 24.9.2009, with a copy to the Complainant,  has intimated the Commission that his office has been very busy for the last one and half months in preparing and conducting Executive and General Body meetings of the Council presided over by its President, the Governor of Punjab and as such it  could not be possible to prepare and complete the lengthy information. He has requested that the next date of hearing may be fixed on 14.10.2009.
2.

On the request of the Respondent-SPIO, case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.10.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh with the direction that the requisite information be  supplied to the Complainant by 14.10.2009 under intimation to the Commission. 

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o PUDA, Sector: 62, Mohali.





 Respondent
AC - 372/2009
Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.
Shri Chet Ram, Ad. O.  and Shri Harbinder Singh, S.O. ,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

From  the perusal of the file it transpires that the information consisting of one Floppy and 19 pages, has been  supplied to the Appellant vide letter No.  g[Zvk-skbw/b-;-1-09$15453, dated  18-8-2009 with a copy to the Commission. 
2.

The Appellant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. The Respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly, the Case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, Industries & Commerce, Punjab,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent
AC - 302/2009
Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri G. S. Sandhu, Manager, PSIEC, Shri Preet Sukhan, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary Industries and Smt. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant, office of Director Industries,   on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
1.

The Appellant states that the same information has been  asked for by him from Principal Secretary Housing in AC-176/2009. The Respondent pleads that since the information asked for by the Appellant  in the instant case and in AC-176/2009 is similar, the instant case may be clubbed with AC-176/2009.
2.

With the mutual consent of both the parties, this case  is clubbed with AC-176/2009 and is fixed for further hearing on 10. 11. 2009 at  10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary, Housing and Urban Development, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

1.
Principal Secretary, Industries and Commerce, Punjab,




Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
2.
Principal Secretary, Housing and Urban Development , Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.

 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab,
17 Bays Building,  Sector:17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC - 101/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab,   on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 02.07.2009, when it was directed that PIO of the office of Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab,  will collect the requisite information from all the concerned DFOs and will supply to the Appellant after compiling the same. It was also directed that he will obtain affidavits from all the concerned DFOs to the effect that the information supplied is complete in all respects and is not false and the case was fixed for 03.09.2009. Due to administrative reasons hearing could not be held on 03.09.2009 and the case was adjourned to 01.10.2009 i.e today.
2.

During hearing on 02.07.2009, the Appellant submitted his observations/deficiencies on the information supplied to him by DFO Mansa, 
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DFO Ludhiana and DFO Sangrur and a copy was handed over to the Respondent,  present in the court.

3.

After a period of three months, Respondent hands over information running into 162 pages to the Appellant vide letter No. 20989, dated 30.09.2009 from SPIO-cum-Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab today in the court. 
4.

During deliberations, Appellant brings to the notice of the Commission that he asked for  specific information in Para 5(c)(II, III and IV of his application dated 15.07.2008. He further states in the earlier letters PIO has intimated regarding  Para (II) that they have no discretionary powers. In this context PIO-cum-Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forests is directed to give in writing , with relevant documents in support, if any,  in case the legislation permits the  competent authority to exercise discretion in the matter of fixing permissible width of curves for construction of approach road from respective road to project premises etc. It is also directed that the information received from the DFOs in its original form  be supplied to the Appellant free of cost as information has been delayed for more than one year.  It is also directed that copies of letters received from Government of India in the office of Chief Secretary Punjab, duly authenticated,  be supplied to the Appellant. 
5.

 It is made clear that an application under Section 6(3) can be transferred from one public authority to another public authority  but not from one 
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subordinate office to another of the same Department.
6.

It is directed that the Appellant will supply his observations/deficiencies to the PIO on the information supplied to him today within a period of 15 days, with a copy to the Commission  and the PIO will send his response to the Appellant  within a further period of 15 days, with a copy to the Commission.
7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, Housing & Urban Development,

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC - 176/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri Jaswant Singh, Superintendent Local Govt., Shri G. S. Sandhu, Manager, PSIEC, Shri Gurpal Singh, Sr. Assistant, Local Government, Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, Coordination, office of Chief Secretary and Smt. Parminder Kaur Senior Assistant, office of Director Industries, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

Heard all the  parties.

