STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Dhanjit Singh, 

H. No. 409, Phase-1,

Mohali. 







…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Tehsildar,

Derabassi. 







…… Respondent





  CC – 202 of 2009



      

 


                      ORDER 

1.  

On 09.06.2009 Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the complainant for the detriment suffered, was reserved.
2.  The case relates to a revenue matter which was filed on 17.09.2008 and on not receiving a response, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 12.01.2009.

3. Information as was demanded was provided to the Complainant on 01.05.2009. The Complainant requested that the Respondent/PIO be penalized for the delay in providing information and he be compensated for the detriment suffered.  Accordingly, the Respondent/PIO was directed to submit an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

4. The Respondent submitted an affidavit dated 01.06.2009.  He has explained that he had not received the initial request for information sent vide letter dated 17.09.2008. 

5. I have carefully perused all documents placed on record and I find that request of the Complainant has been dispatched to an incorrect address.  The postal receipt shows that the complainant sent his information request to “ Public Information Officer-cum- Tehsildar Jind”  

6. In view of the foregoing, I find that this is not a fit case for imposing any penalty or for awarding any compensation. 

7. The instant complaint is thus, dismissed and case closed. 

8.  
Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






                State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Raj Pal Singla,

# 403, Sector-44A,

Chandigarh. 







…… Appellant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  The Secretary, 

Pb. State Electricity Board, 

Patiala. 







…… Respondent





  AC-53 of 2008



             

 


                      ORDER

1.  
On 14.05.2009, order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation for the detriment suffered by the complainant was reserved. 
2.  
The case relates to a service matter. The Appellant had requested for information on 29.09.2007 and it had two items.  On not receiving response, he filed an appeal with the first Appellate Authority on 04.01.2008 and on further not getting information, filed an appeal with the Commission on 06.01.2008.
3.   
 
The information and response to various observations submitted by the appellant has been provided to him in parts vide Memo No. 141124 dated 24.10.2007, 174741 dated 05.12.2007, 175128 dated 06.12.2007, 708/AP-356/28 dated 09.04.2008, 1206 dated 13.06.2008. Further Sh. K.S. Bhatia the Deputy Secretary, Technical-I, custodian of information and Sh. S.K. Jain, Sr. A.O, Pay & Accounts were directed to be present at the proceedings to clarify various issues and provide response.  Finally, the deficient information was provided on 14.05.2009. 
4.  
 
The PIO had been directed to make a written submission by 25.04.2009 to explain reasons for non-implementation of Orders dated 24.03.2009.  He was once again directed to make a written submission at the earliest but not later than 25.05.2009. 

5. 

I have carefully perused the documents placed on record.  I am of the opinion that information, as it existed on record, stands supplied.  
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6.   

There has been a delay of approximately twenty months in providing information I had given three opportunities (on 24.03.2009, 15.04.2009 and 14.05.2009) to the Respondent/PIO to submit response to appellant’s submission dated 24.03.2009 for imposition of penalty on him for the delay in providing information and award of compensation for the detriment suffered.  
7.  

Despite three opportunities having been given, the PIO has not submitted a written response.  Therefore, it appears that the Respondent has no explanation/ justification.  It is pertinent to mention here that due to poor response of the respondent to the orders being issued, the case had been referred to the Chairman, PSEB vide my orders dated 17.04.2008 and 15.04.2009.
8.  

 I have observed that the PIO had to collect information from different departments and forward the same after compiling it. Various branches of the Respondent work in water tight compartments and response to the Orders issued to the PIO by the Commission are not dealt with on priority and urgency as required under the provision of the RTI Act.  I am therefore, of the view that this is not a fit case for imposing penalty on the PIO as no single individual is to be blamed for the delay.  The Respondent is directed to work out a system by which information sought by the information seeker is provided to him as per the stipulations laid down in the RTI Act, 2005.  This will be confirmed through a written submission by 10.07.2009.  However, ends of justice will be met if the appellant is given a compensation amounting to Rs.5000/- (Rs. Five Thousand Only) for the detriment suffered.  This amount will be paid by 10.07.2009 by the respondent..
5.  To come up for compliance of order on 14.07.2009 at 2.00 PM. 
6.  Copies be sent to both the parties and Chairman, Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala, for taking cognizance.

