STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H. C. Arora, Advocate,

House No. 2299, Sector: 44-C, 

Chandigarh.








Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Police Headquarters, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC - 343/2009

Present:
Shri  J. S. Rana, Advocate, on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri Paramdeep Singh  Sandhu, SP(IVC)-cum-APIO, Shri V. K. Sharda, Superintendent and Shri Parshotam Kumar, Constable, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 07.08.2009,   when it was directed that Shri Paramdeep Singh Sandhu, SP(IVC)-cum-APIO will submit his written submission  on the next date of hearing i.e. today clarifying their stand in respect of Section 8(1)(j) of RTI Act, 2005 in the instant case and a decision will be taken after getting the written submission.
2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions of the Commission on the last date of hearing, written submission could not be prepared and he is unable to file the same today. He requests that some more time may be granted for filing the same. 
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3.

Shri J. S. Rana, Ld. Counsel for the Appellant states that the information in respect of Item No. 1 has been supplied to him but  the information  in respect of Item No. 2 has been refused by the PIO under Section  8(1)(j)  and by the First Appellate Authority under Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005.  He further states that he has brought to the notice of the PIO as well as the First Appellate Authority the Judgement of High Court of Karnataka vide which orders of Chief Information Commissioner of Karnataka have been upheld  by the High Court and it was ordered to supply the requisite information relating to property returns of the Government Employees/Public Servants setting aside the exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.  He requests that the Public Authority may be directed to supply the requisite information as it is being demanded in the public interest by a Senior Advocate of Punjab & Haryana High Court, who is also a RTI activist. 
4.

In this case,  part information has been  refused by Inspector General of Police/Local-cum-PIO vide his Memo.  No. 813/RTI-1, dated 25.03.2009 stating as under:-
“fBwB j;skyoh nkg  dh noih ftu doi nkJhHghHn?;H nfXekohnK dh ;oekoh B"eoh i'nkfJB eoB ;w/A ns/ w"i{dk ikfJdkd dh foNoBK gqdkB eoB ;pzXh nkgDh n;woEsk ftnes eodk jK, feT[Ai'    fJj ;{uBk nfXeko n?eN 05 dh Xkok 8(1) (j) nXhB  nkT{dh j?.
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        i/eo s[;hA fJ; wBkjh ;pzXh n;fjwsh wj;{; ;eod/ j' sK s[;hA tXhe 
vkfJo?eNo iBob g[fb;(gq;k;B)FewFnghb nfXekoh,  gzikp g[fb; j?ve[nkoNo, ;?eNo-9, uzvhrVQ  ih Bz{ fJ; gZso dh gqkgsh d/ 30 fdBK d/ nzdo nzdo nghb dkfJo eo ;ed/ j'. @
Not satisfied with the reply of the PIO,  the Appellant filed an appeal with the DGP(Admn.)-cum-Appellate Authority on 22.04.2009 which was decided by the First Appellate Authority  and decision conveyed vide letter No. 305/nkoHNhHnkJhH-1,  dated 30.04.2009 as under:-
“ s[[jkv/ tb'A dkfJo nghb i' fe fJz;g?eNo iBob g[fb;$;EkBe, gzikp d/ c?;b/ fwsh 25F3F09 d/ fto[ZX j?, fi; okjhA s[jkBz{ ;{uBk dk nfXeko n?eN dh Xkok 7(9) nXhB wzrh ;{uBk d/D s'A  BKj ehsh rJh ;h, Bz{ ftukod/ j'J/ oZd ehsh iKdh  j?.  “
After receiving orders of the First Appellate Authority, the Appellant filed second appeal with the State Information Commission on 25.05.2009 and prayed that this Hon’ble Commission may kindly be pleased to direct the First Respondent to supply the requisite information to the Appellant free of cost and  appropriate 
action be taken against the respondents for not supplying the requisite 
information to the Appellant within the statutory period of 30 days. He enclosed 
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copy of Judgement of Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, Bangalore  dated 
16.07.2008 and copies of other Judgements  of Central Information Commission, New Delhi with  second appeal. 
5.