2.

The case was last heard on 04.08.2009, when PIOs of the Departments of Local Government and Rural Development and Panchayat were directed to supply the requisite information in English to the Appellant.
3.

Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, Coordination, office of Chief Secretary states that information from the Department of Rural Development and Panchayat has been received and will be supplied to the Appellant within a week by registered post.
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4.

Regarding information relating to Local Government Department, Shri Jaswant Singh, Superintendent, states that the information will be supplied to the Appellant within a  period of one month. 

5.

The Appellant states that since his application for information has since been transferred to the concerned Public Authority i.e. PSIEC under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, necessary action to impose penalty upon the PIO  may be taken as the information has been delayed for more than 9 months. 

6.

Accordingly, Shri J. S. Randhawa, PIO-cum-DGM, PSIEC is directed to submit an affidavit on the next date of hearing explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information. He is also directed to supply the requisite information to the Appellant by 1.11.2009. 

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC - 304/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

On the last date of hearing on 07.07.2009, taking a serious view of the casual approach adopted by the PIO in this case, the PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. today to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. Even the Appellate Authority has not taken any cognizance of the first appeal filed by the Appellant on 16.03.2009.
2.

Shri Bhajan Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO vide letter dated 10.08.2009 requested the Commission to grant additional time of one month so that information could be collected from the subordinate offices and supplied to the Appellant. 
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3.

The Respondent states that Shri Bhajan Singh has since retired and no PIO has been appointed by the Government in his place so far. Accordingly, it is directed that a list of PIOs posted  in the Department  since 09.02.2009 be supplied to the Commission so that  the responsibility for the delay in the  supply of information could be fixed and necessary action be taken as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.  Principal Secretary Local Government should appoint PIO at the earliest, which is mandatory under Section 19(8)(a)(ii)  of the RTI Act, 2005.   As and when the present incumbent retires or is transferred, new PIO should be appointed within a week.
4.

The Respondent states that the information has been collected from the Municipal Corporations and the same will be supplied to the Appellant within a week. 

5.

It is directed that the remaining  information be collected from concerned Municipal Committees and   Improvement Trusts and supplied to the Appellant before the next date of hearing.
6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

  
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC - 305/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on  07.07.2009 when the PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. today to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 

2.

The Respondent states that Shri Bhajan Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO  has since retired and no PIO has been appointed by the Government in his place so far. Accordingly, it is directed that a list of PIOs posted  in the Department  since 09.02.2009 be supplied to the Commission so that  the 
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responsibility for the delay in the  supply of information could be fixed and necessary action be taken as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.  Principal Secretary Local Government should appoint PIO at the earliest, which is mandatory under Section 19(8)(a)(ii)  of the RTI Act, 2005.   As and when the present incumbent retires or is transferred, new PIO should be appointed within a week.

3.

The Respondent supplies information running into 32 pages, duly authenticated by the competent authority,  to the Appellant in the court today in my presence. The Appellant states that he will go through the information supplied to him today and will send his observations/deficiencies, if any, to the PIO within a period of 15 days. 
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 22.10.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent

AC - 307/2009
Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO, Shri S. C. Salaria, Executive Engineer, Zone-D,  Shri H. S. Khosa, Executive Engineer, Zone-C and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO,   on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 07.07.2009, when Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. today to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed  upon him for supplying contradictory, mis-leading and incorrect information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.
2.

Accordingly, Shri B. K. Gupta is present today. He states that he has already sent his written submission on 11.08.2009 which has been received in the Commission on 17.08.2009 against Diary No. 12845 with one copy to the Appellant. The Appellant states that he has not received the written submission. 
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However, one copy of the written submission is handed over to the Appellant in 
the Court today in my presence. 

