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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, 

Mission Road, Pathankot. 





…..…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Executive Engineer Provincial,

Division No. 2, PWD, B&R, 

Patiala. 







…….. Respondent 




 AC – 593 of 2009

         ORDER

Present:   
None on behalf of the Appellant. 

Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Sub Divisional Engineer, Provincial Sub Division, PWD (B&R), Rajpura and Sh. Nand Lal, Sr. Assistant, Provincial Division No. 2, PWD (B&R), Patiala, on behalf of the respondent. 

1.

On the last date of hearing, on  24.9.2009, the appellant had been directed to provide a proof of delivery of his initial letter dated 28.9.2008 to the respondent with a copy to the Commission.

2.

During the proceedings today, it is observed that a letter sent through FAX by the appellant has been received.  The appellant has intimated that he will not be able to attend the proceedings.  The letter has a copy of the letter from the courier service. This does not contain signatures of the recipient. Further, the appellant has not been able to justify why he did not obtain information through the first Appellate Authority who had asked him to be present in office on 25.5.2009 or subsequently thereafter.  Also the respondent present states that the individual has not responded to his Memo. No. 9277 dated 20.3.2009.   He further states that information is available and can be sent provided the appellant deposits fee as stated in letter No. 9277 dated 20.3.2009.

3.

 The appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing.  The respondent has been present on both the occasions.  However, the State cannot time and again suffer infructuous expenditure.

4. 

In view of the foregoing, the appellant may deposit the requisite fee and collect information.  On the deposit of the necessary fee, the respondent shall be duty-bound to supply the information.
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3.

The appeal of the Appellant is dismissed being without any merit.
4. 

The case is disposed of and closed.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, 

Mission Road, Pathankot. 





…..…… Appellant





          

Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The District Mandi Officer,

Mandi Board, Gurdaspur. 





…….. Respondent 





   AC – 594 of 2009




ORDER

Present:   
None on behalf of the appellant. 

Sh. Harminder Singh, Deputy District Mandi Officer O/o District Mandi Officer, Gurdaspur. 

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 24.9.2009, the appellant had been given an opportunity to explain his stance regarding information sent for depositing the requisite fee for obtaining information.

2.

During the proceedings today, a letter No.ACC/1674 dated 5.10.2009 sent through FAX, has been received from the appellant who has expressed his inability to attend the proceedings today.  He is absent from the proceedings for the second consecutive time.  Through his letter he explained that “ the fee demanded by the PIO was excessive as the information demanded was for period of 3 months and the nature of information was also not lengthy as fund received in forma which can be 5 to 10 pages Comparative Statement which comprise of 2 or 3 pages for one work.  Amount of payment made which can be in 5 to 10 pages.  Which in no way can amount to Rs. 10,000 or 5 thousand pages that the PIO has asked huge amount in order to afraid us so that he can avoid supplying the information as there is big default in the working of the dept. and huge public funds is misused.”
3.

However, the respondent present states that the information covering a period of five months was running into approximately 5000 pages and accordingly a fee of Rs. 10,000/- was demanded.  He submits copies of his letters No. 410 dated 5.2.2009, No. 1387 dated 11.2.2009, No.1278 dated 5.2.2009, No. 559 dated 20.2.2009, No. 577 dated 24.2.2009, No. 716 dated 24.4.2009 and No. 1891 dated 21.7.2009.    
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4.

It has also been observed that :-
(a)  The appellant has not justified as to why he did not present himself before the first Appellate Authority on 26.3.2009 and 18.5.2009.
(b)  The respondent has justified the requirement of fee.  The demand of fee as raised by the respondent is in accordance with law.

(c)  The demand of fee has been made within the time stipulated in the RTI Act.

5.

Accordingly, the appellant may deposit the said amount and obtain the information demanded.  On the deposit of the necessary fee, the respondent shall be duty-bound to supply the information.

6.

The appeal of the appellant is dismissed being without any merit.

7.

The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.
8.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Kartar Singh, H. No. H – 4/2,

Adarsh Colony, Rajpura.





…… Complainant





          
 Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.





…… Respondent

                   CC – 2194 of 2008

      

ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Kamaldeep Sharma, Counsel on behalf of the Respondent and Sh. Shiv Kumar, Clerk – cum – APIO, Municipal Council, Rajpura. 

1. 

On the last date of hearing, on 22.9.2009, the respondent had been directed to submit an affidavit by 1.10.2009 explaining reasons for the delay in providing information to the complainant and why penalty not be imposed on the PIO for the delay in providing information.  He was also given an opportunity under Section 20 proviso for a personal hearing.  He was to take note that in case he did not file his written response and did not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it was to be presumed that he had nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent present states that he has not received a copy of Order dated 22.9.2009.  Accordingly, a copy is provided to him. The PIO respondent is, once again directed to submit an affidavit by 12.10.2009 explaining reasons for the delay in providing information to the complainant and why penalty not be imposed on the PIO for the delay in providing information.  He is also given an opportunity under Section 20 proviso for a personal hearing on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written response and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

4.

To come up on 20.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Rajdeep Singh,

682, S.S.T. Nagar,

Rajpura Road,

Patiala. 






…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o Patiala Improvement Trust,  
Patiala.






…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2344 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Rajesh Chaudhary, Superintendent-cum-PIO O/o Improvement Trust, Patiala.  

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 29.9.2009, the respondent had stated that deficient information will be provided to the complainant by 1.10.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission through letter No. 3818 dated 6.10.2009 confirming that deficient information has been provided vide Memo. No. PIT/09/3765 dated 1.10.2009.  The complainant has submitted his observations vide letter dated 5.10.2009.  In response, the respondent states that additional information specifically pertaining to Item No. 1 has been provided vide his letter No. 3814 dated 6.10.2009.  However, now the complainant is demanding additional information specifically asking for certified copies of proposed plans of various primary school sites – Plot No. 683, 684, 843, 844, 845, 846, 815, 816, 577, 578 and 593 so that information supplied at Sr. No. 4, 5, 6 and 8 could be authenticated.  This was not included in his original request.
3.

In view of the foregoing, information as had been demanded in his original request dated 30.4.2009, thus, stands supplied. The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. Gurdip Singh,

Vill: Chaman, P.O: Adampur,

District Jalandhar.





…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Adampur.






…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2532 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Satish Kumar, Panchayat Officer, O/o BDPO, Adampur and Sh. Bhupinder Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, O/o BDPO, Adampur.

1.

The case relates to a revenue matter wherein two separate applications dated 20.5.2009 and 22.6.2009 were sent.  On not getting a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 17.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent present states that the complainant did not enclose the requisite fee with either of the applications.  However, the information stands supplied.  He submits copies of letters sent to the complainant wherein he has acknowledged having received the information.

3.

Since the information stands supplied, the case is, therefore disposed of and closed.

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. Deepak Kumar,

C/o Dr. K.K.Jindal,

M.Com.LLB,

Chamber No. 20, New Court Complex,

Distt. Courts, Mansa – 151 505.



…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Budhlada.






…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2537 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
Sh. Deepak Kumar Bansal,Complainant in person along with Dr. K.K.Jindal.

Sh. Sukhraj Sharma, Panchayat Secretary O/o BDPO, Budhlada.

1.

The case relates to a revenue matter wherein information has been sought pertaining to three villages namely; Kulahri, Boha, Chirawali.  Initial request was sent on 25.5.2009 and on not getting a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 25.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, a part of information has been provided.  However, information pertaining to  Village Chirawali has not been provided so far.  The respondent present is directed to provide detailed information regarding utilization of the grants covering period from January, 2007 to May, 2009 by registered post free of cost, by 15.10.2009, with a copy of the covering letter to the Commission.

3.

To come up for compliance of order on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. Ekam Singh,

S/o sh. Kaka Singh, R/o Vill: Buchre,

Block Sirhind, 

Tehsil & Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.



…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Block Sirhind, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2540 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Jatinder Singh, BDPO, Sirhind; Sh. Surinder Pal, Panchayat Secretary, O/o BDPO, Sirhind and Sh. Balkar Singh, Superintendent O/o BDPO, Sirhind.

1.

The case relates to a revenue matter containing two items.  Initial request was filed on 9.7.2009 and on not receiving a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 24.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent states that he had brought information pertaining to Item 2.  As regards information pertaining to 
Item 1, he states that the record is held in the office of the Divisional Deputy Director, Panchayats, Jalandhar, for the past one year since he is holding an inquiry.   Since the complainant is not present, the respondent is directed to provide the requisite information to the complainant and inform him regarding information pertaining to Item 1.

3.

The case will come up for compliance of order on 22.10.2009.

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner
 

Sh. Ekam Singh S/o Sh. Kaka Singh came to the Commission at1520 hours and the    above orders were read out to him.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. A.K.Gupta,

Corporation Engineer,

O & M Cell,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Director,

Deptt. of Local Government, Punjab,

Juneja Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2522 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
Sh. A.K.Gupta, Complainant in person.
Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, APIO – cum – Superintendent, LG – I Br., Deptt. of Local Govt., Pb., Sector – 17, Chandigarh.

1.

The case relates to a service matter wherein initial request was sent on 23.1.2009 and on not getting a response, the complainant filed an appeal with the first Appellate Authority on 24.3.2009.  On not receiving a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 22.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, it transpires that no information has been provided to the complainant so far.  The respondent, however, submits a copy of letter No. 3265 dated 6.10.2009 with his submission.  The complainant is not satisfied.

3.

In view of the foregoing, it is directed that :-

(a)  The respondent will provide the requisite information, if not exempt, to the complainant with a copy to the Commission by 15.1.2009. 

(b) Should a part of information not be held on record then the respondent will submit an affidavit by 15.10.2009 stating non-availability of information.  The respondent will justify the reasons for non-availability of this information.
(c)  Submit an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on the respondent for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be awarded to the complainant for the detriment being suffered by15.10.2009.
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(d) The PIO respondent is given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

(e)  On the next date of hearing, the PIO will be personally present along with a copy of the information.

4.

To come up on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. A.K.Gupta,

Corporation Engineer,

O & M Cell,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Director,

Deptt. of Local Government, Punjab,

Juneja Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2523 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
Sh. A.K.Gupta, Complainant in person.

Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, APIO – cum – Superintendent, LG – I Br., Deptt. of Local Govt., Pb., Sector – 17, Chandigarh.

1.

The case relates to a service matter wherein initial request was sent on 26.1.2009 and on not getting a response, the complainant filed an appeal with the first Appellate Authority on 24.3.2009.  On not receiving a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 22.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the complainant states that he has received no information.  The respondent present states that file has been put up to higher authorities for orders.

 3.

In view of the foregoing, it is directed that :-

(a)  The respondent will provide the requisite information, if not exempt, to the complainant with a copy to the Commission by 15.1.2009. 

(b) Should a part of information not be held on record then the respondent will submit an affidavit by 15.10.2009 stating non-availability of information.  The respondent will justify the reasons for non-availability of this information.

(c)  Submit an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on the respondent for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be awarded to the complainant for the detriment being suffered, by15.10.2009.
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(d) The PIO respondent is given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

(e)  On the next date of hearing, the PIO will be personally present along with a copy of the information.

4.

To come up on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. A.K.Gupta,

Corporation Engineer,

O & M Cell,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






…..…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer, Development, 

O/o The Director,

Deptt. of Local Government, Punjab,

Juneja Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


…..…… Respondent



    
  CC – 2524 of 2009


ORDER
Present:
Sh. A.K.Gupta, Complainant in person.

Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, APIO – cum – Superintendent, LG – I Br., Deptt. of Local Govt., Pb., Sector – 17, Chandigarh.

1.

The case relates to a service matter wherein initial request was sent on 23.1.2009 and on not getting a response, the complainant filed an appeal with the first Appellate Authority on 24.3.2009.  On not receiving a response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 22.8.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the complainant states that there is no response.  The respondent states that the file has been put up to higher authorities for orders.

3.

In view of the foregoing, it is directed that :-

(a)  The respondent will provide the requisite information, if not exempt, to the complainant with a copy to the Commission by 15.1.2009. 

(b) Should a part of information not be held on record then the respondent will submit an affidavit by 15.10.2009 stating non-availability of information.  The respondent will justify the reasons for non-availability of this information.

(c)  Submit an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on the respondent for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be awarded to the complainant for the detriment being suffered by15.10.2009.
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(d) The PIO respondent is given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

(e)  On the next date of hearing, the PIO will be personally present along with a copy of the information.

4.

To come up on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. Kamal Anand,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Sainik Rest House,

Sangrur – 148 001.





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary to Govt., Pb.,

Deptt. of Local Govt., SCO No. 131-132,

Juneja Building, Sector 17 – C,

Chandigarh.






…… Respondent





CC – 2974 of  2008





        ORDER

Present:

None on  behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Jaswant Singh, Superintendent Grade – I, Coordination Branch, Department of Local Government, Pb., Chandigarh.

1.
 
The case came up for compliance of order issued on 17.9.2009.  It was directed that the PIO will be personally present along with a copy of information to be provided.

2.

During the proceedings today, the complainant is not present.  He has sent an e-mail dated  
6.10.2009 informing that he has not received any information after 20.8.2009.  He, further, states that no “new information in reference to the sought information on the website www.punjabgovt.nic.in, direct link in reference to proactive disclosures u/s 4(1)(b)” , has been provided.


3.

The respondent present is not aware of the case.  He states that no PIO has been appointed so far.  The respondent is, once again, directed to provide deficient information pertaining to Item 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 of the original request dated 24.9.2008.  On the next date of hearing either the PIO, if appointed, will be present with a copy of information or Sh. S.K.Sharma, IAS, Director of Local Govt., Pb., will be personally present with a copy of information.

4.

To come up on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties and Sh. S.K.Sharma, IAS, Director of Local Government, Pb., Juneja Bldg., Sector – 17, Chandigarh; Sh. D.S.Bains, IAS, Principal Secretary, Local Govt., Pb. Mini Sectt., Chd. and O/o the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chd. for necessary cognizance.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

Sh. Chhaju Singh,

S/o Sh. Bant Singh,

R/o Vill. Bisanpura,

P.O. Gajewas, Tehsil Samana,

Distt. Patiala.







…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Samana.







…… Respondent





  CC – 1615 of 2009



             

 


                      ORDER

Present:
Sh. Chajju Singh, Complainant in person along with Sh. Gurdarshan Singh.



None on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 24.09.2009, the respondent was directed  :- 

(a) To provide requisite information to the complainant at the earliest but not later than 05.10.2009. 

(b) Submit an affidavit explaining reasons as to why penalty not be imposed on him under the provisions of Section 20 (1) of the RTI Act for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be provided to the complainant.  He was given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he did not file his written reply and did not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he had nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex- parte.

(c ) He was to submit an affidavit explaining reasons of his absence from the proceedings held on 04.08.2009, 25.08.2009, 08.09.2009 and 24.9.2009. 

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent is, once again, not present.  Apart from sending written orders, Sh. Jasbir Singh Panju, BDPO, Samana had not attended the hearings.  Both DDPO, Patiala and BDPO, Samana , were informed of the date of hearing on telephone also on 25.9.2009.  Since the respondent is not present, he is directed to abide by the orders issued on 24.9.2009.
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3.

To come up on 22.10.2009 at 2.00 PM.

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties and to  Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala; Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and DDPO, Patiala, for ensuring presence of BDPO, Samana on the next date of hearing.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)



 



State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Shingara Singh,

48-C, Urban Estate, 

Phase-3, Patiala.                                                ………..……… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer, 

Improvement Trust,

Amritsar.                                                              ……….…..…… Respondent

CC –1096 of 2009


ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent. 
1.

The case came up for compliance of orders issued on 31.8.2009.

2.

Through a telephonic message the complainant has confirmed that he has received an amount of Rs. 1000/- awarded to him as compensation, on 21.9.2009.  The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.
3.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






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

 


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

S/o Jathedar Gurdial Singh,

R/o Vill. Bholapur (Jhabewal),

P.O: Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana. 






……….…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o The District Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana.  






…………..Respondent 

 CC – 1705 of 2009



      

 


                      ORDER
1.

On 08.09.2009, Order regarding imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay in providing information was reserved. 

2. 

The case relates to seeking information regarding status of a complaint filed against Sh. Kiranjit Singh, Nambardar (Jhabewal), Ludhiana.  Initial request was sent on 18.04.2009 and on not getting a response the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 26.06.2009.

3. 

Information as had been demanded has been provided vide letters 
No. 1444 dated 11.08.2009 and No. 8441 dated 26.08.2009.

4. 

Information was thus provided after approximately four months.  The respondent PIO was directed to submit an affidavit showing cause as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information.  The respondent accordingly, submitted affidavit dated 11.09.2009.

5. 

In this affidavit the respondent has explained that information was to be provided by BDPO, Ludhiana as the complaint of the complainant dated 25.03.2009 had been sent to him for necessary action.  An application filed under RTI Act on 18.04.2009 had been sent to the BDPO, Ludhiana for providing response.  The complainant subsequently appealed to Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev) Ludhiana.  Once again, the BDPO, Ludhiana was directed to respond and Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev) Ludhiana informed about.  At various stages, the complainant had been kept informed. 
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6. 

He further states that information has been provided as and when made available.  A copy of order passed by the Supreme Court of India dated 13.04.2009 has been provided on 04.09.2009.  Thus, there has been consistent effort on his part to provide information.  However, the main reason for the delay is that the requisite information was held by the BDPO, Ludhiana but the request for information was submitted to DDPO, Ludhiana. 

7. 

I had carefully examined all documents held on record. 

8. 

Information was provided after 130 days after filing application for information.  It was stated by the BDPO on 06.08.2009 that the complainant was kept informed of the status of his complaint during his visits to the office of the BDPO. On directions from the State Information Commission, Punjab, specific response was provided to the complainant on 11.08.2009 and 26.08.2009.  The delay in providing information is thus not deliberate.  It is merely due to lack of implementation of the RTI Act in letter and spirit and that request for information was filed with the DDPO, Ludhiana while the BDPO, Ludhiana was the custodian of information.  Thus no single individual is responsible for the delay. 

9. 

I thus find that this is not a fit case for imposing penalty.  In fact, I appreciate the efforts put in by the DDPO, Ludhiana to provide the requisite information.  However, I direct that procedure for supply of information be time-bound as per provisions of Section 7 of the RTI Act to the information seekers. 

10. 
 
The case is therefore, disposed of and closed. 

11. 

Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 06.10.2009




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

