STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Mandeep Singh,

S/o Shri Sarwan Singh, 

Village: Rattowal, District: Ludhiana.




Appellant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

AC - 07/2009

Present:
Shri  Mandeep Singh, Appellant, in person.


Shri Harpal Singh, Kanungo,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent submits an affidavit from the PIO duly authenticated by the Executive Magistrate to the effect that no information in respect of Village Noor Bhaini is available on record. The affidavit is handed over to the Appellant in the court today in my presence. 
2.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent
CC -  2373 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri  Ravinder Kumar, Draftsman,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar on 10.07.2009 for seeking certain information. The PIO supplied information, as available on their  record, to the Complainant  vide letter  No. MTP/306, dated 06.08.2009 clarifying that the information asked for in Para (a) and (b) relate to Principal Secretary Local Government and the same may  be obtained from them. Not satisfied with the information supplied to him, the Complainant  filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009, which was received in the Commission on 19.08.2009 against Diary No. 13033.  Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 
2.

The Respondent states that all the appointments of Superintendents and Inspectors are made at the level of the Government. He 
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further states that the Complainant  has asked the same information from
 Municipal Corporations, Ludhiana, Amritsar, Jalandhar and Patiala about the speaking order passed by Principal Secretary, Local Government on 25.05.2009 consequent to the Judgement of Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh in Civil Writ Petition No. 5845/2007.   He pleads that since the information available on the record of Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar has been supplied to the Complainant, 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: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC -  2364 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri  Aftab Bhatia, Clerk ,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar on 10.07.2009 for seeking certain information. On getting no information, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 19.08.2009, which was received in the Commission against Diary No. 12974. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. MTP/1057, dated 08.10.2009 informing him that no Superintendent or Inspector from the General Cadre has been appointed as Building Inspector(technical) in the Town Planning wing of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar in defiance of the order of the Government referred in CWP No. 5845 of 2007 nor any relaxation has been sought from the Government to appoint any 
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Superintendent or Inspector from the General Cadre to the Town Planning Wing of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.  He further states that all the appointments of Superintendents and Inspectors are made at the level of the Government and   

 the Complainant  has asked the same information from Municipal Corporations, Ludhiana, Amritsar, Jalandhar and Patiala about the speaking order passed by Principal Secretary, Local Government on 25.05.2009 consequent to the Judgement of Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh in Civil Writ Petition No. 5845/2007.   He pleads that since the information available on the record of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar  has been supplied to the Complainant, 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: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC -  2372 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO and  Shri  Sushil  Kumar, Establishment Clerk,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 10.07.2009 for seeking certain information. On getting no information, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 19.08.2009, which was received in the Commission against Diary No. 13038. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. MTP/2944, dated 04.09.2009 informing him that no Superintendent or Building Inspector or Building Inspector Technical  has been appointed in Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  He further states that all the  
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appointments of Superintendents and Inspectors are made at the level of the Government and   the Complainant  has asked the same information from Municipal Corporations, Ludhiana, Amritsar, Jalandhar and Patiala about the speaking order passed by Principal Secretary, Local Government on 25.05.2009 consequent to the Judgement of Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh in Civil Writ Petition No. 5845/2007.   He pleads that since the information available on the record of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana   has been supplied to the Complainant, 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: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant





   Vs

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




 Respondent

CC -  2371 /2009
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Patiala on 10.07.2009 for seeking certain information. On getting no information, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009, which was received in the Commission on 19.08.2009 against Diary No. 13037.  Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. Therefore, giving one more opportunity to both the parties to pursue their case, 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.
 

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri S. N. Singla,

C/o Singla Ice Factory,

Dhanaula, Tehsil & District: Barnala.




Complainant







Vs

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

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building, 

Sector: 17, Chandigarh.






 Respondent
CC - 2758 /2009
Present:
Shri S. N. Singla,  Complainant, in person.
Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Ashwani Kumar, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO informs the Commission  that the Complainant  has filed a Writ Petition in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court and a case in the lower court for seeking promotion and retirement benefits. He further states that information, available on record, has been supplied to the Complainant. He submits an affidavit, duly attested, to  the effect that no other information is available on their record. Accordingly, a copy of the affidavit is handed over to the Complainant in the court in my presence. The Respondent pleads that the case may be closed. 
2.

