STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,

# 2123, Sector: 27-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police (Prisons),

Punjab, SCO:8-9, Sector:17A, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

MR No.03/2008

Present:
Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Complainant, in person.
Shri Amrit Pal Singh, Supdt (Estt.1)-cum-APIO, Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant and Shri Ranbir Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information in MR-3/2008 has been supplied. The Respondent pleads that this case may be fixed on 5.2.2009 for hearings.

3.

Accordingly, the case MR-3/2008 is fixed for further hearing on     5.2.2009 and will be heard along with CC-22/2009, which is also fixed for hearing on 5.2.2009.
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05-02-2009 along with CC No.22/2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri D.V.Kohli,

# 368, Sector: 38-A, Chandigarh.





Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2000/2008

Present:
Shri D.V. Kohli, Complainant, in person.

Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO, Shri Dalbara Singh, DGM(A)-cum-APIO, Shri Raj Kumar, Section Officer and Shri Rakesh Shahney  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Arguments heard.



2.

In this case the information has been supplied to the Complainant after inordinate delay. In the facts and circumstances of the case, I impose a penalty of Rs. 10,000/-(Ten thousand only) upon the Respondent-PIO Shri J. S. Randhawa, D.G.M. under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. The amount of penalty shall be deposited by the Respondent PIO in the treasury under appropriate Head within one month.  In case he fails to do so, the amount shall be deducted from his salary by the DDO at the rate of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand)
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 per month in two instalments from the salary for the months of February, 2009 and March, 2009.
3.

In addition to the penalty imposed upon the Respondent-PIO, I also award a sum of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand only) to the Complainant by way of compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005. The amount of compensation shall be paid to the Complainant by the Respondent Public Authority within one month  through Bank Draft.

4.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.03.2009.

 5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

CC:
Managing Director, PSIEC, Udyog Bhawan,  Sector: 17, Chandigarh for information and necessary action.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, Street No.1-E, 

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana- 141 007.







    Appellant







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




 Respondent

AC No.585/2008

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate, Appellant,   in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO  and  Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer, M.C.Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case the Appellant submitted an application with the PIO of the  office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 11.8.2008 which was  received in the office of PIO on the same date. On getting no information within the stipulated period, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority, i.e. Joint Commissioner, M.C.Ludhiana on 25.9.2008. Again on getting no response/information, the Appellant filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 25.11.2008. The Appellant in his appeal has sought relief from the Commission under Section 7(6) to supply information free of cost 
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as the mandatory period of 30 days has already lapsed. He has requested that the Respondent No.1 May be penalized under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, for not providing information to the Appellant within the period stipulated under the RTI Act, 2005.  He further pleads that compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act ibid may be given to him for the detriment suffered by him. He further pleads that action against the first Appellate Authority may be taken under Service Rules, i.e. disciplinary action.

2.

The Appellant states that he has demanded information in para-5 (c) from (i) to (xiii) of his application dated 11.8.2008.

3.

The Respondent states that the information has been sent by the APIO of the office of  M. C. Ludhiana to the Appellant by  UPC . He further states that directions have, however,  been issued to the PIO to send the information by registered post or parcel or as per the demand of the Appellant/Complainant made by him in his  application. 

4.

The Appellant states that he has not received the said letter along with the information. He further states that as already prayed in his appeal, necessary action may  be taken against the PIO for imposing penalty for not supplying the information in time.  

5.

It is directed that Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer will deliver personally  a copy of the letter dated 25.9.2008 along with the information,  already sent to the Appellant  by UPC,  to the Appellant in Hall
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No.1, Opposite Chamber No.106 in District Court Complex, Ludhiana. The Appellant will send his observations/comments, if any, after studying the information to be supplied to him, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission within a period of one month. The PIO will send his response to the observations/comments to be submitted by the Appellant, further within a period of 15 days with a copy to the Commission.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

             
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, Street No.1-E, 

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana- 141 007.