Chandigarh





     
 ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009




      
Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            
State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rabinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar.







…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar (Pb.).






…… Respondent





  AC – 603 of 2008



             

 


                      ORDER

1.

On 02.06.2009 order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the appellant for the detriment suffered, was reserved.
2.

The case relates to seeking information regarding action taken on the complaint filed by the appellant vide letter No. 136/SE dated 05.05.2008.  Initial request was made on 24.6.2008 and a response was sent by the respondent vide letter No. CE/1785 dated 6.11.2008.

3.

Aggrieved with the delayed response sent by the respondent, after a period of four and half months, the appellant filed an appeal with the Commission under the provisions of Section 19(3), alleging that the respondent knowingly and deliberately delayed provision of information without any reasonable cause.

4.

Information and response to various observations has been provided in parts.  Further there had been a delay of 4 ½ months in providing information.  The Appellant requested on 03.03.2009, that action be initiated against the erring PIO.  Accordingly, both the present and the previous PIOs were directed to submit affidavits to explain reasons as to why penalty not be imposed under the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be given to the appellant for the detriment being suffered by him for seeking information.
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5. 

In response, Sh. Rama Shankar Sahai, erst while PIO submitted an affidavit dated 19.05.2009.  A copy was handed over to the Appellant and he has submitted his comments on 

6.   

In his affidavit the Respondent/ PIO has brought out that:- 

(a) A number of RTI requests have been filed by the Complainant on the same issue but with different authorities. 

(b) The Complainant had given the application for taking action against owner Sh. Bakhshi Ram S/o Relhu Ram 7-A, Jyoti Nagar neighbourer of the Complainant and alleged that water and sewerage connection of the premises are illegal and department should take necessary action.  Based on that, department deputed the concerned staff for verifying the facts and also directed the owner to submit all relevant documents to the Municipal Corporation required for regularization of water and sewerage connection.   After receipt of the documents and verification report, Municipal Corporation regularized the connections and same was intimated to the Complainant vide office letter No. CE/1785 dated 06.11.2008 within stipulated period of one month from the receipt of appeal of the Complainant. 

6.  I have carefully examined the documents placed on record and I find that the delay in providing information is due to lack of understanding of the provisions of the RTI Act.  A mere input to the Appellant on status of his complaint No.333 dated 05.05.2008 would have been sufficient.  Definition of information has been explained in Section 2(f) of the RTI Act 2005.  The delay of 4 ½ months in providing information awaiting regularization of an initially unauthorised connection has however, not been explained by the Respondent.  
7.   
I therefore, do not find this case, a fit case for imposing penalty on the Respondent.  However, for the detriment suffered, ends of justice will be met if the Complainant is awarded a compensation amounting Rs. 2000/- (Rupees two thousand only).  I order accordingly and this will be paid by the Respondent department by 10.07.2009.  
Contd page..3.. 

 




-3-

8.  
 
To come up for compliance of order on 14.07.2009 at 2.00 PM. 

9.  Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh






    ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009


     

   
Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            
State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar Civil Lines,

Ludhiana – 141001.






…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o Department of Revenue,

Govt. of Punjab, Pb. Civil Sectt., 

Chandigarh.







…… Respondent





  CC – 1008 of 2008



      

 


                     ORDER

1. 

On 28.05.2009 Order regarding initiation of action for the delay in providing information as requested by the Complainant vide his submission dated 27.03.2009 was reserved. 

2. 

The case relates to seeking details of fee collected by Punjab Land Reforms Society.  The initial request was made on 29.03.2008 and it had 19 items.  On not getting any response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 13.05.2008.

3. 

The Complainant had filed a request with the Respondent prior to the present application on 17.03.2008.  However, this was returned to him un-accepted. He, accordingly, submitted a photo-copy of the envelope highlighting that the Respondent had not accepted his request for information.  

4. 