Since the Complainant has filed two cases in Punjab and Haryana High Court and in the lower court for seeking remedy and the Respondent has submitted an affidavit to the effect that no other information is available in the domain of the Public Authority,  the case is disposed of.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

  
     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Local Government, 

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC -  2374 /2009
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government on 10.07.2009  for seeking certain information. On getting no response, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009, which was received in the Commission on 19.08.2009 against Diary No. 13035. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today.
2.

None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. Therefore, giving one more opportunity to both the parties to pursue their case, 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.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Local Government, 

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC -  2375 /2009
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government on 10.07.2009  for seeking certain information. On getting no response, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009, which was received in the Commission on 19.08.2009 against Diary No. 13036. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

The Superintendent-cum-APIO states that the information is ready with him for supply to the Complainant today in the court. 

3.

The Complainant is not present. Therefore, the APIO is  directed to send the information to the Complainant by registered post today. The APIO 
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submits one copy of the information to the Commission, which is taken on record. The APIO assures that the information will be sent to the Complainant today and pleads that the case may be closed. 

4.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G. S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Local Government, 

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC -  2376 /2009
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Shri G. S. Bawa filed an application with the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government on 10.07.2009  for seeking certain information. On getting no response within a stipulated period of 30 days, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009, which was received in the Commission on 19.08.2009 against Diary No. 13034, with the request that penalty may be imposed upon the PIO at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day for the delay beyond statutory period of 30 days.  Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

The Respondent states that the information, running into three 
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sheets,  has been  supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. 13/61/09-2 ;;-
1$2366 dated 30.07.2009 and one more copy is being sent to the Complainant by registered post today.  He submits one copy of the information to the Commission, which is taken on record. 
3.

It is noted with concern that the Complainant has not made any mention of the information,  supplied to him by the  PIO on 30.07.2009,  in his complaint filed with the Commission on 12.08.2009.

4.

The Respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied to the Complainant and nothing has been heard from him, the case may be closed. 
5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 20. 10. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri G.S. Bawa,

295, Bharat Nagar, Ludhiana.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

CC No. 2365 /2009

Present:
Shri T.S.Chhabra, on behalf of complainant.



Shri Jagbir Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri G.S.Bawa filed an application with the PIO-cum- Assistant Trust Engineer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana on 11.07.2009 and asked for the information relating to the period dated 8th of August, 1979 about the plot applied by his wife, Smt. Baljinder Kaur Bawa, in 425- Acre Scheme in the name of Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar vide receipt No. 89217 and asked for the following information :-


(i)
How many plots were ear-marked, how many were allotted and the 


criteria of allotment?


(ii)
The circumstances under which her application was ignored and 


why she was not apprised of the fate of application, till date and the 

officials/ officers who had acted in illegal manner, the names and 


designations of them and what action is taken or contemplated 


against them. “

Necessary fee of Rs.10/- has been sent in the shape of Indian Postal Order No. 
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55E-370650 dated 11.07.2009. After getting no information within the stipulated period of 30 days, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 19.08.2009 against diary No. 13032. Accordingly notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

During arguments Shri Jagbir Singh, APIO on behalf of respondent states that the said scheme is of 475 Acres in the name of Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar.  He states that the record is about 30 years old and the same is not available in the public domain of the public authority i.e. Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.  Efforts have been made to trace out the old record but nothing has been found in this regard.

3.

The representative on behalf of complainant states that the information has not been supplied within the stipulated period of 30 days and no information has been supplied till today, action be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act and penalty be imposed.

4.

APIO on behalf of respondent states that the affidavit can be filed in lieu thereof that the information is not available in the record of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

5.

It is directed that Shri Subhash Gupta,  Assistant Trust Engineer-cum- PIO will file an affidavit duly authenticated by the Executive Magistrate that the information asked for in the instant case is not available on the record in the 
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domain of public authority of Improvement Trust.

6.

He is also directed to file an affidavit as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information till today.

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05.11.2009 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126- Model Gram,

Ludhiana.







              Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

AC No. 587 /2009

Present:
Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, in person, Shri Saurav Gupta 


Advocate and Shri Vivek Handa, Advocate, on behalf of 



appellant.



Shri Harish Bhagat, Legl Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of 


respondent.
ORDER

1. Shri Rohit Sabharwal filed an application with the PIO on 15.06.2009 and asked the information from Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana that :-


“ has your office complied with the mandatory requirements of 


Section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005?  If yes, please 


furnish the details, if no, then please, furnish the reasons.”

