STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh Bedi,

S/o Shri Balwant Singh,

C/o Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.







    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer 
Disputes Redressal Forum,

Courts Complex, Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

AC No.410/2008

RESERVED ON 18.11.2008

AND PRONOUNCED IN THE OPEN COURT ON 06.01.2009

ORDER

1.

The case was heard on 18.11.2008, when Smt. Bimla Devi, Superintendent-cum-PIO made a written submission and pleaded that  since similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the instant case may also be disposed of on the same lines as the  same type of information is being asked by the Appellant time and again and more-over the Appellant is not present.  She further stated that the information required by the Appellant  is about the functioning of the Forum and order passed by the  Hon’ble Forum. She clarified her stand that the Superintendent of the office cannot make any comment on the Judicial Orders passed by the Forum. She informed the
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 Commission that The Appellant filed  First Appeal U/S 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 and Ld. President District Consumer Forum Gurdaspur dismissed the same vide order dated 7.8.2008.

2.

The Appellant is not present  and  similar type of cases of District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur, have already been disposed of. More-over,  the Appellate Authority has also disposed of the appeal of the Appellant after giving him full opportunity. 

3.

In these circumstances,  it  does not appear appropriate  to prolong this case any longer. Therefore, the case is  closed/disposed of. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated:  06.01.2009
                     

    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri D. V. Kohli,

# 368, Sector: 38-A, Chandigarh.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-A, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2000/2008

Present:
Shri D.V.Kohli,Complainant, in person.
Shri R. K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO; Shri Dalbara Singh, DGM(A)-cum-APIO; Shri Raj Kumar, Section Officer(A), Shri Rakesh Sawhney, Assistant Accounts; Shri Raja Ram, Senior Assistant and Shri Sarwan Kumar, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO states that as per the directions given by the Commission  on the last date of hearing on 15.12.2008, the information running into 35 sheets including 3 sheets of covering letter has been delivered at the residence of the Complainant and one copy has been sent to the Commission, which is taken on record. However, the Complainant denies  it stating that information has not been received by him so far and in this regard he makes a written submission dated 6.1.2009, which is taken on record.   The information sent to the Commission is handed over to the Complainant. The APIO states that
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due to holidays,  affidavit could not be prepared  and assures that the same  will be  submitted within a week and pleads that the case may be adjourned for 15 days.

2.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri J. S. Randhawa, DGM-cum-PIO)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay  of more than three months in supplying the information, though the Complainant visited the office of the PIO on 15.7.2008,  4.8.2008 and 24.8.2008.  He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant  under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information. The PIO  is directed to  file his affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days with a copy to the opposite party.

3.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  27. 01. 2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagtar Singh,

S/o Shri Dharam Singh,

Resident of Baba Alla Singh Nagar,

H.No. 648, Street No. 3, 

 Patti Sekhwan  Road, Barnala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Technical Education,

Punjab, Sector: 36, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

CC No. 2291/2008

Present:
Shri Jagtar Singh, Complainant, in person.

Smt. Kanwaljeet Kaur, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent submits an affidavit dated 18.12.2008 from Shri Sham Lal Goyal, Deputy Director-cum-PIO, office of Director Technical Education, Punjab, which is taken on record. The PIO has stated in the affidavit that the information is more than 20 years old and is not available on record and thus cannot be supplied. The Respondent states that a copy of the affidavit has been sent to the
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 Complainant by post on 23.12.2008. She pleads that since the affidavit has been submitted, the case may be closed. 

2.

The Complainant states that an unattested photo copy of the affidavit has been supplied to him.  Accordingly, the affidavit submitted to the Commission is handed over to the Complainant and  the  photo copy  of the        affidavit,  supplied to the Complainant , is   taken on the record of the Commission. 

3.

Since the information is more than 20 years old and is not available in the record of the Public Authority, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pawan Kumar Singla,

S/o Shri Sohan Lal,

# 2423, Sector: 70, Mohali.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Finance,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2298/2008
Present:
Shri Pawan Kumar Singla, Complainant, in person and Shri Amarjit Singh Lauhka, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Gurmail Singh, Under Secretary Finance-cum-PIO;  Smt. Kamlesh Arora, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Harnek Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 2.12.2008, when it was directed that the PIO will make  his written submission on the next date of hearing i.e. today  explaining reasons as to why the information relating to Para 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 has been refused under Section 8(1)(a) of the RTI Act, 2005 on the ground that it affects the economic interests of the State of Punjab. 