3.

In the written submission, Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO has stated that he has been designated as PIO on 09.06.2009 and after taking charge of the post of PIO, weekly meetings regarding RTI cases have been conducted to streamline the RTI cases for supply of timely information and their disposal accordingly as a result of which a number of cases have been disposed of.
4.

With regard to the alleged tests conducted on 28.9.2008, 27.10.2008, 17.11.2008, 10.09.2008 and 2.12.2008, he has submitted that Bitumen Extractor Machine installed in the premises of Lab is being used to find the percentage of bitumen of various roads. He has also attached a copy of written statement of Shri H. S. Khosa, Executive Engineer, B&R, Zone-C. In the last he has submitted that he is a law abiding officer and bears every kind of respect and fear of law, orders/directions of the Hon’ble Commission and is very much serious about the RTI cases and doing all efforts for supply of information, the proposed punishment of imposition of punishment of penalty and awarding of compensation may  kindly be dispensed. However, if the appellant or the Hon’ble Commission has suffered in any way, he tenders his unconditional apology and assures for use of more better efforts for handling of the RTI applications/cases in future by the designated APIOs, who are to be considered as deemed PIOs.
5.

On 07.07.2009 Shri G. S. Ghuman,  the then Commissioner, 
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Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana was directed to attend the proceedings on the 
next date of hearing i.e. today to give his statement under Section 18(3)(a) and (b) of the RTI Act, 2005. He is not present today despite the fact that Principal Secretary Local Government was asked to direct him to attend the proceedings. However, he has sent his written statement dated nil, which has been received in the Commission on 10.08.2009 against Diary No. 12522. He has pleaded that the proceedings against him may kindly be dispensed with.  A decision in this regard will be taken on the next date of hearing. 

6.

After detailed deliberations held today, it is directed that information asked for by the Appellant in Para 5(c) (I &II)  of his application dated 02.02.2009 be supplied to the Appellant within a period of 15 days. The matter regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO and awarding of compensation to the Appellant will be decided on the next date of hearing. However, Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO will supply a list of PIOs posted in the Corporation during the period from  02.02.2009  to  09.06.2009.
7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17, Chandigarh.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Principal Secretary, Local Govt., Mini Secretariat Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.
2.
Shri G. S. Ghuman, PCS, Additional Managing Director, Punjab Agro Industries Corporation, Plot No. 2-A, Sector: 28-A, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.
 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent

CC -1199/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.

Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO, Shri S. C. Salaria, Executive Engineer, Zone-D, Shri Ranjit Singh, SDO, B&R, Zone-D,  Shri Harkiran Singh, SDO, B&R, Zone-D, and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 07.07.2009, when Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. today to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed  upon him for the delay in the supply of  information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

2.

Accordingly, Shri B. K. Gupta is present today. He states that he has already sent his written submission on 11.08.2009 which has been received in the Commission on 17.08.2009 against Diary No. 12810 with one copy to the Appellant. The Appellant states that he has not received the written submission. 

However, one copy of the written submission is handed over to the Appellant in 

the Court today in my presence. 
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3.

In the written submission, Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO has stated that he has been designated as PIO on 09.06.2009 and after taking charge of the post of PIO, weekly meetings regarding RTI cases have been conducted to streamline the RTI cases for supply of timely information and their disposal accordingly as a result of which a number of cases have been disposed of. He has further submitted that he is a law abiding officer and bears every kind of respect and fear in his mind about law, order and directions of the Hon’ble Commission and takes cases of RTI very seriously for supply of information to the information seekers and presently all concerned APIOs/responsible officials under directions are appearing before the Hon’ble Commission to explain the cases of their branches respectively. In the last he has submitted that as the huge information running into 445 pages already stands provided after collection from various quarters after taking every kind of measures to provide information as early as could be possible, the proposed imposition of penalty qua the undersigned and awarding of compensation deserves to be dispensed. However, if the appellant or the Hon’ble Commission has suffered in any way, he tenders his unconditional apology and assure for use of more better efforts for handling of the RTI  applications/cases in future by the designated APIOs, who are to be considered as deemed PIOs.
4.

