STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Mandeep Singh,

20, Friends Colony,

Model Gram, Ludhiana.

        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.

……………………………..Respondent

    CC No. 1256 of 2008

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



(ii) Sh. Subhash Gupta, PIO, the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant filed an application for information on 09.06.08. First hearing was held on 29.08.08. In the hearing, Respondent stated that as the work of computerization of the office is in progress, the sought for information could not be supplied in time. Complainant is absent. He has informed that he has not received information. Respondent was served with the show cause notice and was directed to file an affidavit in this regard.  Respondent submitted that delay in supply of information was not intentional but was due to the work of computerization of the office. Respondent vide his letter no. 8929 dated 14.01.09 has submitted the information to the Commission but has not sent the same to the Complainant.

3. 
Respondent is directed to provide the information to the Complainant immediately Today is the sixth hearing and Complainant has attended three hearings. Despite this, the Respondent has failed to provide the information.
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4.
I have carefully considered the submissions contained in the written reply and have also looked into all the facts and circumstances of the case. In my view, this is not a fit case where imposition of penalty under Section 20 RTI Act is called for. I have no doubt in my mind that this state of affairs has come about on account of the absence of adequate machinery for handling the RTI work in Improvement Trust, Ludhiana. Improvement Trust, Ludhiana is thus, squarely responsible for the inadequate handling of the RTI request in the instant case. I, therefore, order that compensation be paid by the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana, to the Complainant @ Rs.500/- per date of hearing. Out of five hearings Complainant had attended three hearings, therefore, a compensation of Rs.1500/- be paid to the Complainant within 15 days. It is clarified that the amount of compensation is to be paid by the public authority i.e Improvement Trust, Ludhiana and not by the PIO under intimation to the Commission.

5.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Tejwant Singh,

VPO-Bhawaur, Tehsil-Dhuri,

Distt-Sangrur.

        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. DDPO, 

Sangrur.

……………………………..Respondent

    CC No. 693 of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Tejwant Singh, the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Jagwinderjit Singh Sandhu, DDPO, Sangrur on behalf of the 


Respondent
ORDER


Heard.
2.
 As directed during the last hearing, Sh. Jagwinderjit Singh Sandhu, DDPO, Sangrur has filed his affidavit in response to the show cause notice. Respondent states that all the information as asked for has already been provided to the Complainant whereas Complainant states that he has not received the information as asked for.  Respondent is directed to bring  the relevant record ,on the next date of hearing, in support of his contention that the information, as asked for, has been provided to the Complainant.

3.
Complainant, in this case, filed the application for information on 04.04.2008. Information has not been provided to the Complainant in spite of eight hearings before the Commission. Considering the fact that Complainant has suffered mental harassment on account ofnot receiving the information in time and has incurred expenditure on his visits to the 
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Commission to attend the hearings, I consider that it is a fit case, where, in exercise of the powers conferred under Section 19 (8)(b) of the Act, the Complainant should be compensated.

4.
Accordingly, I direct the DDPO Sangrur, the Public Authority concerned, to pay a sum of Rs.1500/-(One thousand and Five Hundred Only) to the Complainant as  compensation. This amount should be paid before the next date of hearing.

5.
Adjourned to 19.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. N.K.Sayal,

Sayal Street,

Sirhind.

        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Sirhind.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2002 of 2007

Present:
(i) Sh. N.K.Sayal, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Charanjit Singh, Executive Officer, Sh. Dharminder Kumar, APIO, Sh. Gurbinder Pal Singh, Sectional Officer & Sh. Satish Kumar, Accountant alongwith Sh. Kamal Satija, Advocate

ORDER


Heard

  2.
Complainant states that in spite of the directions by the Commission to remove deficiencies before 16.01.2009, the information was provided only on 16.02.09.  Complainant has requested for more time to go through the same and point out the deficiencies.  

3.
Counsel for the Respondent hands over a copy of the order dated 17.02.09 passed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in the Civil Writ Petition no. 2491 of 2009 vide which further proceedings before the State Information Commission Punjab have been stayed. 

4.
Adjourned sine die. Parties would be at liberty to apply for taking up this case for hearing as and when CWP No. 2491 of 2009 is decided by the Hon’ble High Court. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Niranjan Singh,

S/o Sh. Jagat Singh,

R/o H.No. 3497,

Sector 38D, Chandigarh

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.District Education Officer (SE),

Patiala 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2847 of 2008




Present:
(i) Sh. Niranjan Singh, the Complainant



(ii) Smt. Manjit Kaur, Suptd., O/o DEO(SE), Patiala
ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that the record being very old is not traceable. He further states that their office was shifted three times in the last few years. Most of the record had damaged due to shifting and has requested for some more time to trace the record. One more opportunity is granted to the Respondent to trace the record and provide the information to the Complainant.

3.
Adjourned to 27.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Amar Singh,

Ex-Sub,

Prop: Amar Filling Station, BPL Dealer Malak, 

Sidhwan Bet Road, Jagraon, 

Distt. Ludhiana

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Secy. Punjab Education Deptt. Chandigarh

Mini Sectt., Sector 9,

Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2849 of 2008




Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Amrik Singh Puri, Suptd on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant on 27.11.2008 and 27.01.2009. No deficiencies have been pointed out by the Complainant. No further action is required
3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

          (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Dr. Deepak Goyal,

S/o Sh. Radhe Shyam Goyal,

# 17125 (A), St. No. 5,

Aggarwal Colony,

Bathinda

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Director Research & Medical Education (Pb.),

Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No.  2859 of 2008




IN

AC-594 of 2008

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Smt. Gurinder Kaur, APIO on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that sought for information has already been supplied to the Complainant. Copy of the same bearing  No.518 dated 14.01.09 has also been sent to the Commission. Complainant is absent. It is presumed the he is satisfied. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
                                                                                                   Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jaskaran Singh,

S/o Jasvir Singh,

R/o Vill. Daggo Romana,

Tehsil & Distt. Faridkot

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o.Director Health & Family Welfare (Pb.),

Sector 34-A, Plot No. 5,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2861 of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Jaskaran Singh, the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Narinder Mohan, Suptd on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard.
2.
 Complainant states that he has filed an application for information on 18.09.2008, in which he has sought information about the person who has donated kidney or lost kidney in accident, is covered under the handicap category. He further states that he has not been provided information within the time as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005. He should be compensated for the delay and harassment suffered by him. Respondent states that he has brought the information today in the Commission to deliver it to the Complainant. 

