STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Ruldu Ram, Contractor,
S/o Sh. Khushdev Chand,

New S.B.S. Colony, St No.6,

Rampura Phul, Bathinda.
    ……………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,
Municipal Council,

Rampura Phul,
Bathinda.

……………………..Respondent

CC No.1288 of 2007
None
ORDER

Complainant and the Respondent are absent. The Respondent, however, has sent a copy of the information to the Commission as also to the Complainant. Complainant may have received the information. It is presumed that he would be satisfied that is why he has not come for the hearing.

2.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




   Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated 7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 2566, Sector-35/C,

Chandigarh. 
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,
Greater Mohali Area Development

Authority, Mohali.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1294 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Rajiv Moudgill on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER


Heard

2.
On the last date of hearing, Complainant was asked to intimate the Commission whether she has received the information demanded by her and in case nothing is heard it shall be presumed that the information demanded by her had been delivered. Since the Complainant is absent, it is presumed that she has received the information.
3.

PIO Mr.Rajiv Moudgill, Chief Engineer appeared personally and explained the reasons for the delay in response to the notice under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005. He states that Sh. Amarjit Singh, the then Superintendent-cum-APIO was deputed to attend the hearing on 8.11.07 but he did not do so on that date. Consequently, the Additional Chief Administrator (H.Q) was requested to take 
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disciplinary action against Sh. Amarjit Singh, copy of which was also been sent to the Commission for information. He further states that the then PIO and APIO were responsible for not supplying the information as per the RTI ACT,2005.
4.

I have observed that the department has deliberately supplied incomplete information to the Complainant at the first stage and the remaining information was supplied only after a complaint was lodged with the Commission by the Complainant. I feel that drastic action needs to be initiated against the delinquent officers/officials, I therefore, recommend to the Chief Administrator GMADA to fix the responsibility of the officers/officials who may be responsible for the delay. They should be charge-sheeted. And after the completion of enquiry, the action taken against them be intimated to the Commission. 
5.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated 7th February, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Gurcharan Singh,
# 142, Sector-39, CHD Road,

Ludhiana.

       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Improvement Trust,
Ludhiana.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2380 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii)Sh. Harinder Singh, PIO-cum-Superintendent , the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard
2.
The Respondent states that information has been partly supplied to the Complainant on 11.01.08. The Complainant is not present. He may go through the information provided to him and point out deficiencies, if any on the next date of hearing. The Respondent states that some information is to be provided by engineering branch which will be sent to the Complainant on receipt of the same and explained that the delay is on the part of engineering branch. PIO is directed to appear personally on the next date of hearing alongwith the person who is to provide information from engineering branch as well.
3.
Adjourned to 13.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




   Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,
Ludhiana.
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,
Ludhiana, Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2321 of 2007
Present:
(I) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Harinder Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard
2.
Intimation has been received from the Complainant that he is busy with the betrothal ceremony of his son and has requested for another date. 
3.
Sh. Harinder Singh, PIO-cum-Suptd. appeared personally and stated that the information was to be supplied by the Superintendent (Sales). He submits that the said Suptd. (Sales) has been asked on 20.11.07 and by another reminder on 06.12.07 to do the needful, but no action seems to have been taken by him so far.. 
4.
In the above circumstances, there is sufficient basis for the Commission to prima facie presume that the information in this case has deliberately not been given to the Complainant by the Respondent. Accordingly, notice is hereby ordered to be served through registered post to the PIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana and Superintendent (Sales) to show cause, on the next date of hearing, 
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as to why the penalty of Rs.250/- per day, for each day that the information has not been provided in respect of his application dated 20.03.07, after 30 days from the receipt of the above mentioned applications, should not be imposed upon him under Section 20, of the RTI, Act 2005.

4.
Adjourned to 13.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




   Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,
Anti Corporation Council,

Opposite Water Tank,

Municipal Market Mission Road,

Pathankot.
         …………………………….Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,
Punjab Mandi Board,

SCO- No. 149-52,

Sec-17/C, CHD.

……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 414 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Amarjit Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant is absent and has sent a request that he is unable to attend the hearing today and has asked for another date. The Respondent states that he has received the application for information on 31.01.08 and states that they have sent a copy of the Manager, Kissan Bhawan’s letters on 24.09.07 to the Complainant. The Manager, in his letter, has intimated that number of the copies of the information demanded runs into 65000 pages and has ,therefore, asked  for  the deposit of the prescribed fee. He states that the Complainant has not deposited the prescribed fee representing the cost of preparation of the the information demanded. Since, as per revised instructions, the fee as assessed  under sub-rule (3) is to be demanded within period of 15 days from the receipt of 
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application, so no fees is to be charged. Respondent is directed to supply the information free of charge before the next date of hearing. 
3.
Adjourned to 13.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
 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 Principal Secretary,
Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2311 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. N.K.Sayal, Complainant


(ii) Sh. Bhajan Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO
ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant sates that no information has been given to him so far in respect to his application for information dated 24.08.07. Respondent states that  information sought is partly ready but the Complainant has refused to accept the same, as it is not attested. The Respondent is directed to supply the complete information duly attested before the next date of hearing.
3.
Parties hereto state that in another case i.e. CC-1967 of 2007 which is pending before Sh P.P.S.Gill, SIC some information similar to the information in the instant case is involved. They request that both the cases may be heard by the same bench.  The case CC-1967 of 2007 is fixed for hearing on 10.03.08 before Sh P.P.S.Gill, SIC. They, therefore, request that the instant case be heard on 10.03.08 alongwith the other case by Sh. P.P.S.Gill, SIC.