Heard both the parties.

5.

The Respondent states that  the information on the basis of 
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observations submitted by the Complainant on 20.7.2009 has been supplied to him on 10.8.2009. The Complainant states that he has received the information but his observations dated 20.7.2009 have not been fully replied to by the PIO and still there are deficiencies in the information supplied. He submits his observations on the information supplied to him on 10.8.2009,  which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the PIO in the court today in my presence. 
6.

It is directed that the Respondent-PIO will look into the observations submitted by the Complainant today and send his   response to the Complainant within 15 days including a copy of technical bid &  financial bid of the Contractor who has been allotted the work and copies of running bill alongwith approval of the competent authority for enhancement of rate of Bitumen as per invoices of IOC, HPC and BPC.

7.

The matter regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO and awarding of compensation to the Appellant will be decided on the next date of hearing. However, Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO will supply a list of PIOs posted in the Corporation during the period from  02.02.2009  to  09.06.2009.

8.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner                      
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent
AC - 308/2009
Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Appellant, in person.

Shri M. P. Bhatia, Superintendent-cum-APIO, Zone-C and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that  information has been supplied to the Appellant regarding missing of files intimating that two files  relating to  Project of covering of Ganda Nallah from Gurdwara Dukh Niwaran Sahib to  Shingar Cinema and other relating to ACR Audit Bill of Zone-B for the year 2006-2007, which was sent for audit and passing of bills,  are missing.   He further states that a report has been obtained from all the Zones of Municipal Corporation Ludhiana in this regard and there is no other record missing  in the Corporation. 
3.

The Appellant makes a written submission regarding information received by him, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Respondent. 
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4.

It is  directed that Shri B. K. Gupta, PIO(Zone C & D) and Shri Vinod Sharda, PIO(Zone A & B ) will file an affidavit within 15 days to the effect that no other record except above noted two files, is missing in Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. It is also directed that the remaining information on the basis of observations submitted by the Appellant today, be supplied to him before the next date of hearing. 
5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 22.10.2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO,   

                               Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.   
2.
Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.      

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent

CC -1196/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.

Shri Rahul Gagneja, SDO-cum-APIO, Zone-B and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 07. 07. 2009, when the Complainant was directed to submit his observations within 15 days  on the information supplied to him by the Respondent in the court. Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to show cause  on  the next date of hearing i.e. today,   as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 
2.

Accordingly, the Complainant sent  his observations on 20.07.2009 on the information supplied to him on 07.07.2009, which were received in the Commission on 22.07.2009 against Diary No. 11290 and the same has been received by the Respondent. 
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3.

Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO has sent his written submission dated 25.08.2009,  in response to show-cause notice issued to him on 07.07.2009, which has been received in the Commission on 27.08.2009 against Diary No. 13538.
4.

In the written submission, Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant  Commissioner-cum-PIO has stated that he has been designated as PIO on 09.06.2009 and after taking charge of the post of PIO all efforts are being made for the timely supply of available information as a result of which a number of cases have been disposed of.   He has further submitted that he is a law abiding officer and bears in his mind  every kind of respect for law, orders and directions  of the Hon’ble Commission and is taking  cases of RTI very seriously for timely  supply of information and presently all concerned APIOs/fact knowing responsible  officials are now  appearing before the Hon’ble Commission to explain the cases alongwith APIO(HQ). In the last he has submitted that as the application seeking the information  was filed by the appellant earlier than the date of his designation as PIO and designated APIO concerned was also earlier declared responsible for the supply of information, the present case as and when came into his notice, the information was  supplied to the Complainant.  He has pleaded  that  the delay in supply of information in the present case is not attributed to him and has  respectfully submitted that the  proposed imposition of penalty upon him  deserves to be dispensed. He has tendered unconditional 
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apology   if the appellant or the Hon’ble Commission has suffered in any way.  He has prayed that the proposed punishment may be dispensed and the case may be closed. 
5.

