STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Shadi Lal Aggarwal,
56 C, Kichlu Nagar, 

Ludhiana,

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

O/o DPI, Pb. Colleges,
Chandigarh

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1465 of 2008

Present:
 (i)  Sh. Shadi Lal , the Complainant


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant states that still complete information has not been provided to him inspite of the orders issued by the Commission.  During the last hearing PIO/APIO was directed to personally appear or their representative should have an authority letter issued by the PIO/APIO but in today’s hearing neither PIO nor APIO is present which shows that the Respondent is not taking the RTI Act very seriously. Respondent is directed to ensure that complete information is provided to the Complainant before the next date of hearing failing which action under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 will be initiated. 
. 3.
Adjourned to 21.11.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Smt. Santosh Kumari,

H.No. 2650, W. No. 12,

Opp. Dusshera Ground,

Kharar – 140 301,

Distt. Mohali 
        …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Headmistrees Arya Kanya Vidhyalya,
Kharar

……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 346of 2008

Present:
(i)  Smt. Santosh Kumari, the Appellant 


(ii) Sh. Jagdish Chand, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Appellant states that she has filed an application for information dated 02.08.08. She states that she has posted two letters on the same date by registered post, one letter is addressed to the Headmistress which was received  by school authorities and the other letter which was addressed to PIO O/o Headmistrees Arya Kanya Vidyalya, Kharar was returned unclaimed by the Post Office which shows that RTI applications were not received deliberately.  Respondent states that on receipt of Commission’s notice, Appellant was asked to supply a copy of the complaint so that the required information may be supplied to her but she did not give the copy of the letter asking for information.  Appellant states she has filed first appeal with DPI (S) also and he has directed District Education Officer, Mohali to get the required information from the school 
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authority and supply it to the Appellant but no information has been supplied by the DEO, Mohali so far.  As the Respondent is not having a copy of the complaint the same was given to him in the Commission and is directed to supply the information within two weeks to the Appellant. Respondent is also directed to explain why the application under the RTI Act was refused and why action should not be taken under Section 20 of the RTI Act against her.
3.
Adjourned to 21.11.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Prem Singh Grewal,

104 (Prem Kunj), New

Officers’ Colony,

Stadium Road, Patiala.
   …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

MC, Patiala.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2181 of 2007
Present:
 (i) Prem Singh Grewal, the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Rohit Ummat, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant states that so far 9 hearings have taken place and a period of 10 months has elapsed since notice of hearing was issued by the Commission. Still complete information has not been provided and even the order of the Commission is not being complied with.  Complainant states that he has sought information regarding cellular towers installed by telecom the companies within the Municipal limits of Patiala and also the name of the Applicant, Owner of the building, date of application and reasons for denying in all such cases where NOC has been denied /not issued. Complainant further states that Respondent has complete record with them but they are not deliberately giving the information.  From their record they have informed that there are 88 cellular towers installed by companies within the Municipal limits of Patiala. He has failed to show why the remaining information about cases where 
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the permission has not been granted by the M.C. Patiala is not being disclosed.  He also states that wrong/ false  affidavit has been submitted by the Respondent intimating there is no practice  of issuing NOC and Commissioner, M.C. Patiala has also connived with the Respondent by issuing order no. 1919 dated 07.08.08, deputing Assistant Commissioner, M.C. Patiala for issuing such NOCs and maintaining record thereof. He states that this all has been done  to mislead the Commission and prays for an enquiry to find out under what circumstances such order was again issued by the Commissioner, M.C. Patiala   when the practice of issuing NOC/permission was already there and he also submitted a copy of such order issued by Commissioner, M.C, Patiala to M/s Tower Vision (P) Ltd. Vide no. 709 dated 12.09.07. He further prays that as requested in the  earlier hearings he should be paid a compensation of Rs. 1000/- per visit to the Commission as already 9 hearings have taken place and he has had to visit the Commission in his car alongwith the driver and an assistant as he being a very old man needs such  assistance to attend the hearings.
3.
I am of the view that very simple information was asked for by the Complainant and Respondent has also informed the Complainant that as per record there are 88 cellular telephone towers  installed by the companies and they all were provided with the permission by the M.C. Patiala. As observed from the permission issued to M/s Tower Vision (P) Ltd on 12.09.07. Then what was the difficulty in giving the balance information to the Complainant regarding all the cases where such information was refused and the reason thereof. Commissioner, M.C. Patiala should also report why such orders to issue NOC / permission was issued when these were already in existence and permission was granted in so many cases.