Inspector General of Police, Local-cum-PIO has stated in the letter No. 813/RTI-1, dated 25.03.2009 that as per Section 16 of All India Services Conduct Rules, 1968, all IPS officers have to submit property returns in the month of January every year.  Similarly, every public servant has to disclose all his assets and the assets of members of his family.  It shows that the  information, asked for by the Appellant,   is  available in the domain of the Public Authority. 
6.

Additional Director General of Police/Admn.-cum-Appellate Authority has rejected the first appeal of the Appellant under Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005 and conveyed   vide his Memo. No. 1305/RTI-1, dated 30.04.2009 The Section 7(9) reads as under:-
“An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority or would be detrimental  to the safety or preservation of the record in question.”  
This Section is clearly not applicable in the instant case as the information 
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demanded by the Appellant is  neither voluminous nor is to be prepared in a
 specific format, which  would divert the resources of the Public Authority.  The information, asked for, is readily available in  the record and only its  photo-copies, duly authenticated,  are to be supplied



7.

In the Writ Petition filed by the Managing Director of the Karnataka State Coir Development Corporation Limited challenging the order of the Chief Information Commissioner of State of Karnataka,  the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka,  categorically holding that returns of assets  filed by a Government servant cannot be withheld under Section 8(i)(j) of the RTI Act  in Writ Petition No. 7953 of 2007 on 16.7.2008,  has interalia observed as under:-
“ Every public servant has to disclose all his assets and members of his family. In fact the said disclosure has been made by the petitioner in the usual course. The particulars sought for is with reference to the said particulars which he has already disclosed. Therefore, as is clear from clause (j) of Section 8, such information is not exempted. Therefore, the authorities were justified in passing the impugned order. No case for interference is made out. Hence Writ petition is dismissed. “
8.

On the disclosure of property statements,  the Central  Commission has taken a decision in File No. CIC/OK/A/2007/01493 & CIC/OK/A/2008/00027 in the case of Shri Roshan Lal Vs. Kendriya Vidyalaya Sanghathan that such 
Contd……p/6

AC - 343/2009




-6-
property statements are not confidential documents and therefore disclosable.  Dr. O. P. Kejariwal has held, interalia,   as under:
“ The Bench, however, holds that Annual Property Returns by government employees are in the public domain and hence there seems to be no reasons why they should not be freely disclosed. This should also be considered as a step to contain corruption in government offices since such disclosures may reveal instances where property has been acquired, which is disproportionate to known sources of income. The Commission, therefore, directs the Respondents to provide copies of property returns asked for by the Appellant to him by 10th April, 2008.
Under the circumstances, we see no reason to uphold exemption from disclosure sought by Shri R. K. Jha Section Officer and PIO u/s 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act. “

9.

In view of the facts and circumstances narrated above, I arrive at the conclusion that the information asked for  by the Appellant can be supplied to the Appellant as it has already been disclosed to the Government and it is lying in the domain of the Public Authority.  More-over, it is not such an information which cannot be supplied to Parliament or a State Legislature as per the provisions of Section 8(1)(j) of RTI Act, 2005.    Hence it cannot be denied to the Appellant. 
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10.

Accordingly,  it is directed that the information relating to Property Returns of  IPS officers, who are serving the Punjab Government be supplied
 In respect of  first year of their  service vis-à-vis  latest property return filed by them  in the year 2008-2009. The information,  relating to those officers against whom the cases of disproportionate assets are going on, may not be supplied. Also the property returns of those officers who have retired from service and those who are on deputation with the Government of India, may  not be supplied. 
11.

The case  is fixed for compliance of orders on 29th October, 2009 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
12.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 09. 2009



      State Information Commissioner


     

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Mohan Lal s/o Sh. Hans Raj,

Village: Sialba, Tehsil Kharar,

Distt. SAS Nagar (Mohali).





      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, Mohali.






 Respondent

AC No. 382 /2009

Present:
Shri Mohan Lal, Appellant, in person.



Shri Balwinder Singh, Advocate on behalf of APIO and Shri 


Jaspal Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 07-08-2009 when it was directed that the PIO will submit his written submission as to why the information has been delayed and why the penalty may not be imposed upon him and compensation awarded to the appellant for the detriment suffered by him. 

2.