2.

The PIO has not made his written submission explaining reasons as to why the information has been refused but one Memo. No. 5/47/2008-1FP1/08, dated 6.1.2009 has been submitted today in which it has been stated that the information regarding points 1, 2, 3 and 4 has already been supplied to 

the Complainant vide letters  No. 5/47/2008-1FP1/172 dated  12.9.2008 and 
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dated  7.11.2008 and   the information relating to points 5, 6, 7 and 8 cannot be supplied under Section 8(1)(A) of the RTI Act, 2005 as it involves the economic interest of the State of  Punjab.  It has not been made clear as to  how the economic interest of the State of Punjab is affected by supplying the information relating to points 5, 6, 7 and 8.

3.

Ld. Counsel for the Complainant states that recommendations from the Department of Transport to the Pay Commission were made  for the post of Traffic Manager/Assistant Divisional Manager Traffic and Commerce, Punjab  and these are contained in the Third Pay Commission Report in  Chapter       108( Transport Item No. 108.11).  He further states that the recommendations relate to enhancement of pay scale from Rs. 2000-3500 to Rs. 2200-4000 (Rs. 7200-11660).

4.

It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit full justification for not supplying the information relating to points 5, 6,7 and 8 before the next date of hearing, with a copy to the Complainant.  It is further directed that if the requisite information is not available in the record of the Public authority, then an affidavit in this regard will be submitted by the PIO. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05-02-2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Shri Nirmal Singh,

H.No. 2228/4, Tudi Bazar, Near Old Grain Market, Patiala.

Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Vigilance Officer,

Directorate of Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Sector: 17-C, 
Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 2541/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Rajinder Rai, Vigilance Officer-cum-APIO, Directorate of Local Government, Punjab, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO informs the Commission that the application of the Complainant dated 25.7.2008,  for information ,  has not been received in the office of Chief Vigilance Officer, Directorate of Local Government, Punjab till date. He came to know about this case from the Hearing Notice dated 11.12.2008  sent by State Information Commission Punjab.   He states that  the information has been supplied by the Chief Vigilance Officer vide Memo. No. 1762, dated 17.12.2008 to the Complainant by registered post.   He further states that no specific information has been demanded by the Complainant. He clarifies that as and when any complaint is received in the office of Chief Vigilance Officer, an inquiry is conducted at the earliest possible. 

2.

The Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him.  His absence shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.

Therefore,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri P. J. S. Mehta,

National Consumer Awarenes Group(Regd.)

SCF No. 29-30, Sector: 22-C, Chandigarh.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o General Manager Coordination,

Punjab Urban Planning & Development Authority (PUDA),

S. A. S. Nagar, Mohali.






 Respondent

CC No. 2294/2008

Present:
Shri  Jaswandeep, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


Ms. Jaswinder Kaur Nafra, Establishment Officer-cum-APIO, Shri Chet Ram, Ad. O. and Shri Ashok Kumar Aggarwal, Ad. O. , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the case has been transferred to GMADA as the information, demanded by the Complainant,  relates to that Public Authority. 

2.

Accordingly, Shri H. S. Sodhi, Superintending Engineer-cum-PIO, office of GMADA, Mohali, is directed to attend the proceedings in the instant case, in future. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05.02.2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to Shri   H. S. Sodhi, Superintending Engineer-cum-PIO, office of GMADA, (PUDA Building) Mohali.





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malkiat Singh Mann,

S/o Shri Gurbaksh Singh Mann,

Ward No. 8-A, Preet Vihar,

Dhuri, District, Sangrur.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Administrator, Punjab Urban Development

Authority(PUDA), Patiala.






 Respondent

CC No. 2532/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Jagdish Bhatia, PCS, Administrator-cum-PIO,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO states that the requisite information, running into 2 sheets alongwith one sheet of covering letter, has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. 297, dated 16.10.2008. 

2.

One copy of the information has been received in the  Commission office  vide Memo. No. 357 dated 17.12.2008, which has been taken on record. 