4.

Till now, 9 hearings have taken place and Respondent has attended only 5 hearings. Inspite of so many hearings  complete information  has 
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not been provided to the Complainant even after orders issued by the Commission.  Taking serious view of such a callous attitude on the part of the M.C., Patiala, Complainant is deserves to be compensated for the unnecessary harassment caused to him in getting the required information. He is, therefore,  awarded compensation of Rs. 5000/- for attending 7 hearings in the Commission so far and in future he should be paid Rs. 1000/- by M.C. PAtiala (public authority) for every hearing till the information is provided to the Complainant.  Payment of this compensation of Rs. 5000/- should be paid before the next date of hearing by the Public Authority and also report of the Commissioner M.C. that what was the necessity of issuing such orders for issue of NOC./permission when  permissions were already being granted by the Corporation. 
4.
Adjourned to 06.11.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh,

# 1676, Phase-3-B-2,

Mohali.

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

   AC No.329  of 2008

Present:
 (i) Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, the  PIO , the Respondent

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Appellant states that he has received the information against item no. 6,7,9,10,11, 12, 18 & 19 today in the Commission. Respondent states that the remaining information will be supplied to the Appellant before the next date of hearing. Respondent is directed to ensure that all the information is supplied to the Appellant before the next date of hearing and no further date will be given.
3.
Adjourned to 11.12.08 (2.00 PM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Parminderjit Singh,

S/o S. Harchand Singh,

R/o Village & P.O.-Didarewala,

Tehsil-Nihal Singh Wala,

Distt-Moga.
      …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o DPI (SE) Pb,

Chandigarh.
……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1489 of 2008

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


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

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant states that the information relating to his application has been provided to him and he is satisfied.  He further states that he wants some more information in this connection. Since these points were not asked for in his original application for information, he is advised to file another application for information with the PIO. 

3.
In so far as the instant complaint is concerned , nothing more is required   to be done the entire information as sought vide application dated 18.04.2008  has been supplied.  Resultantly the instant complaint is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

Vill-Baraich, P.O.Dakha,

Distt-Ludhiana.

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

 CC No.  1511 of 2008

Present:
 (i) Sh. Amandeep Singh, the Complainant
(ii) Sh. Ram Sarup, Junior Assistant on behalf of the 


                   Respondent
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information provided. During the last hearing PIO was directed to file an affidavit to show cause why action should not be taken under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 against him and in today’s hearing he has filed an affidavit. By going through the affidavit, it is observed that delay is not intentional. No further action therefore needs to be taken in this case.

3.
Disposed of.  Copies of the order b e sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Sham Lal Singla,

S/o Sh. Jaithu Ram,

B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

 CC No.  1530 of 2008

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



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



                 Respondent 

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant is absent.  He has sent a letter that he has received the information, no further action is required.
3.
Disposed of .  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Balraj Singh,

S/o Sh. Kham Singh,

Vill-Mustfabad, P.O-Dhunda,

Tehsil Bassi Pathana, 

Distt-Fatehgarh Sahib.

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

 CC No.  1468 of 2008
Present:
 None
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Neither the Respondent nor the Complainant is present. One more opportunity is given to the both parties.
3.
Adjourned to 20.11.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Ms. Gurmeet Kaur,

VPO-Jhandiana Sharki,

Via-Dhudike.

Teh. & Distt. Moga

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No.  1444 of 2008

Present:
 None
ORDER


Heard.

2.
During the last date of hearing none was present. Today again neither the Respondent nor the Complainant is present.   Dismissed for non prosecution.
3.
 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Smt. Jaswinder Kaur.