The ld. Counsel on behalf of Respondent-PIO made a written submission in compliance with the orders dated 07.08.2009 and also by the Superintendent-APIO, GMADA dated 18.09.2009 and one copy of the submission is handed over to the appellant in the Court in my presence duly attested by the ld.counsel on behalf of respondent.  In para 3 of the submissions on merits, it is stated that the application has been transferred to the branch of the APIO and the written submissions are being submitted by the APIO on behalf 
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Of PIO.  The ld. Counsel will submit the office order/ letter vide which it has been transferred to APIO by the PIO under Section 5 (5) before the next date of hearing. 

3.

The appellant states that he will submit his written reply to the submissions made by the Ld. Counsel on behalf of APIO within a period of three weeks to the PIO/APIO, GMADA with a copy to the Commission.  The respondent will attend to the comments/ observations to be made by the appellant within a further period of 15 days.  

4. 

Shri Balwinder Singh, Ld. Counsel on behalf of respondent has filed his Vakalatnama in the instant case which is taken on record of the case file.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 17.11.2009 in Court No.1, in SCO No.84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 



            6.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner



            STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shrimati Ritu Malhotra widow of Dr. PP Malhotra,

26, A, Aggar Nagar, Ludhiana.




      Complainant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 1739 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Subhash Gupta, ATE, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 07.08.2009 when it was directed that the requisite information, after getting it from all the quarters concerned, will be supplied within one month. Shri Subhash Gupta, ATE states that the action has been taken and a letter dated 18.09.2009 has been written to Mrs. Ritu Malhotra stating that:-



 T[go'es ft;/ sfjs fJj dZf;nk iKdk j? fe fJ; dcso tb'A gZso Bzl 8936, 


fwsh 14F01F2009 okjhA nkg ih pekfJnk oew 7,53,150$F o[gJ/ iwK 


eotkT[D bJh fbfynk frnk ;h go nkg tb'A fJj pekfJnk oew iwK BjhA 


eotkJh rJh. fJ; bJh nkg d/ gZso fwsh 9F2F09 dh gkbDk T[go'es oew 


iwK j'D T[gozs jh ehsh ik ;edh ;h. fJ;bJh fJ; s/ ni/ se e'Jh ekotkJh 


BjhA j' ;eh/. 

2.

On the perusal of the file it is found that Mrs. Ritu Malhotra has asked for some specific information that what action has been taken on her application dated 09.02.2009 by the Improvement Trust. But instead of supplying 
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her complete information, the PIO has only written that no action has been taken on her representation since she has not deposited the amount of Rs. 7,53,150/-.

3.

From the perusal of her representation and the information asked by her it brings out that the Society has allotted her extra  land measuring 156.66 sq.yds. besides her plot measuring 200 sq.yds.  The cost of the plot, as approved by the Society, had been deposited by her with the Society and the Society has recommended to the Improvement Trust to allot this extra land measuring 156.66 sq. yds to her for which the requisite amount had been deposited with the Society.  

4.

It is directed that the PIO will supply the information after getting it from the Society and deal her application keeping in view the facts to be collected from the Society and the office of Improvement Trust. After getting the documents and other information, he will get the orders from the competent authority on the application of the complainant and will supply the information to her as per her request dated 25.04.2009 within a period of one month.  It is also directed that the letter be sent to the complainant through registered post.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 27-10-2009  in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.  


6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner

 
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Sukhjant Singh Khalsa,

Qr. No. E-1, Municipal Colony,

Near Rose Garden, Bathinda.




     Appellant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 373 /2009

Present:
Shri Sukhjant Singh Khalsa, appellant, in person.



Shri Lakhbir Trikha, Accountant, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, the complainant states that the he has received the information but it is incomplete and he has given in writing to the Corporation on 15.09.2009 for which the information has not been supplied.  Copy of his letter dated 15.09.2009 has been received in the Commission which is handed over to Shri Trikha, Accountant.

3.

It is directed that Shri Trikha will attend to the observations made by the appellant and will supply the information. He will also bring all the original record of the case on the next date of hearing.  The case is fixed for compliance 
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of orders on 08.10.2009 in 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:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jaspal Singh s/o Shri Surjit Singh,

Village: Reond Khurd, PO: Reond Kalan,

Distt, Mansa.