The Respondent forwarded application dated 29.03.2008 of the complainant to the Director Land Records, Punjab, Jalandhar vide letter No. 33/11/2008-CH-2/3261 dated 24.04.208 for supplying the requisite information within 3 days as he opined that the appropriate authority for the  matter under consideration was Director Land Records, Punjab.  A reminder was issued to him on 17.06.2008 and again on 22.07.2008.

5. 

A part of information was supplied initially vide letter No. 33/11/2008-CH-2/6850-51dated 27/28.08.2008.  Accepting lack of communication, the Respondent/ PIO informed the Complainant:-
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 “ Director Land Record, Punjab had been directed vide this department letter No. 33/11/2008- Ch.2/3261 dated 24.04.2008 that the necessary information and documents may be supplied to the applicant immediately.  However, inadvertently, this office failed to inform you and that error is regretted to this effect and it is clarified that the entire administration and functioning of Punjab Land Records Society is controlled by Director Land Records, Punjab, Jalandhar as Member Secretary.  Further, in terms of Notification No. 14/41/2008-RC/9801 dated 02.12.2005 (Copy enclosed), the said authority is the appropriate PIO for the matter relating to the PLRS”. 

6. 

 Deficient information and response to various observations being submitted by the Complainant was provided vide letters No. 33/11/2008-CH2/8352 dated 24.10.2008, 33/11/2008-CH2/9851 dated 26.12.2008, 33/11/2008-CH2/1555 dated 19.02.2009 and 33/11/2008-CH2/2196 dated 18.03.2009.

7. 

Thus, information was provided after a delay of 12 months.  
The Complainant requested through his written submission dated 27.03.2009 
that punitive action U/s 20 (1) as well as 20 (2) of the RTI Act for the 
inordinate delay in provision of information by the Respondent.

8. 

Accordingly, the Respondent/ PIO was directed to submit an affidavit by 15.04.2009 for showing cause as to why action not be initiated on him for the delay in providing information. 

9. 

Sh. Sukhjit Singh Bains, PCS, Additional Secretary-cum- PIO, Revenue Department submitted an affidavit dated 15.04.2009.  A copy was given to the Complainant who submitted his comments vide his letter dated 25.05.2009.  The Respondent/PIO submitted a rejoinder dated 09.06.2009 to the observations submitted by the Complainant.  

10. 

I have carefully perused all documents placed on record.  Information has been supplied in parts after delay of twelve months.  The Complainant had to attend ten hearings to obtain information.  Further there has been a mix up in the applications filed with the Respondent and that filed with PLRS.  Both are separate applications with totally separate subject matter.  The application under consideration deals with policy matters only. 
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11. 

       
My observations on the matter are:- 

(a) 
No reasons for not accepting Complainant’s application for

 
information dated 17.03.2008 have been assigned.


(b) Request for information dated 29.03.2008 was forwarded only   

on 24.04.2008 to PLRS for providing a reply. However, the  Complainant was not informed.
( c) 
Information has been supplied in parts over a period of twelve  

months.  The Respondent was totally dependent on PLRS, the  custodian of information, for obtaining and providing information.  
(d) 

There has been no deliberate or willful delay in providing             

       
information.
12. 

        I am, therefore, of the view, that the delay in providing information is due to systemic failure as the request of the Complainant was not transferred to the custodian of information as per provisions of Section 6 (3) and Section 5 (5) of the RTI Act.  No single individual is to be blamed for this delay.  However, the Respondent is directed to work out a system by which the information seeker is provided information as per the laid down in the RTI Act.  

13. 
   For the detriment suffered in obtaining information, ends of justice will be met, if an amount of Rs. 5000/- is given as compensation to the Complainant.  I order accordingly.  The Respondent Department will pay this compensation by 10.07.2009.
14. 
 To come up for compliance of orders on 14.07.2009 at 2.00 PM. 
15. 
 Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      
( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009





Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






                    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Saurabh Manro,

B. No. 33, H. No. 223,

Peer Khana Road,

Near Tiwari Di Kothi,

Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana – 141 401.



…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal,

A.S.College for Women.

Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.