    Appellant







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

              


 Respondent

AC No.586/2008

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate, Appellant , in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO and Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer, M.C.Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case the Appellant submitted  an application with the PIO of the  office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 7.8.2008 which was received in the office of PIO on the same date. On getting no information within stipulated period, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority, i.e. Joint Commissioner, M.C.Ludhiana on 23.9.2008.  Again on getting no response/information, the Appellant filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 25.11.2008. The Appellant in his appeal has sought relief from the Commission, under Section 7(6) to supply information free of cost
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  as mandatory period of 30 days has already lapsed. He has requested that Respondent No.1 may be penalized under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, for not providing information to the Appellant within stipulated time as has been provided in the RTI Act, 2005.  He further pleads that compensation under Section 19(8)(b) be given to him for the detriment suffered by him. He further pleads that action against the first Appellate Authority may   be taken under Service Rules, i.e. disciplinary action.

2.

The Appellant states that he demanded information in para-5 (c) from (I) to (V) of his application dated 7.8.2008.

3.

The Appellant states that the letter written by the ATP-cum-APIO, Zone-E, M.C., Ludhiana, him was received by him along with the letter bearing No.668/ATP-D, dated 27.8.2008, on 22.9.2009. The Appellant states that in  his application, dated 7.8.2008, he has opted in para-5(e) as “Speed Post or Registered Parcel/Post, whichever is cheaper”. 

4.

It is directed that PIO/APIO should carefully study the application before supplying the information to the Appellant. The Appellant states that as per Punjab Government Rules, he should have been informed by the PIO in Form ‘D’ within a period of 10 days from the receipt of his application by the PIO. The PIO has not acted as per RTI Act/Punjab Govt. Rules. He pleads that information may be supplied to him free of cost.  Accordingly,  It is directed that information be supplied to the Appellant free of cost under Section 7(6) of the RTI 
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Act, 2005.  It is  also directed that PIO will supply the information to the Appellant within a period of 15 days.  

5.

The Appellant pleads that necessary  action may be taken against the PIO for imposing penalty for not supplying information in time.  He further pleads that compensation be given to him for detriment suffered by him. 
He further pleads that he may be given some time to study the information to be supplied by the Respondent. 

6.

It is directed that the Appellant will give his observations/comments, if any, after studying the information to be supplied to him on 28.1.2009 to the PIO with a copy to the Commission within a period of one month. The PIO will send his response to the  observations/comments to be submitted  by the Appellant, within a further  period of 15 days,  with a copy to the Commission.

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

           
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms Manju,Clerk-cum-Typist,

D/o Shri Gurjit Singh,

# B-10/238, Musapur Road,

Nawanshahar.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Govt.,Punjab,

SCO No.131-132, Sector: 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2669/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Surmukh Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the information/reply to the letter of Ms Manju, D/o of Shri Gurjit Singh has been replied  vide :kd gZso BzL ;4-v;;FN;;F09//2087, fwsh 16-1-2009 through registered post with a copy to the Commission. He further states that as per the order of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, passing of speaking orders is under consideration of the Government and when it is decided, a copy of the speaking orders will be sent to the Complainant.

2.

The Respondent further pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. 
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3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 
                 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia,

S/o Shri Charan Dass,

Vill-Sahora Kandi,PO: Siperian,

Tehsil: Mukerian, Distt.Hoshiarpur.




Complainant







Vs

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

Mukerian, District: Hoshiarpur. 





 Respondent

CC No.2585/2008

Present:
Shri Krishan Kumar Bhatia, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Complainant states that his application dated 28.5.2008, submitted for seeking information,  has been received back along with the original Demand Draft of Rs. 10/-(Ten only) dated 28.5.2008 and no information has been supplied to him.  

2.

On the perusal of the file it has come to the notice that  the Demand Draft No.193141, dated 25.8.2008 has been returned back to the Complainant after getting his receipt on the original letter. The Complainant  states that he had filed new application dated 15.9.2008 with the PIO of the office of  BDPO

 Mukerian along with requisite fee. He further states that he has received a letter No. 1053 dated 20.6.2008 from  Divisional Deputy Director, Rural Development & Panchayat, Jalandhar vide which  some information has been supplied to him 
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and  he has been asked to seek remaining information from the offices of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur, Additional Deputy Commissioner(General) Hoshiarpur, Additional Deputy Commissioner(Development) Hoshiarpur, BDPO Hoshiarpur and BDPO Mukerian/Hazipur after depositing necessary fee.