3.

The Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him.  His absence shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

4.

Therefore, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarlochan Singh,

# 130, Farid Nagar, Rahon Road,

Basti Jodhewal, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Local Government,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2417/2008

Present:
Shri Tarlochan Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri Hakam Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that they have not received application dated 27.6.2008 of the complainant, vide which he has demanded the information. 

3.

Accordingly, the Complainant is  directed to supply a copy of his complaint to the Respondent today and the PIO is directed to supply the requisite information relating to his Department to the Complainant within one month.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 05. 02. 2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naresh Soni,

S/o Shri Ram Adhar Soni,

B-I-1446/4-A, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Local Government,

Mini Secretariat, Sector: 9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2504/2008

Present:
Shri  Naresh Soni, Complainant, in person.


Shri  Hakam Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent submit a letter No. 14/382/2008-3 LG1/26, dated 6.1.2009 alongwith a copy of requisite information, which is taken on  record.  In the letter the Respondent has stated that whatever information is available in his office, has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 13/382/2008-3LG1/22, dated 2.1.2009.

2.

It is directed that the  Complainant will go through the information, supplied to him, and will submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission by 21.1.2009.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 27. 01. 2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurnam Singh Azad,

B-52, Rose Enclave (Sant Nagar).

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, PWD(B&R),

Mini Secretariat,Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.880/2008
Present:
Shri Gurnam Singh Azad, Complainant, in person.
Shri O P. Aneja, Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of  Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R) Patiala and Shri Harchand Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary PWD (B&R), on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.11.2008, when the PIO was directed to send the recommendations of the Department to the Accountant General Punjab to finalise the pension case and release other retiral benefits of the Complainant and the case was fixed for today for the confirmation of compliance of orders.

2.

The Complainant states that the Accountant General Punjab has sanctioned his pension and PPO Order has been issued vide letter No. Pen.14/G-1-3/2008-09/12330-33 dated 1.12.2008. He pleads  that since he has received requisite information as per his demand, the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Karnail Singh,

S/o Shri Puran Singh,

# 57-G, Partap Nagar, Patila.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Patiala.




 Respondent

CC No.2469/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the  Complainant.


Shri Ashok Vij, L.A.-cum-APIO,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO states that the requisite information, running into 11 sheets  including one sheet of covering letter,  has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. RTI-309-5367/MOS, dated 2.1.2009. He further states that the information has been received by one Shri Sher Singh on 3.1.2009,   on  behalf of the Complainant. 

2.

The Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him. His absence shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.

Therefore,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sarabjit Singh,

S/o Shri Joginder Singh,

# 132, Tiwana House,

Charan Bagh, Patiala.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Patiala.




 Respondent

CC No. 2556 /2008
Present:
  Shri Nishant Rishi,  Advocate, on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri  M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO and Shri Ashok Vij, L.A.-cum-APIO,                    on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO hands over requisite information, running into four sheets, including one sheet of covering letter, to the Complainant and one copy is submitted to the Commission, which is taken on record. 

2.

The Complainant states that the information regarding points 1, 2 and 3 is complete but regarding points 4, 5 and 6 he wants to inspect the record.

3.

On the mutual consent of both the parties, it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of Shri M. M. Syal, PIO on 15.1.2009 at 11.00 A. M. to inspect/identify the record required by him.  The PIO will make all the necessary arrangements for the proper inspection of the record and after identification of the record by the Complainant,  the PIO will supply  the requisite information to  him free of cost. However, necessary charges for the inspection will be paid by the Complainant.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12.02.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nishant Rishi,

S/o Late Shri Narendra Nath Rishi,

# B-43/133, Jourian Bhattian, Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Patiala.




 Respondent

CC No. 2555 /2008

Present:
 Shri Nishant Rishi,  Advocate, on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri  M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO and Shri Ashok Vij, L.A.-cum-APIO,                    on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that  the information, running into four sheets, including one sheet of covering letter, has been supplied to the Complainant, vide Memo. No. 5195-96/MOS, dated 30.12.2008, with a copy to the Commission. 

2.

The Complainant states that he received the information on 2.1.2009 and he will submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission, within 15 days. 

3.