…… Respondent





  CC – 208 of 2009 in MR – 82 of 2008





                             &





    CC 209 of 2009 in MR – 77 of 2008 

 


                                    ORDER

1.

On 02.06.2009, Order regarding award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered was reserved. 

2. 

The case relates to seeking information regarding conduct of interview for the post of Lecturer in Mathematics during November 2007.  Initial request was made on 08.07.2008 and had six items.  On not receiving any response the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 08.08.2008.

3. 

Initially the Respondent was resisting the request for supply of information on the plea that the post of Lecturer in Mathematics pertaining to which the Applicant had sought information was not an aided post therefore, RTI Act, 2005 had no applicability to the matter.  After hearing both sides, I had, on 10.02.2009, expressed that the Respondent was a Public Authority as per Section 2(h) of the RTI Act.  Accordingly, the Respondent was directed to provide the requisite information. 

4. 

The requisite information was provided in parts to the Complainant. On 02.06.2009, the Respondent stated non-availability of any record pertaining to candidates who had been called for interview for the post of Lecturer in Maths.  An affidavit dated 5.6.2009 to this effect has been submitted. The information thus stood supplied. 
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5. 

The Complainant had to pursue this requirement of information for a period of eleven months and had to attend seven hearings in the Commission.  

6. 

The Complainant demanded compensation for the detriment suffered.  Accordingly, the Respondent was directed to explain through an affidavit as to why compensation not be given to him for the detriment suffered. 

7. 

In her affidavit dated 18.05.2009 Dr. Rekha Bhardwaj, Principal, A.S. College for Women, Khanna has not been able to explain the reasons for the delay in providing information. 

8. 

I, therefore, direct, to meet the ends of justice, payment of compensation amounting to Rs. 2000/- (Rs. Two Thousand Only) to the Complainant.  This amount will be paid by 10.07.2009.

9. 

To come up for compliance of orders on 14.07.2009 at 2.00 PM. 

10. 

Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rajesh Sharma,

H. No. 3279, Sector 23-D, 

Chandigarh.







…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Punjab Urban Dev. Authority,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.






…… Respondent

AC – 656 of 2008



             

 


                      ORDER

1.  
On 04.06.2009, Order regarding imposition of penalty on the  Respondent for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered was reserved. 
2. 

The case relates to seeking information regarding development works of Village Kullian Bala.  Initial request was sent on 21.4.2008 and on not receiving a response, the appellant filed an appeal with the Commission on 20.12.2008.

3.  

The information was provided in parts vide GMADA, Mohali Memo No. 6505 dated 27.03.2009 and letter No. 6048 dated 21.04.209.

4. 

The Complainant requested that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for providing information after a period of eight months approximately.  The Respondent/ PIO was accordingly, directed to submit an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be given to the Appellant for the detriment suffered.

5. 

The Respondent submitted an affidavit dated 30.05.2009.  He has highlighted that:- 

(a)  The Appellant had submitted the application to PIO, PUDA only.  For seeking the information regarding the entire State of Punjab without delay, the Appellant ought to have approached all the  independent Authorities, that is, GMADA, GLADA, BDA, ADA, JDA and PDA.
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(b) Vide letter No. 2619 dated 30.01.2009 the Respondent had informed the Appellant that the information sought by him had to be provided by the offices of GMADA and GLADA hence his application had been transferred to those offices under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act and that he should liaise with those offices.  

6. 

I have carefully gone over the documents placed on record.   I am of the view that the delay in providing information is neither willful nor deliberate.  The Complainant had sought information pertaining to the State of Punjab from the Respondent.  The information thus had to be collected from various independent authorities, e.g., GMADA, GLADA, BDA etc., which was time-consuming. 

7.

I therefore, find that this is not a fit case for imposing any penalty on the Respondent and awarding any compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered.

8.

The case is disposed of and closed.  Copies be sent to both the parties. 
Chandigarh





     
 ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009


     
   

Lt. Gen. (Retd.)




 

           State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Vipin Kumar,

H. No. 102, Ghass Mandi,

Chaura Bazar,

Ludhiana.







…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.







…… Respondent




                CC – 1110 of 2008


             

 


                        ORDER

1.