3.

The Complainant makes a  written submission that he has been harassed by the officers/officials posted in the BDPO Office, Mukerian and they are not giving him the requisite information  though  he has visited the office a number  of  times. He pleads that the compensation @ Rs.500/- per visit may be given to him. 

4.

No representative of the PIO/Respondent is present. Therefore, the  PIO is directed to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing along with the requisite information as per application of the Complainant  dated 15.9.2008. The question of granting compensation to the Complainant will be considered later on. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 26-02-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties.





          Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

7.

After the hearing is over, Shri Singara Singh, BDPO-cum-PIO and Shri Maninder Singh, VDO appear before the Commission.   Shri Singara Singh,
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 BDPO-cum-PIO states  that the Complainant has filed a number of applications with the Commission and the same type of information is being demanded by him in all cases. He pleads  that since the village of the Complainant falls in the Block of Hazipur,  he may be directed to get the information from the concerned Public Authority, i.e. BDPO Hazipur, District: Hoshiarpur  and  the instant case may be closed.

3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of. However, the Complainant is directed to file a new application with the BDPO-cum-PIO, Hazipur, District: Hoshiarpur for seeking requisite information. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties.










    Sd/-

 Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Naresh Soni,

S/o Shri Ram Adhar,

# B-1-1446/4A, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.






     Appellant







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




 Respondent

AC No.558/2008

Present:
Shri Naresh Soni, Appellant, in person.
Shri Ramesh Chander, Building Inspector, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent assures that the information will be supplied to the Appellant by 29.01.2009. It is directed that the Appellant will  go through the information to be supplied to him and will submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy  to the Commission within a period of 15 days.

3.

It is also directed that the PIO will send his response to the observations/comments, if submitted  by the appellant,  to the Appellant with a copy to the Commission,  within a  further period of one week.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10-02-2009.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

               
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Naresh Soni,

S/o Shri Ram Adhar,

# B-1-1446/4A, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.






Complainant







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

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2504/2008

Present:
Shri Naresh Soni, Complainant, in person.


Shri Hakam Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

On the mutual consent of both  the parties, the Complainant is directed to inspect the files brought by the APIO and identify the information required by him.  After the  inspection of the files, the Complainant states that he has identified the  information required by him. The APIO  agrees to supply the requisite information, duly authenticated by the competent authority, to the Complainant. It is directed that the Complainant will deposit the necessary charges for the documents/information.
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3.

The Complainant brings  to the notice of the Commission that some information is to be supplied by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and he requests that necessary instructions may be  issued to M.C.Ludhiana to supply the information before10th February, 2009, the next date of hearing.

4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the PIO of the office of M.C. Ludhiana will supply the requisite information to the Complainant as per the instructions issued by the Principal Secretary,  Local Government, vide Endst.No.14382/2008-3LG-1/23, dated 2.1.2009 to the Commissioner, M. C. Ludhiana,  by 8th February, 2009.

5.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of  orders on 10-02-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.






Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Narinder Singh Lamba,

# Gali No.3, Preet Nagar,

Near Adarsh Vidya Mandir, Tibba Road,

PP  Rajan Estate, PS  Basti, Jodhewal, Ludhiana-141 008.

Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No.2637/2008

Present:
Shri Narinder Singh Lamba, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant brings  to the notice of the Commission that the M.C. Ludhiana  demolished his Building situated in the Kashmir Nagar on the Jalandhar Bye Pass Road, Ludhiana, during 1986, 1992 and again in the year 2000. He has submitted  many representations to the concerned authorities, even to the Hon’ble President of India, Hon’ble Prime Minister of India, Hon’ble Governor of Punjab,  Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab, Mayor and Commissioner of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, but no information has been supplied to him.