Alongwith the necessary fee of Rs. 10/- in the shape of IPO No. 55E-371726. After getting no information from the PIO, he filed first appeal with the first Appellate Authority. Again after hearing nothing from the PIO as well as first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 17.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 20.08.2009 against diary 
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No. 13141. Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

PIO (A&B)-cum- Assistant Commissioner, Municipal Corporation informed the appellant vide letter No. 517/PIO/RTI, dated 14.10.2009 with a copy to the Commission that the case namely AC No. 07 of 2006 and MR No. 09 of 2008 which is being heard by the Hon’ble Court of Lt.Gen (Retd) Shri P.K.Grover in which the Municipal Corporation has stated that the information is being collected from different Sections of the Department and the web site will be completed before 03.11.2009, the day fixed for hearing of the case being heard by Lt.Gen.(Retd)  P.K.Grover.

3.

Commission has taken a serious view that if such type of letter/ information is being supplied, it would have been supplied within the stipulated period of 30 days. It clearly shows that the PIO as well as the first appellate authority has taken it lightly and no efforts have been made by them to deal with the RTI application which was filed on 15.06.2009.  In fact, Section 4(1)(b) would have been complied with within 120 days from the enactment  of RTI Act, 2005.  It is merely violation of the RTI Act and in this respect, Principal Secretary, Department of Local Government has also been informed to do the needful and comply with the Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act with regard to the orders  passed by various Benches of the  Commission from time to time.

4.

The appellant pleads that action be taken for not supplying the 
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information by the PIO as well as the first appellate authority and he may be compensated for the detriment and loss suffered by him for not getting the information in time under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act.

5.

It is directed that Shri Mohinder Pal Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-first appellate authority will explain the reasons as to why the case has not been decided by him within the stipulated period as per the provisions of  RTI Act, 2005.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12.11.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



CC:

 Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Department  of Local 



 Government, Mini Secretariat  Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh.

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com
 Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126- Model Gram,

Ludhiana.     







              Appellant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 588 /2009

Present:
Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, in person, Shri Saurav Gupta 


Advocate and Shri Vivek Handa, Advocate, on behalf of 



appellant.



Shri Harish Bhagat, Legl Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Rohit Sabharwal filed an application with the PIO on 11.06.2009 and asked information on the following six points :-

(i)
How many applications have received by your office under the Right to Information Act, 2005 in year 2006,2007,2008 and in 2009 till date? 

(ii)
In how many cases the in formation has been supplied by the o/o 
Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana? Please give the year wise detail.

           (iii)
How many appeals have been filed against your office in the Hon’ble State Information Commission? Please provide the year wise record.

            (iv)
In how many cases has the penalty been imposed against the Municipal Corporation or its employees by the Hon’ble State Information Commission?
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(v)
In how many cases has the Municipal Corporation been        
asked to pay compensation to the complainants/ appellants 
for detriment or loss suffered by them?







       (vi)
Has the municipal corporation, Ludhiana deposited the 


           amount which has been imposed as penalty or           




compensation upon it? If yes, please provide a copy of the 



challans or other relevant documents on this point regarding 



the deposition of the said amount. If no, then what was the 



reason for the same.


After getting no response from the PIO, he file first appeal with the first appellate authority i.e. Commissioner-cum-First appellate authority on 13.07.2009 and prayed that in the light of Section 20 of the RTI Act, concerned officer be penalized @ of Rs.250/- per day. In the light of Section-20 clause (2) of the RTI Act, the guilty official be made subject to disciplinary action under the service rules applicable to him and any other relief which the first appellate authority deems fit and necessary in the light of the above mentioned facts.

2.

The superintendent, RTI Cell, Zone “A” supplied some information to the appellant vide letter No. 385/PIO/RTI, dated 04.08.2009 running into two sheets. Not satisfied with the reply of the PIO and no action being taken by the first appellate authority, the appellant filed a second appeal with the Commission on 17.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 20.08.2009 against diary No. 13140 . Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

3.

On the perusal of the information supplied on 04.08.2009 it brings out that the pendency of the cases is alarmingly  high and it seems that no efforts are being made by the PIO/APIOs and first appellate authority to deal with the pending RTI applications.
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3.

The respondent states that the remaining information as per the demand of the appellant, it has been supplied vide letter No. 522/PIO/RTI (D), dated 19.10.2009 with a copy to the Commission. Appellant states that he has received the information only on 19.10.2009 i.e. only one day before the date of hearing. The appellant states that he is satisfied with the information but pleads that the Commission may take action against PIO and disciplinary action be taken against the officers/ officials.