W/o Late Nirmal Singh Dhaliwal,

E-18124, Mohalla Jatpura,

Nai Abadi, Kapurthala.

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

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

 CC No.  1491 of 2008
Present:
 (i) None is present is present on behalf of the Complainant


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


Heard.

2.
Complainant is absent. Respondent states that information is ready for delivery. Copy of the same has been taken on record. Respondent is directed to send the information by post to the Complainant and he may go thorough the same and point out the deficiency, if any, to the Respondent before the next date of hearing.
3.
Adjourned to 20.11.08 (2.00 PM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Mohan Singh,

S/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

R/o Backside, Sadar Khana, 

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

O/o DTO,

Moga.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1593 of 2008
Present:
 (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Avtaar Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant is absent. Respondent states that efforts are being made to locate the ownership of the truck no.PUU-9099 from the O/o District Transport Office, Faridkot, since, the truck was registered in that district. Copy of the orders be sent to the District Transport Officer, Faridkot as well as Secy, RTA, Ferozepur with the direction that the above information be provided to the Complainant. The PIO/APIO should attend the next hearing in the Commissioner along with the information.
3.
Adjourned to 20.11.08 (2.00 PM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
CC-  
(i)  DTO, Faridkot
 (ii) Secy, Regional Transport Authority, Ferozepur.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Bachan Singh Datewasiyan,

# 735-R, Partab Nagar,

Bathinda.

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

O/o Commissioner,

MC, Bathinda.

……………………………..Respondent

 CC No.  2270 of 2007
Present:
 (i) Sh. Bachan Singh Datewasiyan, the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Kamal Kant, Executive Officer-cum-PIO

ORDER


Heard.

2.
The perusal of the affidavit filed by Sh. Kamal Kant, Executive Officer-cum-PIO, M.C Bathinda leaves no manner of doubt that there are glaring systemic deficiencies in the office of Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. Appropriate mechanism has not been provided to keep the record properly by the Public Authority due to which the request for information under RTI Act 2005 is not being served properly. Municipal Corporation, Bathinda  has failed  to  to properly  sensitize and train its officers/officials to inculcate in them the necessary discipline and  a sense of urgency required for the discharge of their solemn functions under the Act. One fails to understand why adequate arrangements were not made by the M.C. Bathinda to keep the public records in order. Deficiencies in serving the RTI request of the Complainant have undoubtedly emanated from this systemic failure.
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3.
In view of the above Commission is of the considered view   that instead of  penalizing the PIO , it would be in the fitness of things that the Public Authority be ordered  to compensate the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him on account of the failure by the Respondent to supply the information demanded by him.

4.
In the facts and circumstances of the case, I award a sum of Rs. 5000/- (Rs. Five thousand only) to the Complainant as compensation for attending seven hearings in the Commission. This compensation shall be paid by the M.C. Bathinda to the Complainant before  the next date of hearing.

5.
Adjourned to 20.11.08 (2.00 PM) for confirmation of compliance. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Sh. Hardial Singh,
H.No. 114, Phase -6,

Mohali
        ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Pensions & Welfare of Pensions Minister Pb.,
Chandigarh

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1424 of 2008

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


(ii) Smt. Narinder Kaur, Suptd, on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Respondent states that information has been supplied to the Complainant and copy of the acknowledgement as proof of receipt of information has been taken on record. 
3.
Disposed of.  Copies of the order b e sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Smt. Surjeet Kaur,
Green Avenue Street

H.No. B-V-1022, Near Bus Stand,

Malerkotla,  Distt. Sangrur- 148 023
        ……………………………. Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o PIO, O/o DEO (Primary),
Sangrur

……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 365 of 2008

Present:
 (i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant
(ii) Sh. Krishan Kumar Singla, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Respondent states that Appellant has filed 3 applications for similar information under AC-115 of 2008, AC-365 of 2008 & CC-1582 of 2008. Since, information stands supplied and Respondent has provided the copy of the acknowledgement of the Appellant addressed to the Commission, no further action is required.
. 3.
Disposed of.  Copies of the order b e sent to both the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 16th  October, 2008