Cont…p/2

CC No.2637/2008

           -2-

3.

It is, accordingly, directed that the complete file,  including  notices issued to Shri Narinder Singh Lamba,  Land-lord of the Building, House No.1370 (400 Sq Yds) Kashmir Nagar, Gowshala Road, Bye-Pass, Opposite .Grewal Farm near Tajpur Chowk, Division No.6, Ludhiana,   be brought on the next date of hearing so that the requisite information could  be supplied to him.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 19-02-2009.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 
                Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri P.C.Garg, Advocate,

S/o Shri Sadhu Ram,

# 638/1, Malerkotla,

House Opp. Old DMC, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No.2633/2008

Present:
Shri P.C.Garg, Complainant, in person.


Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER                           

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the information running into seven sheets, containing list of selected applications, has been sent to the Complainant. 

2.

 The Complainant states that he  has made a written submission to the Respondent with a copy to the Commission. He further states that the Corporation only comes into action when notice is issued to them from the Commission and the date is fixed for hearing of the Complaints/Appeals. He 
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requests  that suitable instructions may be issued to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to stop this practice and to deal with the applications of the 

Complainant/Appellant immediately and promptly after receipt of the of the same in the office of PIO  and supply the information within mandatory period of 30 days as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.  He further requests  that the Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana may  be directed to issue necessary instructions to his staff  in this behalf. 

3.

The Complainant informs the Commission that incomplete information has been supplied to him as  no policy/criteria has been supplied on the basis of which applications are selected for allotment of Tubewells. The Respondent states that there is no specific  policy in the regard.

4.

It is, accordingly  directed that that the PIO will submit  in writing that  there is no specific policy for allotment of Tubewells to the applicants and applications are invited through advertisement  in the Press and tube wells are allotted after holding of interviews  by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Kans Raj Sharma,

# 249, Narotam Nagar, Extn.Samadhi

Road, Khanna, District: Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Khanna,

District: Ludhiana.







 Respondent

CC No.2589/2008

Present:
Shri Rajesh Sharma, Complainant, in person.


None is present, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Complainant states that he has received information personally  on 21.1.2009 and he is satisfied with the information. He however, pleads that since  the information has been delayed and  he has been harassed by the Respondent, necessary action may  be taken against the PIO under Section 20  and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b)  of  the RTI Act, 2005. 

2.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO to show cause why penalty  be not imposed on him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for the delay  in  the supply of information.  He is also directed to show cause why
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suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in supply of information. The Respondent-PIO is directed to file an affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party. He is also directed to give names of the Predecessor-PIO(s) since the date of submission of  the application by the Complainant, i.e. 10.9.2008,  to ascertain as   to   by whom  the delay in supply of information has been caused .

3.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 19.2.2009.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


               Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jarnail Singh Sandhu,

District President,

# Vill- Elwal, PO: Gagarpur,

District: Sangrur.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.2577/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant, Shri Ajmer Singh, Accounts Assistant and Shri Charanjit Singh, Court Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information had been supplied to the Complainant on 16.9.2008 by UPC. However, one copy, in original,  has been  delivered to him personally   on 15.1.2009.

2.

He submits a copy of the letter from the Complainant  addressed to  the PIO stating that he has received information and  is satisfied, which is taken on record. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information stands provided, 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:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2590/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12.6.2008 with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than three months. As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2591/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 25. 9. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than one month.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

           Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2592/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 28. 4. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than six months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2593/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12. 6. 2008 with the PIO, whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than four months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2598/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 30. 5. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than five months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


                 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2599/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 11. 9. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of about two months.   As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2600/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12. 6. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than four months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,

# 2123, Sector: 27-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police (Prisons),

Punjab, SCO:8-9, Sector:17A, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

MR No.03/2008

Present:
Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Complainant, in person.
Shri Amrit Pal Singh, Supdt (Estt.1)-cum-APIO, Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant and Shri Ranbir Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information in MR-3/2008 has been supplied. The Respondent pleads that this case may be fixed on 5.2.2009 for hearings.

3.

