STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jagat Singh, S/o Vadawa Singh

Vill. Bhulpur

Tehsil Sultanpur Lodhi

Kapurthala

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Sultanpur Lodhi,

Kapurthala

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1066 of 2011

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

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
 Complainant states that he has filed an application for information on 28.05.2010, and another application was filed on 19.10.2010, to the Tehsildar, Sultanpur Lodhi, Distt-Kapurthala but no information has been provided to him.  He further states that he has sought copy of the application on the basis on which, the notice was issued for demarcation.  Tehsildar has informed the Complainant that the sought for application is not available in the record, so the information could not be provided.  The perusal of the record shows that the notice for demarcation was issued by Sh. Pala Singh, Kanungo.  So, Sh. Pala Singh, Kanungo was directed to provide the copy of the application for demarcation to the Complainant.  On the hearing dated 13.05.2011, Sh. Pala Singh, Kanungo was directed to show cause for not providing the information to the Complainant.  Sh. Pala Singh, Kanungo has filed an affidavit stating that application of the Complainant was returned to him as the demarcation was stopped by SDO, Civil, Sultanpur Lodhi on the request of the other party and he has returned the application to the Complainant on his request.  
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3.
The perusal of the file indicates that the Respondent PIO has been making efforts to provide information. However, due to certain systemic deficiencies in the office of the public authority i.e Tehsildar, Sultanpur Lodhi, there has been delay in serving the request. There is no proper procedure set up the Public Authority to keep the official record. The Complainant has had to attend the Commission in connection with this complaint.  In the facts and circumstances of the case, I am of the view that ends of justice will be met by allowing a compensation of Rs. 2000/- (Rs. Two thousand only)  to the Complainant. The amount of compensation is to be paid by the Public Authority i.e O/o Tehsildar, Sultanpur Lodhi.  No case for imposing penalty under Section 20 has been made out. However, Tehsildar, Sultanpur Lodhi is warned to be careful in future and is also directed to issue instructions to the staff to maintain office record properly.  
4.
Adjourned to 16.08.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 27th   July, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
CC-
Sh. Pala Singh, Kanungo, O/o Tehsildar, Bhulath, Distt.Kapurthala. 

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

167-B, Industrial Estate,

Ludhiana

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Zonal Commissioner

Zone ‘C’ Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana

Public Information Officer 

O/o Zonal Commissioner

Zone ‘A’ Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1123  of 2011

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

(ii) Smt. Kamaljeet Kaur, APIO-cum-ATP on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant filed an application with the PIO-cum-The Zonal Commissioner, Zone C, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 24.05.2010 seeking information on two points. Regarding point no. 1, Complainant has raised query for which no information can be supplied, as the information which only exist in the record can be supplied, and the query is not to be replied. On the other hand, similar information was provided to the Complainant in CC: 3116/2010 on 22.11.2010.

3.
Regarding point no. 2, Complainant sought information regarding payment made for covering the drain from Vishkarma chowk to Gurudwara Dukhniwaran Sahib, but incomplete information has been given i.e. “the amount spent” was provided by APIO-cum-XEN (B&R) Sh. H.S.Khosa  on 06.07.2011. Copies of the bills were not provided as sought by the Complainant.
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4.
In view of the foregoing, Sh. H.S.Khosa, APIO-cum-XEN (B&R) is directed to show as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

5.
Sh. H.S.Khosa, APIO-cum-XEN (B&R) is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. Sh. H.S.Khosa, APIO-cum-XEN (B&R) is also directed to supply attested copies of the documents showing the payments made to the contractor before the next date of hearing.

6.
Adjourned to 16.08.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 27th  July, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
CC: Sh. H.S.Khosa, APIO-cum-XEN (B&R) , Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

6 Joyti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar, Punjab.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 834 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Rabinder Singh, the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Vijay Kumar, ADC and Sh. Satwinder Singh, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant states that complete information has not been provided to him. Respondent states that he has brought the information to personally deliver it to the Complainant today in the Commission.  After going through the same, Complainant has pointed out that the information is not authenticated.  Respondent is directed to provide authenticated information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.  He further states that action should be taken against the PIO for the delay in providing the sought for information. 
3.
The perusal of the record shows that information was sought by the Complainant vide his letter dated 19.04.2010 from the PIO, O/o DC Jalandhar. The PIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar has transferred the  application of the Complainant to the Steno to ADC(G)  under Section 5(4) of the RTI Act 2005 on 19.04.2010  and the reply was sent  by ADC (G), Jalandhar to the Complainant on 29.07.2010 after lapse of more than three months.  It is observed that information has not been provided within the stipulated time as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005.   The delay has been occurred on the part of Additional Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  
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4.
In view of the foregoing, Sh. Gurpreet Singh Khaira, Additional Deputy Commissioner O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar is directed to show cause as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

5.
Sh. Gurpreet Singh Khaira, Additional Deputy Commissioner O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing, why the information has been delayed.

6.
Adjourned to 16.08.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 27th   July, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
CC: Sh. Gurpreet Singh Khaira, Additional Deputy Commissioner O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajinder Kumar,

# 1121, Sector 7,

Panchkula

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

(i) Public Information Officer 

    O/o Executive Officer,

    Improvement Trust, 

    Ludhiana Feroze Gandhi Market,

    Ludhiana 

(ii) First Appellate Authority

     O/o Local Govt. (Punjab)

     SCO 131-132 (2nd Floor,

     Sector 17-C, Chandigarh

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 244  of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Rajinder Singh, the Appellant


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant states that he filed an application for information on 14.07.2010, but no information has been provided to him sofar.  Neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing.  Last opportunity is given to the Respondent to supply the complete information to the Appellant before the next date of hearing, failing which action under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 will be initiated.

3.
Adjourned to 16.08.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 27th  July, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Avtar Singh,

S/o Sh. Sant Singh,

R/o 105, Walia Enclave,

Opposite-Punjabi University,

Patiala.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Rajpura.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Rajpura.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 449 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Avtar Singh, the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Jasbir Singh, Panchayat Secy., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
On the last hearing dated 13.07.2011, Respondent has submitted in the Commission that the information has been sent to the Appellant.  In today’s hearing, Appellant states that information for item No. 2 and for Item No. 4 has not been provided to him.  It is observed that the Respondent has deliberately not provided the information and had given wrong statement in the Commission.
3.
In view of the foregoing, Smt. Ravinder Kaur, PIO-cum-Block Development and Panchayat Officer O/o Block Development and Panchayat Office, Rajpura  is directed to show cause as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Appellant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

4.
PIO, O/o Block Development and Panchayat Office, Rajpura  is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed to supply complete information to the Appellant before the next date of hearing.

5.
Adjourned to 16.08.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 27th    July, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