On 02.06.2009, Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered, was reserved. 

2.

The case relates to seeking information regarding an encroachment.  Initial request was sent on 1.2.2008 and it had five items. On not receiving a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 7.3.2008.  

3.

The requisite information was provided vide letter No. 5885/ AT PAD dated 08.04.2009.  The Respondent had brought the information to be handed over to the Complainant during the proceedings on 09.04.2009.  However, since the Complainant was not present it was posted to him on 23.04.2009.

4.

The Complainant requested that the Respondent be penalized for the delay in providing information and he be compensated for the detriment suffered.  Accordingly, the Respondent/ PIO was directed to submit an affidavit, by 15.5.2009, explaining reasons as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be given to the complainant for the detriment suffered by him.  A copy of the affidavit was to be sent to the complainant.
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5. 
 
The PIO/Respondent submitted an affidavit dated 01.06.2009.  He has highlighted that:- 

“(a) The Complainant before this application which is under consideration of this Hon’ble Commission has filed other various applications on the same subject relating to the property titled as C.D optician.  It is on record that the Respondent office gave reply to the Complainant applications vide No. 65/PIO/RTI-Ddated 11.05.2007, vide No. 437/PIO/RTI/D dated 30.11.2007. 

(b) The Complainant has filed another application on the name of 
Sh. Ravi Kumar on dated 20.03.2007 on the same cause of action.  The Complainant being not satisfying filed complaint No. 786 of 2007 in this Hon’ble Commission.  The Respondent office again gave reply to the Complainant vide No. 1/ZSA/RTI/D dated 22.01.2008.  The Hon’ble Commission after satisfying with the information given by the deponent disposed of this complaint on January, 28, 2008. 

(c) The Complainant again filed another two complaints i.e. 
No. 1069 of 2007 and No. 1686 of 2007 on the name of Sh. Ravi Kumar on the same cause of action.  The Complainant admitted before the Hon’ble Commission on fixed date that he has already sought the desired information in the instant cases.  The Hon’ble Commission of Sh. P.P.S Gill after satisfying that the reply of Respondent that these complaints are not covered under the RTI Act 2005, observed that the information demanded in application No. 23.07.2007 does not constitute “information” as defied in the RTI Act, 2005.  These both complaints were disposed of by the Hon’ble Commission on 15.02.2008.

(d) The Complainant knowing the facts that he has availed the desired information from the Respondent had filed this complaint No. 1110 of 2008. On 07.03.2008 only to wastage the valuable time of this Hon’ble Commission in the Respondent office on 16.03.2009 which was 
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received and forwarded by the APIO (HQ) to APIO-A for necessary action. The proceedings of the Hon’ble Commission the information/reply was sent by the APIO-A/ATP-A to the Complainant vide No. 5885/ATP/A dated 08.04.2009”.

6. 

I have carefully examined documents placed on record. I have observed that information on the same subject, in different forms, has been supplied.  

7. 

The Complainant was given an opportunity to comment on the affidavit submitted by the Respondent.  He submitted his comments vide his affidavit dated 14.6.2009.  This affidavit does not highlight any deficiency in information.
8.  
I am of the view, that Complainant is intentionally prolonging this case despite having been supplied information.  I, thus, find this is not a fit case for imposing any penalty on the Respondent or for awarding any compensation to the Complainant. 

9.  
The case is disposed of and closed. 

10. 
 
 Copies be sent to both the parties. 
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Nirmala Madan,

W/o Sh. Subhash Chander,

H. No. 63, Mohalla No. 9,

Sadar Bazar,

Jalandhar Cantt. (Pb.)





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Director of Public Instructions (S), Pb.,

Sector – 17, Chandigarh.





…… Respondent





  CC – 33 of 2009



             

 


                      ORDER

1.

On 26.05.2009 Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered was reserved. 

2.

The case relates to a service matter.   Initial request having two items was sent on 31.10.2008 and on not getting a response, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 09.01.2009.

3.

The requisite information was handed over to the Complainant during the proceedings on 28.04.2009.  The Complainant requested that the Respondent be penalized for the delay in providing information and he be compensated for the detriment suffered.  The Respondent PIO was thus, directed  to submit an affidavit showing reasons as to why penalty  not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the detriment suffered. 

4. 

In his response the Respondent has explained through his affidavit dated 25.05.2009 that “the required information although has been provided to the Complainant, however, there is some delay in supplying the information to the Complainant.  However, the delay is neither deliberate nor intentional. The request for information on dated 31.10.2008 has been  received in the Record Branch of this office on 19.11.2008 and in the concerned branch i.e. Pension Branch of this office on 03.12.2008 through the nodal branch i.e. RTI Cell of this office”. 
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“ It is pertinent to mention here that the information sought by the Complainant who had retired in this year 1996, pertains to the delay payment of the retiral benefits.  Hence in order to locate the relevant record, P.P.O. number issued in respect of the Complainant was required, however the same was not mentioned  by the Complainant vide her request for information.  The Respondent inspite of its best efforts could not locate the requisite record, hence vide its letter dated 03.02.2009 asked the Complainant to supply the necessary P.P.O. number.  However, the Complainant failed to respond to the said communication.  Thereafter, the relevant record required for providing the information to the Complainant could be traced out only on 24.04.2009 and required information could be supplied to the Complainant on 28.04.2009.  Hence the delay is procedural for which deponent tenders an unconditional and unqualified apology”. 

5. 
 
The Complainant had been given an opportunity to comment on the affidavit submitted by the Respondent.  She submitted her comments vide her submission dated 05.06.2009.

6. 
 
I have carefully perused all documents placed on record.  I am of the view that the delay in providing information is neither willful nor deliberate.  The  basic factor resulting in delay is that the Complainant had not provided the PPO number at the time of making the RTI application.  This number was needed for locating the relevant record.  Thus, the Respondent took time to locate the concerned files and provide information.  Therefore, I find that this is not a fit case for imposing any penalty or for awarding compensation to the Complainant who had provided inadequate reference and did not respond to the Respondent letter dated 03.02.2009. 
7.  

The case is thus disposed of and closed. 
8.  

Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Baldev Raj Joshi,

63-B, New Kitchlu Nagar,

Opp: Radha Swami Sat Sang Ghar,

Partap Singh Wala,

Ludhiana 141 008.






…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala.




…… Respondent





  CC – 12 of 2009



             

 


                      ORDER

1.  
On 04.06.2009 Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered was reserved.


2. 

The case relates to seeking information regarding benefits given to the complainant vide order dated 31.1.2002.  Initial request was sent on 29.8.2008 and on not getting a proper response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 16.1.2009.

3. 

Information as had been demanded by the Complainant had been sent vide letter No. 1544 dated 23.01.2009.  Since he had not received the same it was sent to him again. 

4. 

The Complainant requested that the Respondent be penalized for the delay in providing information and he be compensated for the detriment suffered.  The Respondent accordingly, was directed to submit an affidavit explaining reasons for the delay in providing information and showing cause as to why penalty be not imposed on him and why compensation not be given to the complainant for the detriment being suffered by him.

5. 

In his affidavit dated 01.06.2009, the Respondent/ PIO has highlighted that:- 



(a) Information as was available on record stands supplied. 

 (b) The Complainant is an retired employee of the Respondent department.  He is demanding settlement of accounts, an issue which is beyond the provisions of the RTI Act. 
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 (c ) A number of cases, filed on the similar matter, CC-310/2008 and CC-1619/2007 stand disposed of. 

(d) Information as has been demanded and as was available stands supplied.  There is no deliberate or willful delay. 

6. 

In his comments dated 04.06.2009 submitted by the Complainant on this affidavit, a number of issues beyond the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act have been brought out by the Complainant.  These, however, do not bring out any aspect pertaining to deficiency in provision of information. 

7. 

In view of the foregoing, I do not find this, a fit case for imposing penalty for the delay in supplying information or for awarding compensation to the Complainant for the detriment suffered. 

8.

The appeal is dismissed and case closed. 

9.

Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh





     
 ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 03.07.2009

     

   

Lt. Gen. (Retd.)
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