Accordingly, the case MR-3/2008 is fixed for further hearing on     5.2.2009 and will be heard along with CC-22/2009, which is also fixed for hearing on 5.2.2009.
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05-02-2009 along with CC No.22/2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri D.V.Kohli,

# 368, Sector: 38-A, Chandigarh.





Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2000/2008

Present:
Shri D.V. Kohli, Complainant, in person.

Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO, Shri Dalbara Singh, DGM(A)-cum-APIO, Shri Raj Kumar, Section Officer and Shri Rakesh Shahney  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Arguments heard.



2.

In this case the information has been supplied to the Complainant after inordinate delay. In the facts and circumstances of the case, I impose a penalty of Rs. 10,000/-(Ten thousand only) upon the Respondent-PIO Shri J. S. Randhawa, D.G.M. under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. The amount of penalty shall be deposited by the Respondent PIO in the treasury under appropriate Head within one month.  In case he fails to do so, the amount shall be deducted from his salary by the DDO at the rate of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand)
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 per month in two instalments from the salary for the months of February, 2009 and March, 2009.
3.

In addition to the penalty imposed upon the Respondent-PIO, I also award a sum of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand only) to the Complainant by way of compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005. The amount of compensation shall be paid to the Complainant by the Respondent Public Authority within one month  through Bank Draft.

4.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.03.2009.

 5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

CC:
Managing Director, PSIEC, Udyog Bhawan,  Sector: 17, Chandigarh for information and necessary action.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, Street No.1-E, 

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana- 141 007.







    Appellant







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




 Respondent

AC No.585/2008

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate, Appellant,   in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO  and  Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer, M.C.Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case the Appellant submitted an application with the PIO of the  office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 11.8.2008 which was  received in the office of PIO on the same date. On getting no information within the stipulated period, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority, i.e. Joint Commissioner, M.C.Ludhiana on 25.9.2008. Again on getting no response/information, the Appellant filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 25.11.2008. The Appellant in his appeal has sought relief from the Commission under Section 7(6) to supply information free of cost 
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as the mandatory period of 30 days has already lapsed. He has requested that the Respondent No.1 May be penalized under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, for not providing information to the Appellant within the period stipulated under the RTI Act, 2005.  He further pleads that compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act ibid may be given to him for the detriment suffered by him. He further pleads that action against the first Appellate Authority may be taken under Service Rules, i.e. disciplinary action.

2.

The Appellant states that he has demanded information in para-5 (c) from (i) to (xiii) of his application dated 11.8.2008.

3.

The Respondent states that the information has been sent by the APIO of the office of  M. C. Ludhiana to the Appellant by  UPC . He further states that directions have, however,  been issued to the PIO to send the information by registered post or parcel or as per the demand of the Appellant/Complainant made by him in his  application. 

4.

The Appellant states that he has not received the said letter along with the information. He further states that as already prayed in his appeal, necessary action may  be taken against the PIO for imposing penalty for not supplying the information in time.  

5.

It is directed that Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer will deliver personally  a copy of the letter dated 25.9.2008 along with the information,  already sent to the Appellant  by UPC,  to the Appellant in Hall
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No.1, Opposite Chamber No.106 in District Court Complex, Ludhiana. The Appellant will send his observations/comments, if any, after studying the information to be supplied to him, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission within a period of one month. The PIO will send his response to the observations/comments to be submitted by the Appellant, further within a period of 15 days with a copy to the Commission.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

             
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, Street No.1-E, 

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana- 141 007.







    Appellant







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

              


 Respondent

AC No.586/2008

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate, Appellant , in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO and Shri Sunil Sharma, Assistant Corporation Engineer, M.C.Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case the Appellant submitted  an application with the PIO of the  office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 7.8.2008 which was received in the office of PIO on the same date. On getting no information within stipulated period, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority, i.e. Joint Commissioner, M.C.Ludhiana on 23.9.2008.  Again on getting no response/information, the Appellant filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 25.11.2008. The Appellant in his appeal has sought relief from the Commission, under Section 7(6) to supply information free of cost
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  as mandatory period of 30 days has already lapsed. He has requested that Respondent No.1 may be penalized under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, for not providing information to the Appellant within stipulated time as has been provided in the RTI Act, 2005.  He further pleads that compensation under Section 19(8)(b) be given to him for the detriment suffered by him. He further pleads that action against the first Appellate Authority may   be taken under Service Rules, i.e. disciplinary action.