The Complainant pleads  that since  the information has been delayed for  three months, action may be taken against the PIO under Section
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 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 and compensation may be given to him for the detriment suffered by him under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005.

4.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Amrik Singh, Superintendent)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information. The Respondent  is directed to  file his reply  showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

5.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 12.02.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jatinder Kapoor,

# 7571/5, Bachittar Nagar Road,

Phatak No. 22, Patiala.






Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Patiala.




 Respondent

AC No. 542/2008

Present:
Shri  Nishant Rishi, Advocate, on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri M. M. Sayal,  Deemed PIO and Shri Ashok Vij, L.A.-cum-APIO,                    on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information, running into seven sheets, including one sheet of covering letter,  has been supplied to the Appellant vide Memo. No. RTI-242/2306, dated 20.8.2008.

3.

Ld. Counsel for the Appellant states that he will submit his observations/comments, if any, on the information  supplied to the Appellant, within a period of 15 days, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission.  It is directed that the PIO will send his response to the observations of the Appellant, keeping in view the original application of the Appellant dated 5.6.2008.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12.02.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raminder Singh Sodhi,

# 584, Street No.14, 

Old Bishan Nagar, Patiala-147003




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Land Acquisition Officer,

Bhakra Main Canal, Drainage Halqa,

Nabha Road, Patiala.






 Respondent

CC No.2290/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.


ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent, the case is disposed of due to non-pursuance of the case by both the parties. 

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

# 3-Ranjit Bagh, Near

State College of Education,  Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC No.2092/2008

Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, Complainant,  in person.

Shri M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO and Shri Ashok Vij,  L.A.–cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 11.12.2008, when it was directed that the PIO will file an affidavit explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

2.

Accordingly, Shri M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO submits an affidavit alongwith information running into 10 sheets  and one copy is handed over to the Complainant in the court today.

3.

The Deemed PIO states that the plinth level of the house is 
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minimum 1’-6” and the house owner can increase it to any limit. The Complainant  brings to the notice of the Commission that it has been prescribed in Section 5(4) of Municipal Corporation Building Bye-laws, 1997 that Plinth level shall not be less than 1’-6” or as may be specified by the competent authority from time to time.  The Complainant states that in the instant case the owner of plot No. 2 of Scheme TP-4 has fixed his plinth about  3.5’. The Deemed PIO states that sanctioned plinth level is 2’ for this building but the owner of the house has raised upto 3’. 

4.

It is directed that the Complainant will go through the information supplied to him today and will submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission within a period of 15 days. 

5.

Despite the clear directions of the Commission on the last date of hearing,  the PIO is neither present today nor  he has submitted the affidavit. I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Amrik Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO) to be present in person, alongwith requisite  information as per the demand of the Complainant,  on the next date of hearing ,  to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for failure/delay  in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of refusal in the
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supply of information. The Respondent-PIO   is directed to  file his affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party. He is also directed to bring a copy of an office order, if any,  regarding the appointment of Deemed PIO, on the next date of hearing. 

6.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 12.  02. 2009.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                        Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

# 3-Ranjit Bagh, Near

State College of Education,  Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC No.2091/2008
Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, Complainant,  in person.

Shri M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO and Shri Ashok Vij,  L.A.–cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing , Shri M. M. Sayal, Deemed PIO places on record an affidavit dated 5.1.2009, alongwith information, a copy of which is handed over to the Complainant in the court today in my presence. 

2.

The Complainant states that he has asked for Action Taken Report on his application dated 3/4-7-2008.

3.

The Deemed PIO is directed to supply Action Taken Report to the Complainant, with a copy to the Commission, within 15 days,  on the representation dated 27.5.2008 of the Complainant submitted to the Mayor and the Commissioner of Municipal Corporation Patiala. 
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4.

As the information has been delayed for more than 154 days, I,

 therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Amrik Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO) to be present in person, alongwith requisite  information as per the demand of the Complainant,  on the next date of hearing ,  to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay  in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of refusal in the

supply of information. The Respondent-PIO   is directed to  file his affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party. He is also directed to bring a copy of an office order, if any, regarding the appointment of Deemed PIO, on the next date of hearing. 

5.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 12. 02. 2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

       Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  06. 01. 2009

                 State Information Commissioner