4.
In view of the foregoing, the Deputy Registrar is directed to place the papers of the instant case before the Chief Information Commissioner for appropriate orders.









Sd/-

                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh.Kulwant Rai, Sr.Asstt.,

O/o Chief Engineer,

Distribution (West),

PSEB, Bathinda.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Engineer,
Distribution Division,

Rampura Phul,

Distt-Bathinda.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1820 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. Kulwant Rai, Complainant


(ii) Sh. Gurbaksh Singh, LDC on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard
2.
Complainant states that he has received the information except the copy of explanation of Sh. Mahinder Singh and also demanded that action should be taken against the Respondent as he has failed to supply the information within the time period prescribed under the RTI Act 2005 and in this case the application for information was submitted by him on 25.07.07 and incomplete information has been supplied after the period of five months.
3.
Respondent states that he has not received copy of the notice of hearing for 28.12.07 and orders issued on 28.12.07  and he has attended today’s hearing on the direction of senior officers who had been informed  by the Complainant. Registrar will check the issue of orders for above date.
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4.
Respondent is also directed to show cause why action should not be taken under Section 20 of RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information within the prescribed period.
5.
Adjourned to 14.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Ram Asra,
S/o Sh. Harnam Singh,

R/o Vill. Birarwal,

Block & Tehsil.Nabha,

Distt-Patiala.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o BDPO,
Block Nabha,

Patiala.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1811 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 


(ii) Sh. Jagjit Singh, Panchayat Sect on  behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard
2.
Respondent states that a similar case i.e.CC-2130 of 2007 is also pending in the Commission before Sh. P.P.S.Gill, SIC and that the parties have attended the hearings in that case on 14.01.08. The next date of hearing in that case is on 18.02.08. He submits that he was not aware of the pendency of the instant case as no notice was received by him and that is why he did not attend the last hearing. Respondent states that he has been directed by the BDPO to attend the Commission, he is not aware of any notice of the Commission for today’s hearing. He further states that they have already prepared the expenditure statement of Gram Panchayat, Birarwal, Block & Tehsil Nabha for the other case and he has gone to the Complainant to deliver the required information but he 
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has refused to accept the same. Today again the Complainant is not present. He may be aware that this case  is on the same subject matter as the case pending before Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Sh. P.P.S. Gill that is why he is not come for the today’s hearing. No further action is required to be taken in this case.
5.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




      Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh .Amanpreet Singh,
# 77/B, Gokul Avenue,

P.O.Vijay Nagar, Amritsar.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,
Deptt. of Education,

Govt.of Pb, CHD.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1565 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. Amanpreet Singh, Complainant


(ii) Sh. Amar Singh, APIO, O/o  Secretary, Local Govt. Chandigarh
ORDER

Heard
2.
The Complainant states that he has not received any information so far in spite of two hearings before the Commission. The Respondent has submitted a letter to the Commission dated 06.02.08, copy of the same has been sent to the Complainant by post in which they have written that the case is under consideration of the Government and a decision will be taken very soon and the Commission and the Complainant will be informed after the decision. As per RTI Act the information was to be supplied within one month of the receipt of the application. Complainant has given the application on 03.07.07 and incomplete information was sent to him on 06.02.08 by post. Copy of the same has been received by him today in the Commission.  In view of the above, the Respondent 
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is directed to inform the Complainant about decision taken on his application before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 14.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




   Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Lalit Mohan,
Tribune Staff Correspondence,

# 2-D, Civil Lines,

Patiala.
         …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secretary,

School Education,

Sector-9,  CHD. 
……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1801 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Madan Lal, APIO-cum-DPI(S), Sh. Naresh, APIO-cum-DPI(E) & Sh. Satpal Dhiman, APIO
ORDER


Heard
2.
Respondent states that the information relating to the Principals has been handed over by hand to the Complainant, whereas, the information relating to vocational masters has been sent by post. Respondent further stated that the information sent by post has been received back. On verification, it is found by the Commission that the address on the envelope was not correctly written. It was written as H.No.20 instead 2-D. The Respondent further states that all the information is ready except the information relating to J.B.T teachers for 3 districts for which the concerned persons have been asked to directly send same to the Complainant.

3.
Complainant was absent on the last hearing and is not present even today. It is observed that his address on the notice and on the orders of the last hearing was not correctly written. Deputy Registrar of the Commission is directed 
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to send the orders of the Commission at the correct address. Respondent is directed to supply all the balance information at the correct address before the next date of hearing and the Complainant may go through the same and point out deficiencies if any on the next date of hearing. 
4.
Adjourned to 14.03.08 (12.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties




Sd/-
                                              (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
In the above circumstances there is sufficient basis for the Commission to prima facie presume that the information in this case has deliberately not been given to the Complainant by the Respondent. Accordingly, notice is hereby ordered to be served through registered post to the PIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana and Superintendent (Sales) to show cause, on the next date of hearing, as to why the penalty of Rs.250/- per day, for everyday that the information has not been provided in respect of his applications dated 20.03.07, after 30 days from the receipt of the above mentioned applications, should not be imposed upon him under Section 20, of the RTI, Act 2005.