4.

Appellant states that pendency of cases filed by different applicants/ complainants with the Municipal Corporation is too much and directions be given to the public authority under Section 19(8)(a) (iv) (v) to take necessary action and a seminar be held at Ludhiana to train the officers/ officials, PIOs/APIOs and first appellate authority of the Municipal Corporation.

5.

It is directed that Shri A.K.Sinha, IAS, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,  may take necessary action to organize a seminar to train the PIOs/APIOs and first appellat authority of the Municipal Corporation with the help of NGOs of Ludhiana.  With these directions, the case is disposed of.  The compliance of orders, however, be intimated to the Commission with a period of one month.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126- Model Gram,

Ludhiana.







      Appellant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 589 /2009

Present:
Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, in person, Shri Saurav Gupta 


Advocate and Shri Vivek Handa, Advocate, on behalf of 



appellant.



Shri Ramesh Garg, SDO-cum-APIO, Zone-C and Shri Harish 


Bhagat, Legl Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, filed an application with the PIO on 01.076.2009 and asked the information as per the Newspaper report about the roads in Shimlapuri area of Ludhiana and asked the information on the following seven points :-


(i)
Please supply the copy of the file along with notings on the basis of 


which the proposal for floating the tender for construction/ 



reconstruction of these roads was initiated.


(ii)
Was it a condition precedent for relaying the road that the earlier 


road was to be dismantled.


(iii)
Please supply the copy of tender document containing the terms 


and conditions for construction of these roads.
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(iv)
Was any time limit set from the contractor for completion of the 


work of laying these roads? If no, why? If yes, please furnish the 


copy of the relevant documents on the point.


(v)
If the contractor has breached the time limit then what action has 


been taken  against him?


(vi)
Copy of the Agreement entered by the Corporation with the 



contractor along with the name and particulars of the contractor 


who has been endowed with this project.


(vii)
Why was the work started when the Election Code of Conduct was 


in force? Name and designation of the officer who gave the go 


ahead permission for the same.

2.

The PIO supplied some information to the appellant vide letter No. 30-EEC, dated 30.06.2009. Not satisfied with the information supplied to him, he filed a first appeal with the first appellate authority on 03.07.2009 in which he has stated that he is satisfied with the information relating to paras 4 and 7 and some information relating to paras 1,2,3,,5 and 6 has been supplied. But the first appellate authority has not taken any steps to deal with the application and to decide the case. He filed second appeal with the Commission on 17.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 20.08.2009 against diary No. 13139 and requested that :-


(i)
Authentic and true information  be made available at the earliest;


(ii)
concerned PIO/APIO who dealt with the case be dealt with strictly 


and strictures be passed against him for disposing of the request in 


such light and non serious manner; and
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(iii)
appropriate action be taken in terms of Section 20 of the Right to 


Information Act,  2005 against the PIO/APIO/ First appellate 



authority.

Accordingly, the notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

3.

The respondent states that the remaining information has been supplied to the appellant on 19.10.2009 which was received by appellant under protest. He has made the following remarks on the application as below :-



“ received under protest as I have requested many times that the 


  number of our letter should be mentioned on each report but every 

  time you are taking lightly. It is requested that in future, our letter 


  number should be mentioned on each correspondence. “

The objection of the appellant is taken into consideration and directions are issued to the PIO to put letter number of the case on the letter to be sent to the appellant in future.  Appellant states that the information relating to 2 to 6 is incomplete and EPF number of contractor has not been given.

4.

The Commission is of the view that the PIO/ first appellate authority has taken a very casual approach to deal with the RTI application and is of the view that compensation amounting to Rs. 5,000/- be awarded to the appellant in this case.  No doubt that part information was supplied on 30.06.2009 and complete information was supplied on 19.10.2009, therefore, no penalty is to be imposed on the PIO. However the Commission awards a compensation of Rs.5000/- (Rupees Five thousand only) to be given to the appellant in the shape of demand draft by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana within a week’s time. Case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 12.11.2009 in Court 
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No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126- Model Gram,

Ludhiana.







      Complainant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2509 /2009

Present:
Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, in person, Shri Saurav Gupta 


Advocate and Shri Vivek Handa, Advocate, on behalf of 



appellant.



