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

Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Hemant Goswami,

C/o Burning Brain Society,

# 3, Glass Office, Business Arcade,

Hotel Shivalik View,

Sector 17 – E, Chandigarh.




…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services,

District Muktsar,

C/o Deputy Commissioner,

D.C. Office, Muktsar.




…… Respondent

CC – 511 of  2008





        ORDER

1.  
On 30.06.2009, Order on the submission made by the complainant was reserved. 

2.  
The case relates to seeking information pertaining to accounts and operations of Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services, Distt. Branch, at Muktsar.  Initial request was made on 18.01.2008 and it had 49 items.  On not receiving the response, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 04.03.2008 under the provision of Section 18 (1) of the RTI Act. 

3.  
Arguments in this case were initially heard on 22.04.2008 and it had ordered on 20.05.2008 that the complainant may deposit the requisite fee and obtain the information demanded by him.  On the deposit of the necessary fee, the respondent shall be duty-bound to supply the information. 

4.  
The complainant, on 15.07.2008, through a written submission requested that orders dated 20.05.2008 be reviewed ‘as the contention of the respondent  that the information sought contains 15000  pages appears to be far from reality’.  The respondent provided response vide his letter No. 146/Suwidha dated 29.07.2008.  The complainant submitted additional facts through his letter dated 15.08.2008 and a written submission on 20.11.2008.

 
After carefully perusing the documents placed on record, I had directed on 02.04.2009 that the demand of fee as raised by the respondent was in  accordance with law.  The complainant may deposit the said amount and obtain the
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information demanded by him.  On the deposit of the necessary fee, the respondent shall be duty-bound to supply the information.  There was no ground to review order passed on 20.05.2008.

6.  
The complainant had again made a written submission dated 16.06.2009 which had been received in the office of the Commission on 29.06.2009.  In this submission, the complainant had requested that the statement in Para-6 of Orders dated 02.04.2009, “ the time limit of 30 days in the Act is only directory” be either corrected or expunged. 

7.  
I have carefully examined orders passed on 02.04.2009 and I am of the view that there is not error in the Order.  The complainant had sought the expunction of an observation by me in the order dated 02.04.2009 by mentioning it de hors the context.  To bring home the true purport of the observations that “time limit of 30 days in the Act is only directory’, its context has also to be seen. Para-6 is reproduced as under:- 

“ I have carefully considered the submission made by the complainant.  I do not find any merit in the contention that the respondent has not abided by the statutory time limit in serving the RTI request.  The time limit of 30 days in the Act is only directory.  If there is a delay of a few days for good and valid reasons, it cannot be said that the respondent has made an infraction of the statutory command.  I would appreciate the effort put in by the respondent to specifically inform the complainant to deposit fee for voluminous information running into 15000 pages.  In any case, ‘ Form A’ submitted on 18.01.2008 by speed post has been responded on 12.02.2008 with the demand for fee.” 

8.  
The crux of the matter is that if there is a delay of a few days for good and valid reasons, it cannot be said that there is any infraction of the statutory command.  

9.  
The appeal of the complainant is dismissed being without any merit. 

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

11.  
Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 24.07.2009



     
        Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






                State Information Commissioner

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

 


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

S/o  S.S.B.Singh,

# 3774, Opp. I.T.I,

Gill Road, Ludhiana – 141003.




…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







…… Respondent

AC – 393 of 2008


ORDER 

1. On 02.07.2009, Order regarding provision of information to the appellant had been reserved. 

2. The case relates to seeking information to action taken on representation dated 19.04.2008 sent by the appellant to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, regarding illegal construction. On not receiving a response, the appellant filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 04.07.2008 and further on not getting response from the first appellate authority, he filed appeal with the Commission on 18.08.2008.

3. The respondent was directed to provide information as sought by the appellant by 31.03.2009 with a copy to the Commission by registered post free of cost.  The appellant was free to submit any observations that he may have on the information supplied.   The respondent was to make written submission for the delay in providing information. 

4. Information and response to various observations submitted by the appellant was provided vide respondents vide letter No. 287/DRG/C dated 27.03.2009, 7/APIO-C/DRG dated 01.06.2009 and 11/ APIO-C dated 18.06.2009.  The appellant submitted his observations vide letter dated 02.07.2009.

5. The respondent/PIO submitted an affidavit dated 05.05.2009 explaining reasons as to why penalty not be imposed on him and why compensation not be given to the appellant for the detriment suffered by him. 
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6. I have carefully perused documents placed on record and I am of the view that information as existed on record has been supplied.  In fact prior to submission of the application for information demanding action by the respondent on illegal construction, the respondent had issued notice/ challan. 

7. Through his affidavit dated 05.05.2009 the respondent/PIO has brought out that he was appointed PIO on 13.03.2009 and the application of the applicant was received in the Drawing Branch for the first time on 27.03.2009.

8.  In view of the foregoing, PIO (s) respondent w.e.f 19.04.2008, the date of filling application for information will submit affidavits by 30.07.2009 showing cause as to why penalty not be imposed on them and why compensation not be awarded to the appellant for the detriment suffered.  The respondent PIO(s) will clearly bring out whether application for seeking information dated 19.04.2008 sent as speed post by the appellant had been received by the respondent. 

9. Adjourned to 06.08.2009 at 2.00 PM. 

10. Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh





      
( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 24.07.2009



     
        
Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






                    
 State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Inderjeet Singh,

S/o Sh. Harnek Singh, 

Water Works Road,

Nangal Colony, Mansa,

Tehsil & Distt. Mansa.                                                 `   ……. ……… Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Director, 

Punjab Welfare Department,

SCO No. 128-129, Sector-34 A,

Chandigarh.                                                                              …..…… Respondent




   CC –1108  of 2009


ORDER

Present:         None on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Superintendent, Grade – I and Sh. Rajinder Singh, Clerk, Estt. Br.,  Directorate of Welfare, Pb., Chandigarh.

1.

On the last date of hearing on 9.7.2009, the respondent had been directed to produce the dispatch details of the letter sent to the complainant on 15.4.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the dispatch details of letters No. 15849 dated 24.6.2009 and No. 10759 dated 15.4.2009, are verified.  Since the complainant is not present, the respondent is directed to send the requisite information by registered post free of cost to the complainant with a copy of covering letter to the Commission.  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: 24.07.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kitchlu Nagar, 

Ludhiana.                                                       `           ……. ……… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer, 

Improvement Trust, 

Ludhiana.                                                                       …..…… Respondent





  CC –1135  of 2009


ORDER

Present:         None on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Jasbir Singh, Suptd.-cum-APIO. O/o Improvement Trust, Ludhiana. 

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 9.7.2009, the complainant had sought an adjournment.  He had, however, been directed to submit his observations, if any, by 20.7.2009.

2.

The complainant is, once again, not present for the proceedings today.  He has sent a letter through FAX requesting for another adjournment.  The respondent is present for the second consecutive hearing.
3.

In view of the foregoing, one last opportunity is given to the complainant to progress his case.

4.

Adjourned to 7.8.2009 at 11.00 A.M.

5.

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

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 24.07.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Tara Chand,

S/o Sh. Kanha Ram,

H.No. 24429, Gali No. A.6,

Guru Ki Nagri,

Bathinda. 






…… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Director Rural Development & Panchayats, Pb., 

Chandigarh.






….…… Respondent





  CC –543 of 2009


      

 



 
ORDER

Present:         Sh. Bharat Bhushan on behalf of the Complainant. 

None on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 9.7.2009, the respondent had been directed to be personally present with a copy of the information sought by the complainant or make a written submission in case an exemption was being sought.

2.

The respondent PIO is not present.  However, the requisite information has been sent to the complainant vide letter No. 2399 dated 10.7.2009.  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: 24.07.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