The Respondent states that on the basis of observations submitted by the Complainant, some information has been supplied vide letter No. APIO/B/109, dated 27.08.2009.

6.

During hearing, the Complainant again submits his observations/comments, vide letter dated 1.10.2009,  on the information supplied to him vide letter dated 27.08.2009, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Respondent.  He states that the Respondent did not bother to respond to his application for four months. The application was filed on 07.03.2009 while the respondent has supplied the first set of information on 07.07.2009 i.e. after 120 days. The entire information was very much in the records of the pubic authority and nothing had to be  compiled or procured from other public authorities. The delay was deliberate and intentional to somehow evade the information. The information was provided only after the intervention of the Commission. The information is still incomplete. Although more than 6 months have already elapsed. The respondent ought to be penalized for the delay caused. 
7.

It is directed that the Respondent-PIO will look into the observations submitted by the Complainant today and send his   response to the
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 Complainant within 15 days including a copy of technical bid of the Contractor who has been allotted the work and copies of running bills submitted by the contractor in the prescribed format.
8.

  The matter regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO for the delay in the supply of information  and awarding compensation to the Complainant for the detriment and loss suffered by him, will be considered on the next date of hearing. 
9.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009  at 10.00 A. M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
10.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent

CC -1197/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.

Shri Rahul Gagneja, SDO-cum-APIO, Zone-B and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 07. 07. 2009, when the Complainant was directed to submit his observations within 15 days  on the information supplied to him by the Respondent in the court. Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to show cause  on  the next date of hearing i.e. today,   as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 

2.

Accordingly, the Complainant sent  his observations on 20.07.2009 on the information supplied to him on 07.07.2009, which were received in the Commission on 22.07.2009 against Diary No. 11297   and the same has been received by the Respondent. 
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3.

Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO has sent his written submission dated 25.08.2009,  in response to show-cause notice issued to him on 07.07.2009, which has been received in the Commission on 27.08.2009 against Diary No. 13539.

4.

In the written submission, Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant  Commissioner-cum-PIO has stated that he has been designated as PIO on 09.06.2009 and after taking charge of the post of PIO all efforts are being made for the timely supply of available information as a result of which a number of cases have been disposed of.   He has further submitted that he is a law abiding officer and bears in his mind  every kind of respect for law, orders and directions  of the Hon’ble Commission and is taking  cases of RTI very seriously for timely  supply of information and presently all concerned APIOs/fact knowing responsible  officials are now  appearing before the Hon’ble Commission to explain the cases alongwith APIO(HQ). In the last he has submitted that as the application seeking the information  was filed by the appellant earlier than the date of his designation as PIO and designated APIO concerned was also earlier declared responsible for the supply of information, the present case as and when came into his notice, the information was  supplied to the Complainant.  He has pleaded  that  the delay in supply of information in the present case is not attributed to him and has  respectfully submitted that the  proposed imposition of penalty upon him  deserves to be dispensed. He has tendered unconditional 
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apology   if the appellant or the Hon’ble Commission has suffered in any way.  He has prayed that the proposed punishment may be dispensed and the case may be closed. 

5.

The Respondent states that on the basis of observations submitted by the Complainant, some information has been supplied vide letter No. APIO/B/111, dated 27.08.2009.

6.

During hearing, the Complainant again submits his observations/comments, vide letter dated 1.10.2009,  on the information supplied to him vide letter dated 27.08.2009, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Respondent.  He states that the Respondent did not bother to respond to his application for four months. The application was filed on 07.03.2009 while the respondent has supplied the first set of information on 07.07.2009 i.e. after 120 days. The entire information was very much in the records of the pubic authority and nothing had to be  compiled or procured from other public authorities. The delay was deliberate and intentional to somehow evade the information. The information was provided only after the intervention of the Commission. The information is still incomplete. Although more than 6 months have already elapsed. The respondent ought to be penalized for the delay caused. 