2.

The Appellant states that he demanded information in para-5 (c) from (I) to (V) of his application dated 7.8.2008.

3.

The Appellant states that the letter written by the ATP-cum-APIO, Zone-E, M.C., Ludhiana, him was received by him along with the letter bearing No.668/ATP-D, dated 27.8.2008, on 22.9.2009. The Appellant states that in  his application, dated 7.8.2008, he has opted in para-5(e) as “Speed Post or Registered Parcel/Post, whichever is cheaper”. 

4.

It is directed that PIO/APIO should carefully study the application before supplying the information to the Appellant. The Appellant states that as per Punjab Government Rules, he should have been informed by the PIO in Form ‘D’ within a period of 10 days from the receipt of his application by the PIO. The PIO has not acted as per RTI Act/Punjab Govt. Rules. He pleads that information may be supplied to him free of cost.  Accordingly,  It is directed that information be supplied to the Appellant free of cost under Section 7(6) of the RTI 
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Act, 2005.  It is  also directed that PIO will supply the information to the Appellant within a period of 15 days.  

5.

The Appellant pleads that necessary  action may be taken against the PIO for imposing penalty for not supplying information in time.  He further pleads that compensation be given to him for detriment suffered by him. 
He further pleads that he may be given some time to study the information to be supplied by the Respondent. 

6.

It is directed that the Appellant will give his observations/comments, if any, after studying the information to be supplied to him on 28.1.2009 to the PIO with a copy to the Commission within a period of one month. The PIO will send his response to the  observations/comments to be submitted  by the Appellant, within a further  period of 15 days,  with a copy to the Commission.

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

           
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms Manju,Clerk-cum-Typist,

D/o Shri Gurjit Singh,

# B-10/238, Musapur Road,

Nawanshahar.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Govt.,Punjab,

SCO No.131-132, Sector: 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2669/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Surmukh Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the information/reply to the letter of Ms Manju, D/o of Shri Gurjit Singh has been replied  vide :kd gZso BzL ;4-v;;FN;;F09//2087, fwsh 16-1-2009 through registered post with a copy to the Commission. He further states that as per the order of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, passing of speaking orders is under consideration of the Government and when it is decided, a copy of the speaking orders will be sent to the Complainant.

2.

The Respondent further pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. 
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3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 
                 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia,

S/o Shri Charan Dass,

Vill-Sahora Kandi,PO: Siperian,

Tehsil: Mukerian, Distt.Hoshiarpur.




Complainant







Vs

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

Mukerian, District: Hoshiarpur. 





 Respondent

CC No.2585/2008

Present:
Shri Krishan Kumar Bhatia, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Complainant states that his application dated 28.5.2008, submitted for seeking information,  has been received back along with the original Demand Draft of Rs. 10/-(Ten only) dated 28.5.2008 and no information has been supplied to him.  

2.

On the perusal of the file it has come to the notice that  the Demand Draft No.193141, dated 25.8.2008 has been returned back to the Complainant after getting his receipt on the original letter. The Complainant  states that he had filed new application dated 15.9.2008 with the PIO of the office of  BDPO

 Mukerian along with requisite fee. He further states that he has received a letter No. 1053 dated 20.6.2008 from  Divisional Deputy Director, Rural Development & Panchayat, Jalandhar vide which  some information has been supplied to him 
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and  he has been asked to seek remaining information from the offices of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur, Additional Deputy Commissioner(General) Hoshiarpur, Additional Deputy Commissioner(Development) Hoshiarpur, BDPO Hoshiarpur and BDPO Mukerian/Hazipur after depositing necessary fee.



3.