      Complainant




  


Vs

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

Budhlada, Distt. Mansa.






 Respondent

CC No. 1341 /2009

Present:
Shri Jaspal Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Ashok Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information running into 58 pages is supplied to the complainant in the Court today in my presence.  The complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied with the information supplied.

3.

The respondent states that since the requisite information stands supplied the case may be closed. Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Rajinder Singla,

c/o Mr. Jatinder Moudgil,

E-1/12, Punjab University, Chandigarh.



      Complainant




  


Vs

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

Juneja Building, Sector 17 C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 1362 /2009

Present:
Dr. Rajinder K. Singla, the complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Case was last heard on 07.08.2009  when Shri Jagbir Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana, had been supplied with a copy of the letter of the complainant and was directed to supply the information as available on the public record.

2.

Inspite of the clear instructions given on the last date of hearing, none is present either from the office of Director Local Government or from the office of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana. Complainant vide his letter dated 22.09.2009 pleads that the PIO of office of Director Local Government has transferred the application under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act after a period  of 112 days.  He further pleads that action be taken under Section 20(1) and 20(2) of the Act for delay in transferring the RTI application after 107 days whereas the same has to be transferred within 5 days after it is filed.  He further states that on 
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the last date of hearing a copy of the complaint was handed over to Shri Jagbir Singh, APIO, Improvement Trust. Though a period of 46 days has passed, but no information has been supplied neither any representative on behalf of PIO is present in the court. He, therefore, pleads that the Commisssion may award compensation to him under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act on account of harassment suffered by him for not getting the information in time.

3.

Commission has taken a serious view as neither PIO/APIO of office of Improvement Trust nor any representative of PIO/APIO of office of Director Local Government is present.  It is directed that on the next date of hearing the PIO i.e. Additional Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Department of Local Government will personally appear on behalf of PIO and will explain the reasons as to why the application has not been transferred within 5 days under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act. It is also directed that the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana will appear in person along with the information to be supplied and will explain as to why action may not be taken under RTI Act that inspite of clear instructions given to him and a copy handed over to him, no information has been supplied and none is present in the Court today. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 08-10-2009  in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17 C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




          Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



    State Information Commissioner

 
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Chanchal Singh Bal,

House No. 594, Sector 11-B, Chandigarh.


      Complainant




  


Vs

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

Juneja Building, Sector 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 1539 /2009

Present:
Shri Chanchal Singh Bal, complainant, in person.



Shri Jaswant Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri 



Yashwant Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

In the morning both the parties were directed to meet in the office of Shri Jaswant Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and after inspection supply the information as available in the Department.   Again the hearing was resumed at 2.45 PM.  The respondent states that the information, as available, has been supplied  vide letter No. 2/16/09-2LG4/Spl.I, dated 22.09.2009.  The respondent states that one file has not been received back from the office of Hon’ble Minister and as and when the file is received, the information will be supplied.  The complainant states that he has received the information. However, they may be directed to supply the remaining information.  

3.
Accordingly, the case is closed and disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner



               STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Ujagar Singh s/o sh. Harnam Singh,

Village: Burj, Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur.






      Appellant




  


Vs

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

Malerkotla-II, Distt. Sangrur.





 Respondent

AC No. 359 /2009

Present:
Shri Ujagar Singh, the appellant, in person.



Shri Paramjit Singh, BDPO and  Shri Rajinder Singh, 



Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1,

Heard both the parties.

2.

As directed on the last date of hearing, Shri Paramjit Singh, BDPO, Malerkotla-II made a submission of affidavit duly authenticated by Oath Commissioner and one affidavit on behalf of PIO, Shri Rajinder Singh.  During the hearing Shri Ujagar Singh states that he has got the Jamabandi for the year 1975-76 in which it has clearly been written that the land falling in Khasra No. 191 was exchanged with land falling in khasra No. 192.

3.

He further states that the resolution with respect to tabadla (exchange) of land will be in the Resolution Register of the Gram Panchayat, Burj.  He wants a copy of the resolution passed by the Gram Panchayat in the year 1975-76 so that he can get the tabadla approved from the competent 

authority.  Shri Paramjit Singh, BDPO assures the Commission that he will try to
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locate the resolutions passed during the year 1975-76 and will supply the same to the appellant.  He further assures the Commission that he will take up the case if the said resolution has not been passed and will try to get the new resolution passed by the Gram Panchayat, Burj and will also get the sanction from the competent authority for the tabadla made during the year 1975-76.

4.

In so far as the question of imposition of penalty is concerned, the BDPO has stated in his submission that he has every regard for this Hon’ble Court and he has made an unconditional apology and he further states that the information running into 328 pages has already been supplied and the remaining information, if any, will be supplied to the appellant. I am satisfied with the submission made by the BDPO as the record is more than 20 years old and it has taken a long time to trace out the requisite information.  Therefore, no penalty is imposed upon the PIO. However, it is directed that as per the discussions held today in the court, the BDPO will take up the case with the Panchayati Raj Department for getting the tabadla sanctioned which was executed in 1975-76 and will supply the requisite information within a period of one month.

5.

The case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 27-10-2009 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:22.09.2009



        State Information Commissioner



              STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajneesh Madhok,

B-XXX-63, Nehru Nagar, Street No.2,

Railway Road, Phagwara-144401.



           Appellant.




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat,

Bhabiana, Tehsil Phagwara, 

Distt. Kapurthala.







 Respondent

AC No. 378 /2009

Present:
Shri Ranjeesh Madhok, appellant, in person.



Shri Neeraj Kumar, BDPO and Shri Binder Singh, Panchayat 


Secretary, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.
As per directions given on the last date of hearing the information  has been supplied to the appellant.  The appellant vide his letter dated 22.09.2009 states that the information supplied by the PIO  is in hotch-potch manner and no details  have been provided.  Both the parties were directed to review the information supplied to the appellant.

3.
After the hearing is resumed at 2.00 PM, the details of income and expenditure for the financial year starting from 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08  and 2008-09  have been arranged and supplied to the appellant in the Court 
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in my presence today.  So far as the question of supplying the information is concerned, it stands provided.  However, on the last date of hearing, the appellant has pleaded that action be taken under Section 2(i)(ii) against the PIO for supplying the information delayed and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act for the detriment  suffered by him. 

4.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, BDPO is present in the Court.  The BDPO states that initially the application was filed with the Sarpanch of Village Panchayat, Bhabiana, Tehsil Phagwara on 09.03.2009.  The Sarpanch  vide letter No.1, dated 06.04.2009  has informed Shri Rajneesh Madhok  that :-



nkg tb'A rokw gzukfJs GfpnkDk dk ;kb 2004 s'A wkou, 2009 se dk 


foekov wzfrnk frnk j? nkg B{z fJ; gZso okjhA ;{fus ehsk iKdk j? fe s[jkv/ 


tb'A wzr/ rJ/ foekov dhnK 575 ekghnK pDdhnK jB fi; dh ;oekoh ch; 


1150 o[gJ/ pDdh j? nkg pDdh ch; rokw gzukfJs B{z iwK eotkT[ sK i' nkg 


Bz{ foekov dhnK ekghnK w[jZJhnk eotkJhnK ik ;eD.

On the appeal of the appellant, the BDPO was directed by the Department of Rural Development & Panchayats to supply the requisite information to the appellant after getting it from the Sarpanch or the Panchayat Secretary of village Bhabiana.  The BDPO pleads that he has joined as such at Phagwara on 
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07.09.2009 and after getting the information from the Panchayat Secretary and other sections, the same was supplied to the appellant and he further pleads that no penalty be imposed upon him.

5.

The Court is satisfied with the explanation given by the BDPO, Phawara and therefore, no penalty is imposed upon him.  However, Rs.1,000/- (Rupees One thousand only) is awarded as compensation to the appellant to be given by the Sarpanch of Gram Panchayat, Bhabiana in the shape of demand draft within a period of 15 days. The BDPO will send the receipt and photo copy of the demand draft to the Commission by 10th of October, 2009.

6.

The case is disposed of. 
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and one copy to Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, VPO: Bhabiana, Tehsil Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:22.09.2009



State Information Commissioner