7.

It is directed that the Respondent-PIO will look into the observations submitted by the Complainant today and send his   response to the
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 Complainant within 15 days including a copy of technical bid of the Contractor who has been allotted the work and copies of running bills submitted by the contractor in the prescribed format.

8.

  The matter regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO for the delay in the supply of information  and awarding compensation to the Complainant for the detriment and loss suffered by him, will be considered on the next date of hearing. 

9.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009  at 10.00 A. M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.

10.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.    




 Respondent

CC -1198/2009

Present:
Shri  Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.

Shri Rahul Gagneja, SDO-cum-APIO, Zone-B and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 07. 07. 2009, when the Complainant was directed to submit his observations within 15 days  on the information supplied to him by the Respondent in the court. Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to show cause  on  the next date of hearing i.e. today,   as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 

2.

Accordingly, the Complainant sent  his observations on 20.07.2009 on the information supplied to him on 07.07.2009, which were received in the Commission on 22.07.2009 against Diary No. 11291   and the same has been received by the Respondent. 
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3.

Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-PIO has sent his written submission dated 25.08.2009,  in response to show-cause notice issued to him on 07.07.2009, which has been received in the Commission on 27.08.2009 against Diary No. 13540.

4.

In the written submission, Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant  Commissioner-cum-PIO has stated that he has been designated as PIO on 09.06.2009 and after taking charge of the post of PIO all efforts are being made for the timely supply of available information as a result of which a number of cases have been disposed of.   He has further submitted that he is a law abiding officer and bears in his mind  every kind of respect for law, orders and directions  of the Hon’ble Commission and is taking  cases of RTI very seriously for timely  supply of information and presently all concerned APIOs/fact knowing responsible  officials are now  appearing before the Hon’ble Commission to explain the cases alongwith APIO(HQ). In the last he has submitted that as the application seeking the information  was filed by the appellant earlier than the date of his designation as PIO and designated APIO concerned was also earlier declared responsible for the supply of information, the present case as and when came into his notice, the information was  supplied to the Complainant.  He has pleaded  that  the delay in supply of information in the present case is not attributed to him and has  respectfully submitted that the  proposed imposition of penalty upon him  deserves to be dispensed. He has tendered unconditional 
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apology   if the appellant or the Hon’ble Commission has suffered in any way.  He has prayed that the proposed punishment may be dispensed and the case may be closed. 

5.

The Respondent states that on the basis of observations submitted by the Complainant, some information has been supplied vide letter No. APIO/B/113, dated 08.09.2009.

6.

During hearing, the Complainant again submits his observations/comments, vide letter dated 1.10.2009,  on the information supplied to him vide letter dated 08.09.2009, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Respondent.  He states that the Respondent did not bother to respond to his application for four months. The application was filed on 07.03.2009 while the respondent has supplied the first set of information on 07.07.2009 i.e. after 120 days. The entire information was very much in the records of the pubic authority and nothing had to be  compiled or procured from other public authorities. The delay was deliberate and intentional to somehow evade the information. The information was provided only after the intervention of the Commission. The information is still incomplete. Although more than 6 months have already elapsed. The respondent ought to be penalized for the delay caused. 

7.

It is directed that the Respondent-PIO will look into the observations submitted by the Complainant today and send his   response to the
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 Complainant within 15 days including a copy of technical bid of the Contractor who has been allotted the work and copies of running bills submitted by the contractor in the prescribed format.

8.

  The matter regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO for the delay in the supply of information  and awarding compensation to the Complainant for the detriment and loss suffered by him, will be considered on the next date of hearing. 

9.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.11.2009  at 10.00 A. M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.

10.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 01. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner
