STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kamal Anand,

s/o Sh. Om Parkash Anand,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Sainik Rest House,

Sangrur – 148001, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Punjab

Excise & Taxation Department,

Pb.Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. .

__________ Respondent

CC No. 723 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Harmeet Singh, Joint Secretary, Excise & Taxation & Sh. Rajiv Kumar, AETC-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.



The complaint, in his application for information dated 2-2-2009, has asked for “a copy of updated office procedure manual regulating the procedure and process to be followed in the offices of the Excise & Taxation Department, Punjab add the discipline to be exercised in offices” and  “certified copies of all departmental instructions, circulars, standing orders, government instructions, notifications, etc in reference to the procedure & process to be followed in the offices to Excise & Taxation Department, Punjab” issued from 1-4-2005 to date. The respondent has informed the complainant that the Department of Excise & Taxation is not concerned with determining or laying down policies for office procedure, that it has also not issued any instructions and orders and that these are issued by the government, and copies thereof should be properly obtained from the issuing department. The respondent has also stated in the Court today that the demand for all instructions, circulars, orders and notifications, etc. “in reference to the procedure and process to be followed in the offices of Excise and Taxation Department, Punjab” is a vague demand and no specific document can be identified which can be given to the complainant in response to the same.
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The complainant has sent a message to the Commission disagreeing with the stand taken by the respondent but having considered the arguments put forth by both the parties. I am inclined to agree with the respondent that it is not possible for him to provide any information to the complainant in response to his application dated 2-2-2009.

 

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. F.C. Mittal,

25-C, Rattan Nagar,

Tripari Town, Patiala, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 746 of 2009

Present:
None.
ORDER


.


The complainant has sent a letter to the Commission stating that he has received the information for which he had applied and that his complaint may therefore  be filed.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kamal Anand,

s/o Sh. Om Parkash Anand,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Sainik Rest House,

Sangrur – 148001, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,  Pb,

Bhupindra Road, Patiala, 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 737 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Harmeet Singh, Joint Secretary, Excise & Taxation & Sh. Rajiv Kumar, AETC-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has informed the Court that he has received the required information from the respondent and is satisfied with it. 

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Navdeep Singh Hundal,

Member Local Committee Guru Nanaksar,

Verka,  Distt.Amritsar, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o President,

Shiromani Gurdwara Parbandhak Committee,

Amritsar, Punjab. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 749 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Navdeep Singh Hundal complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Simarjit Singh, Court Assistant, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is being brought by the President of the local Gurdwara Committee who is arriving shortly.  The complainant agrees to wait and take delivery of the same. He was told that he can come back to the Court if  there is any deficiency in the information but he did not do so.  This case is therefore disposed of with the rider that it would be reopened in case the complainant has any grievance with the information supplied to him.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagjiwan Singh,

s/o Sh. Natha Singh,

R/o Saheed Bhagat Singh Nagar, Near Kapil Place,

Barnala, Punjab.


__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 759 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Jagjiwan Singh complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sub-Inspector Davinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant had by mistake sent his application for information to the SSP, Bathinda, instead of Moga, with which it is concerned. It was, therefore, obviously not received by the respondent. A copy of the application for information of the complainant dated 12.01.2009 has been given to the respondent in the Court today, who is directed to consider it under the RTI Act,  and to give a reply to the complainant within  the period of 30 days prescribed under the Act. 


Adjourned  to 10.00 AM on 26.06.2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sandeep Kumar,

S/o Sh. Krishan Lal,

Office:-   Deputy Commissioner,

Moga, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 774 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sub-Inspector Davinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been delivered to him and the complainant has also written to the Commission requesting that his complaint may be filed.


Disposed of. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. D.S. Grewal,

s/o Lt. Col. Hari Singh Grewal,

H. No. 103, Sector 36-A,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer, ( By Regd. Post)
O/o The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 782 of 2009

CC No. 783 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER


These two cases are being dealt with by this single order since the  complaints and the applications for information in both the cases are identical.  The information is required to be provided by the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana and, therefore, the respondent in both the cases will be the PIO, office of the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.


A message has been received from the Executive Officer of the Trust stating that it would not be possible for the Trust to be present in the Court on 15-5-2009 because of  the preoccupation of the employees of the Trust with Election duties and requesting for an adjournment.  This, however, does not alter the fact that the application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 05.02.2009, but he has not received any reply from the respondent. A notice was issued by the Commission on 23.04.2009 for a hearing on the complaint today, but the respondent has ignored the Commission’s notice as well since neither the PIO nor the concerned APIO or any other representative is present in the Court.


In the above circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the information is not being provided to the complainant in this case malafidely and without reasonable cause. Notice is hereby given to Sh. Gurinder Singh Sodhi, Executive Officer-cum-PIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana to show cause at 10 AM on 19.06.2009, as to why 
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the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application of Dr. D.S. Grewal dated 05.02.2009, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. In the meanwhile, the respondent is advised to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. D.S. Grewal,

s/o Lt. Col. Hari Singh Grewal,

H. No. 103, Sector 36-A,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Local Govt. Department,

Urban Development Authority,

Mini Secretariat, Govt. of Punjab,

Sector -9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 783 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. D.S. Grewal complainant in person. 

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Y.K. Bhushan Sud,

Mohalla Arjun Nagar,

Near Telephone Exchange Naloian,

Hoshiarpur, Punjab.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Judge, Sr. Division,

Hoshiarpur, Punjab. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 188 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Naveen Agnihotri, Clerk of Court-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.



The respondent states that all possible information has already been provided to the complainant and attention of the Court has been drawn by him to the orders of the Civil Judge, Sr. Division-cum-Appellate Authority dated 4-10-2008 in which it has been recorded that the grievances of the appellant have been discussed with him and he is satisfied and has made a statement withdrawing his application for information. A copy of the statement dated 4-10-2008 of the appellant stating “I withdraw my application” in his own handwriting has also been submitted by the respondent and seen by the Court. The appellant has stated in his appeal before the Commission that his confidence was betrayed by the respondent who has misused his powers, but the orders of the Civil Judge, Sr. Division-cum- first Appellate Authority are very clear. Notice cannot be taken to the unsupported allegations being leveled by the appellant. The respondent also states that the information for which the appellant has applied was supplied to him in full and it is only after he had received the same that the appellant withdrew his application . 

 
In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken on this appeal, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Nirmal Kaur,

w/o Sh. Sukhdev Singh,

R/o Vill. – Pandori Nijjran,

Teh. & Distt. Jalandhar.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Director,

Social Security Women & Child Development Deptt.

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 528 of 2009

Present:

None

ORDER


. Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated  13-4-2009 have been complied with. 



Disposed of.






  

                (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pardeep Kumar Verma,

M/s Royal Traders,

G.T. Road, Sarna P.O. Malik Pur,

Teh. Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 550 of 2009

Present:

None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated  13-4-2009 have been complied with. 



Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Guriqbal Singh,

C/o Sh. Maninder Arora,

H. No. 553, Sector 8-B,

Chandigarh.



__________ Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 17 of 2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf of appellant.
 
ii)
Sh. Rajinder Kumar Clerk, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the complainant has not yet given a copy of his application for the learning Center which he states he had submitted to the Punjab Technical University, nor has he even provided the name of the society/trust which had applied for the Centre.  Nevertheless, he has been informed that the University received six applications for the Learning Centers for the session 2007-08, out of which five were rejected because they did not fulfill the criteria and conditions laid down by the University.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sushil Kumar,

s/o Sh. Nand Lal,

Plot No. 13, Bus Stand Road,

Malerkotla – 148023.        

                                             __________Complainant

Vs.

Sri  Ravneet Singh,    (By Regd. Post)  


  The  Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Malerkotla, Distt Sangrur, Punjab.           

                    __________ Respondent

CC No.  1568 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant in person. 
ii)     
Sh. Amrik Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO MC Malerkotla. 
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that he is not satisfied with the reply given by the respondent to the alleged deficiencies pointed out by him in the information provided to him. These are discussed as follows:-

Point No. 1
(of the complainant’s application for information):- There is no deficiency. No other documents exist in the records of the MC, Malerkotla, for the recovery of rent from the complainant, except the orders which were passed on 08.01.2005 by the President of the MC, Malerkotla. 

Point No. 2: -
The basis on which the decision was taken to evict the tenant from plot No. 10, whether it was a report of the rent in-charge, as mentioned in the application for information, or some other basis, and copies of the orders of the competent authority in this regard, have still not been provided to the complainant. 

 
The application for information was made on 25-3-2008 and complete information has still not been given by the respondent inspite of the intervention of the Commission and the hearings in this case which have taken place on 13-3-2009 and 24-4-2009.The reply to the show cause notice issued to the respondent under Section 

-2-

20 of the RTI Act vide the orders of the Court dated 24-4-2009 is incomplete and the same has been returned to the respondent who has been given an opportunity to submit a complete redrafted reply on the next date of hearing. The respondent is once again directed to give the remaining information to the complainant before that date. During the hearing of this case, the PIO has expressed a difficulty in obtaining the correct information form the branches concerned of the Municipal Council for providing the same to the complainant and therefore, it is further directed that Sh. Ravneet Singh, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Malerkotla will be responsible for supplying the remaining information to the complainant before the next date of hearing and that he should also be personally present on  that date and report compliance. 

 

Decisions on the notice issued under Section 20 of the RTI Act on 24-4-2009, and the written submission made by the complainant today, regarding the loss suffered by him due to the delay which has occurred in his getting the required information, will also be taken on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-5-2009 for further orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt,

328, Sector 21-A,

Chandigarh.





  


__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO,

Patiala, Punjab.

                  





  __________ Respondent

AC No. 428   of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt  appellant in person.



ii)
None on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The orders of the Court dated 30-1-2009 have been complied  with and legible copies of the mutations and jamabandis submitted by the respondent to the Court have been handed over to the appellant, who is satisfied with the same.


With regard to the delay which has been caused in this case, I note that the applications for information in this case were made on 7-6-2008 but no response was received by the appellant within the period of 30 days prescribed in the RTI Act.He then made an appeal to the first appellate authority on 19-7-2008 but the information which was received by him as a result was incomplete and he  therefore made this second appeal to the Commission.


The case was first heard on 4-12-2008, in which the respondent stated that the information required by the appellant has been sent to him vide letter dated 1-12-2008 and since the appellant was not present,  it was assumed that he is satisfied with the information and the case was disposed of.  Subsequently, the appellant wrote to the Commission stating that the information required by him has still not been provided to him and therefore the case was reopened and a direction was given to the respondent vide orders dated 31-12-2008, that an official well conversant with the facts of the case should be present in the Court on 30-1-2009 with copies of the information supplied to the complainant. On the said date, orders were passed directing the respondent as follows:-
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“….. the respondent is directed to get the various columns of the Mutation reproduced legibly on a fresh mutation sheet, and the orders sanctioning the Mutation should be typed out on a separate sheet and to give these to the complainant after due attestation.”
 
On this date the respondent also made a commitment that the copies of the Jamabandis  required by the complainant will also be given to him. The case was adjourned to 13-2-2009 for confirmation of compliance. On the said date  the complainant made a submission that the concerned Naib Tehsildar has requested for another 15 days to complete the compliance of the Court’s orders dated 30-1-2009. The request was allowed and the case was adjourned to 6-3-2009 for confirmation of compliance of the Court’s order. On 6-3-2009, the appellant informed the Court that the orders had still not been complied with and the respondent was not present, which was the second consecutive hearing in which neither the PIO or the APIO appeared in the Court. Left with no option, the Court concluded that prima facie the information required by the appellant is not being provided to him malafidely and without reasonable cause. Notice was given to Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi, District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO, Patiala to show cause on 17-4-2009, as to why the penalty laid down in Section 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him. On 17-4-2009, the respondent made a request for an adjournment because of the ill-health of his wife and the same was allowed and the case was adjourned to 15-5-2009.

 

Although the information required by the appellant has been provided to him, today is the second consecutive hearing in which the PIO has given no response to the notice issued to him vide the Court’ s orders dated 6-3-2009. In fact, the respondent continues to absent himself and has failed to make an appearance even today, either personally or through a representative. I therefore conclude that the information for which the appellant had applied was not given to him for months together by the respondent malafidely and without reasonable cause. There was in fact an inexcusable delay in complying with the orders of the Court dated 30-1-2009 as well, because of which great harassment and mental torture has been caused to the applicant . I therefore impose a penalty of Rs. 15,000/- on the respondent, Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi, District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO, Patiala, under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005,  which may be deposited by him within 10 days of the date of 
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receipt of these orders. I further direct the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to ensure that the salary for the month of May and subsequent month will not be disbursed to the respondent Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi till such time as the Court’s orders have been complied with and the penalty of Rs. 15000/- has been deposited by Sh. Sodhi into the Treasury.

 
Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 19-6-2009 on which date a report regarding the compliance of the Court’s orders should be sent by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala through an authorized representative. It would not be necessary for the appellant to attend further hearings in this case. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
 
A copy is forwarded to Sh. Dipender Singh, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala, for information and necessary action.



  






(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th May, 2009





      Punjab