Shri V.V.Khanna, SDO-cum-APIO,  and Shri Harish 



Bhagat, Legl Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Rohit Sabharwal filed an application with the PIO on 17.08.2009 and asked the information on the following six points :-


(i)
what is the quality standard prescribed by the Municipal 



Corporation, Ludhiana for laying down of concrete (luk wali 



metalled premix carpet) roads in the city of Ludhiana?


(ii)
What is the life of period of concrete (luk wali metalled premix 


carpet) roads in the city of Ludhiana as per the official records and 


documents of the Corporation? In case there is different period for 


different roads, please supply specific period in case of each road.


(iii)
Does the corporation include any clause regarding the warranty/ 


guarantee period of the road in the tender documents/ agreements/ 

contract while entering into agreements with the contractor for 


laying of roads.
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(iv)
How many contractors have been blacklisted or penalized during 


past 5 years for constructing sub- standard roads in the city? If 


penalty has been imposed please provide the total amount (year-


wise) of penalty collected in such cases.

(v) Please provide the list of roads which have been relayered before the expiry of their life period during past 5 years.


(vi)
Please provide the information regarding laying/ relaying of roads in 

the city of Ludhiana during past 10 years; 

In the Performa supplied by him. PIO supplied some vague/ incomplete information vide letter No. 7126/EED, dated 25.08.2009. Not satisfied with the information supplied, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 31.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 01.09.2009 against diary No. 13738. Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

Respondent supplied some information vide letter No. 7282/EED, dated 15.06.2009 to the complainant in the court today and one copy of the same is placed in the case file.  During the course of deliberations/ arguments, some information was sought on phone from Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer ©. He states that he has been transferred from Ludhiana to Patiala and he will ask his counterpart to supply the information. He further states that there is a separate cell in the office of Municipal Corporation which makes the recommendation for the enlistment of contractor to the competent authority.  Complainant states that the information supplied today is also incomplete. They 
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may be directed to supply the complete information.  He also pleads that there is a law point involved in his application. He wants to supply the same in writing on the next date of hearing.

3.

Accordingly, it is directed that the PIO of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, will supply the complete information and the complainant will submit his written submission before the next date of hearing with a copy to the PIO and also to the Commission.  PIO will argue the case as per the written submissions to be made by the complainant on the next date of hearing.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12.11.2009 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated : 20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shrimati Rajinder Kaur w/o Sh. Jagdip Singh Sandhu,

Kothi No. 142, Azimgarh,

Tehsil Abohar, Distt. Ferozepur.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Public Instruction (SE),

Punjab, Sector 17C, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

CC No. 897 /2009
Present:
Shri R.S.Sidhu, Advocate, on  behalf of complainant.



Smt. Surjeet Kaur, Assistant Director and former APIO and 


Shri Baljeet Singh, Senior Assistant.

ORDER

1.

Heard.

2.

Smt. Surjeet Kaur, Assistant Director, School Administration-cum-APIO, now District Education Officer (EE), SAS Nagar submits an affidavit duly authenticated by the competent authority with regard to the imposion of penalty on her for not supplying the information in time, and the same  is taken on record. By going through the affidavit submitted by Smt. Surjeet Kaur, the Commission takes the view of not imposing any penalty upon her, however, the Commission awards compensation of Rs.5,000/- (Rupees Five thousand only) to be paid by the Director Public Instruction (SE), Punjab, to Smt. Rajinder Kaur, complainant, in the shape of demand draft. It is also directed that the photocopy of the demand 
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Draft  be sent to the Commission.

3.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 05.11.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17 C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.  
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated : 20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmukh Singh s/o Sh. Hakam Singh,

Village: Chak Kande Shah, PO: Pindi,

Block Mamdot, Distt. Ferozepur.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Mamdot, District:  Ferozepur.






 Respondent

CC No. 2025 /2008

Present:
Shri Gurmukh Singh, complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of respondent. 

2.

The complainant states that he has received the information but it is late by 8 months.  He pleads that action be taken against the PIO and he may be compensated for the detriment suffered by him. He further states that due to late supply of information he has suffered a loss to the tune of Rs.3 lacs. On the next date of hearing he will file an affidavit to this effect.

3.

It is directed that the PIO will also file an affidavit as to why a penalty @ of Rs.250/- per day may not be imposed upon him as the information  is late by more than 8 months. Shri Om Parkash Bajaj, PIO will appear in person 
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on  the next date of hearing on 17.11.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated : 20.10.2009



State Information Commissioner