3.
It is observed that Complainant sought information on 18.09.2008 and information is supplied after five months. Considering the fact that, inaction on the part of the PIO, has resulted in the Complainant having to approach the Commission causing unnecessary harassment/expenditure to him. I consider that it is a fit 
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case, where, in exercise of the powers under Section 19 (8)(b) of the Act, the Complainant should be compensated.

4.
Accordingly, I direct the Director Health & Family Welfare, Pb, Chandigarh the public authority, to pay a sum of Rs.1000/- (One Thousand Only) to the Complainant as compensation. This amount be paid before the next date of hearing.
5.
Adjourned to 27.03.09 (at 12.00 noon) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

       (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh.Mohan Lal,

Math Teacher,

Model Town,

St. No. 1, Abohar - 152116

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. DPI (SE), Pb.,

Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2853 of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Mohan Lal, the complainant



(ii) Sh. Ram Sarup, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Smt. Sunita,

W/o Sh. Harjinder Singh,

VPO- Kadiana, Via-Sham Chorasi,

Distt. Hoshiarpur, Pin – 144 105
        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Jalandhar
……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2662 of 2008
Present:
(i) Smt. Sunita, the Complainant


(ii)  None is present on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent has supplied the sought for information vide their letter no. RTI/NRHM/09/2495-96 dated 03.02.09 with a copy to the Complainant. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Brij Mohan,

S/o Des Raj,

Village Tahra, P.O. Jandwal,

Tehsil Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur

        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Health Services & Family Welfare (Pb.),

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector 34A,

Chandigarh 
……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2626 of 2008
Present:
(i) Sh. Dass Raj, the father of the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Narinder Mohan, Suptd on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent states that all the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Dr Bhupinder Pal Singh Gill,

H. NO.B-2-1139, Lehal Colony,

Patiala-147001.

           …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Health &

Family Welfare Pb,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

SEC-34-A, CHD.

……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 405 of 2008
Present:
(i) Sh. Bhupinder Pal Singh Gill, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Narinder Mohan, Suptd on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard

2.
 Respondent has given the sought for information to the Appellant today in the Commission. The same has been taken on record.  No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th Feb, 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) PH : 0172-4630054

Sh. Hardeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Ishar Singh,

C/o Ms Ishar Singh & Sons,

Majith Mandi, Amritsar-143006.

        …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o. Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.

……………………………..Respondent

    CC No. 2287 of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Hardeep Singh, the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Varinder Kumar, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard.
The judgment in this case was reserved 16.01.09.
2.
Respondent states that in response to application dated 26.09.07, Complainant has been informed that since, the information sought by him is a part of service record of Sh. Sanjeev Soni, Legal Advisor, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar, as such notice under Section 11 of the RTI 2005, was issued and served upon Sh. Sanjeev Soni for getting his comments before giving information relating to him. Sh. Sanjeev Soni submitted his objection to the said notice. Keeping in view the objection raised by the objector it is concluded that information demanded is fiduciary relationship and the larger public interest does not warrant its disclosure, therefore, the same can not be provided. 
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3.
Respondent has further submitted that Sh. Hardeep Singh has filed about 100 applications from 2006 till date, seeking details/appointment letters or the copies of educational qualifications of Sh. Sanjeev Soni and he has also made complaints to Vigilance Department, (Pb)/Hon’ble Chief Minister/ Advocate General Punjab/ Hon’ble Chief Justice of Punjab and Haryana High Court against Sh. Sanjeev Soni.
4.
 That on the complaints’ of Sh. Hardeep Singh Vigilance Department had already conducted enquiries and his complaint is found false. Crime Branch also conducted enquiry found his complaint as false. He has also submitted the copies of enquiry held in this regard. Respondent has further submitted that an appeal against Sh. Sanjeev Soni is pending in the Hon’ble High Court and therefore, no information relating to Sh. Sanjeev Soni’s appointment can be supplied.

5.
That the Information sought by Sh. Hardeep Singh is always personal in nature invading the privacy of individual and has noting to do with the discharge of public duty.  Sh. Sanjeev Soni has already filed second appeal before this Hon’ble Commission bearing no. MR-36 of 2008, challenging the supply of private information to Sh. Hardeep Singh, which is pending with the Commission.

6.
Respondent further prayed that during the pendency of RSA no. 1585 of 1997 titled as State of Punjab V/s Sh. Sanjeev Soni, and civil suit tilted as Sh. Hardeep Singh V/s Municipal Corporation Amritsar, no information regarding the appointment, promotion or otherwise relating to Sh. Sanjeev Soni and other officials, which may have affect upon the High Court & Civil case or may warrant contempt proceedings, weaken the case of Govt., be ordered to be disclosed to any one including Sh. Hardeep Singh. 

7.
The information demanded is personal in nature   and it is not shown that it has any relationship with any public activity or interest.  I, therefore, dismiss the instant complaint being without merit.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 19th February, 2009