The Complainant makes a  written submission that he has been harassed by the officers/officials posted in the BDPO Office, Mukerian and they are not giving him the requisite information  though  he has visited the office a number  of  times. He pleads that the compensation @ Rs.500/- per visit may be given to him. 

4.

No representative of the PIO/Respondent is present. Therefore, the  PIO is directed to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing along with the requisite information as per application of the Complainant  dated 15.9.2008. The question of granting compensation to the Complainant will be considered later on. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 26-02-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties.





          Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

7.

After the hearing is over, Shri Singara Singh, BDPO-cum-PIO and Shri Maninder Singh, VDO appear before the Commission.   Shri Singara Singh,
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 BDPO-cum-PIO states  that the Complainant has filed a number of applications with the Commission and the same type of information is being demanded by him in all cases. He pleads  that since the village of the Complainant falls in the Block of Hazipur,  he may be directed to get the information from the concerned Public Authority, i.e. BDPO Hazipur, District: Hoshiarpur  and  the instant case may be closed.

3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of. However, the Complainant is directed to file a new application with the BDPO-cum-PIO, Hazipur, District: Hoshiarpur for seeking requisite information. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties.










    Sd/-

 Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Naresh Soni,

S/o Shri Ram Adhar,

# B-1-1446/4A, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.






     Appellant







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




 Respondent

AC No.558/2008

Present:
Shri Naresh Soni, Appellant, in person.
Shri Ramesh Chander, Building Inspector, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent assures that the information will be supplied to the Appellant by 29.01.2009. It is directed that the Appellant will  go through the information to be supplied to him and will submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy  to the Commission within a period of 15 days.

3.

It is also directed that the PIO will send his response to the observations/comments, if submitted  by the appellant,  to the Appellant with a copy to the Commission,  within a  further period of one week.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10-02-2009.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

               
     Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Naresh Soni,

S/o Shri Ram Adhar,

# B-1-1446/4A, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.






Complainant







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

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2504/2008

Present:
Shri Naresh Soni, Complainant, in person.


Shri Hakam Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

On the mutual consent of both  the parties, the Complainant is directed to inspect the files brought by the APIO and identify the information required by him.  After the  inspection of the files, the Complainant states that he has identified the  information required by him. The APIO  agrees to supply the requisite information, duly authenticated by the competent authority, to the Complainant. It is directed that the Complainant will deposit the necessary charges for the documents/information.
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3.

The Complainant brings  to the notice of the Commission that some information is to be supplied by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and he requests that necessary instructions may be  issued to M.C.Ludhiana to supply the information before10th February, 2009, the next date of hearing.

4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the PIO of the office of M.C. Ludhiana will supply the requisite information to the Complainant as per the instructions issued by the Principal Secretary,  Local Government, vide Endst.No.14382/2008-3LG-1/23, dated 2.1.2009 to the Commissioner, M. C. Ludhiana,  by 8th February, 2009.

5.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of  orders on 10-02-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.






Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Narinder Singh Lamba,

# Gali No.3, Preet Nagar,

Near Adarsh Vidya Mandir, Tibba Road,

PP  Rajan Estate, PS  Basti, Jodhewal, Ludhiana-141 008.

Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No.2637/2008

Present:
Shri Narinder Singh Lamba, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant brings  to the notice of the Commission that the M.C. Ludhiana  demolished his Building situated in the Kashmir Nagar on the Jalandhar Bye Pass Road, Ludhiana, during 1986, 1992 and again in the year 2000. He has submitted  many representations to the concerned authorities, even to the Hon’ble President of India, Hon’ble Prime Minister of India, Hon’ble Governor of Punjab,  Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab, Mayor and Commissioner of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, but no information has been supplied to him.
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3.

It is, accordingly, directed that the complete file,  including  notices issued to Shri Narinder Singh Lamba,  Land-lord of the Building, House No.1370 (400 Sq Yds) Kashmir Nagar, Gowshala Road, Bye-Pass, Opposite .Grewal Farm near Tajpur Chowk, Division No.6, Ludhiana,   be brought on the next date of hearing so that the requisite information could  be supplied to him.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 19-02-2009.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 
                Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri P.C.Garg, Advocate,

S/o Shri Sadhu Ram,

# 638/1, Malerkotla,

House Opp. Old DMC, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No.2633/2008

Present:
Shri P.C.Garg, Complainant, in person.


Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER                           

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the information running into seven sheets, containing list of selected applications, has been sent to the Complainant. 

2.

 The Complainant states that he  has made a written submission to the Respondent with a copy to the Commission. He further states that the Corporation only comes into action when notice is issued to them from the Commission and the date is fixed for hearing of the Complaints/Appeals. He 
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requests  that suitable instructions may be issued to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to stop this practice and to deal with the applications of the 

Complainant/Appellant immediately and promptly after receipt of the of the same in the office of PIO  and supply the information within mandatory period of 30 days as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.  He further requests  that the Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana may  be directed to issue necessary instructions to his staff  in this behalf. 

3.

The Complainant informs the Commission that incomplete information has been supplied to him as  no policy/criteria has been supplied on the basis of which applications are selected for allotment of Tubewells. The Respondent states that there is no specific  policy in the regard.

4.

It is, accordingly  directed that that the PIO will submit  in writing that  there is no specific policy for allotment of Tubewells to the applicants and applications are invited through advertisement  in the Press and tube wells are allotted after holding of interviews  by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18-03-2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Kans Raj Sharma,

# 249, Narotam Nagar, Extn.Samadhi

Road, Khanna, District: Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Khanna,

District: Ludhiana.







 Respondent

CC No.2589/2008

Present:
Shri Rajesh Sharma, Complainant, in person.


None is present, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Complainant states that he has received information personally  on 21.1.2009 and he is satisfied with the information. He however, pleads that since  the information has been delayed and  he has been harassed by the Respondent, necessary action may  be taken against the PIO under Section 20  and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b)  of  the RTI Act, 2005. 

2.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO to show cause why penalty  be not imposed on him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for the delay  in  the supply of information.  He is also directed to show cause why
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suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in supply of information. The Respondent-PIO is directed to file an affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party. He is also directed to give names of the Predecessor-PIO(s) since the date of submission of  the application by the Complainant, i.e. 10.9.2008,  to ascertain as   to   by whom  the delay in supply of information has been caused .

3.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 19.2.2009.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


               Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jarnail Singh Sandhu,

District President,

# Vill- Elwal, PO: Gagarpur,

District: Sangrur.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.2577/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant, Shri Ajmer Singh, Accounts Assistant and Shri Charanjit Singh, Court Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information had been supplied to the Complainant on 16.9.2008 by UPC. However, one copy, in original,  has been  delivered to him personally   on 15.1.2009.

2.

He submits a copy of the letter from the Complainant  addressed to  the PIO stating that he has received information and  is satisfied, which is taken on record. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information stands provided, 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:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2590/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12.6.2008 with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than three months. As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2591/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 25. 9. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than one month.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

           Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2592/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 28. 4. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than six months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is  free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2593/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12. 6. 2008 with the PIO, whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than four months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2598/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 30. 5. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than five months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


                 Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2599/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 11. 9. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of about two months.   As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information  Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr.Rajinder Parkash (President),

Kaushalya Kundan, Progressive Medical Hospital,

# 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC No. 2600/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The instant case purports to be an appeal against the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for not supplying information. The application for information was made in this case on 12. 6. 2008  with the PIO,  whereas the instant case has been filed with the Commission on 4.11.2008 i.e. after a period of more than four months.  As per Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, when  a person does not receive a decision from the Public Information Officer on his application seeking information within the time specified under Section 7(3), he may thereafter file an appeal before the Appellate Authority concerned and if the First Appellate Authority does not decide the appeal within time indicated in 
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Section 19 of the RTI Act, then the aggrieved person can approach the State Information Commission by way of Second Appeal. 

2.

In the instant case the Complaint made by the Complainant with the Commission is not maintainable as the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of First Appeal available to him under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of being premature. However, the Complainant is free to file first appeal under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

