STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)








                          REGISTERED

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana – 141001.  






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Government,  Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC - 305/2009

RESERVED ON 30.09.2010

AND

PRONOUNCED IN THE OPEN COURT ON 21.12. 2010

ORDER

1.

The brief history of the case is that the Appellant filed an application with the PIO of the office of Director Local Government Punjab on 09.02.2009 for seeking certain information relating to the office of Chief Town Planner of Local Government Department, Punjab. On getting no information, he filed  appeal with the First Appellate Authority. Again on getting no response, he filed second appeal with the Commission on 05.05.2009, which was received in the Commission on 09.05.2009 against Diary No. 6799.  Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties for 07.07.2009.
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2.

The case has been  heard  on 07.07.2009, 01.10.2009, 22.10.2009, 10.11.2009, 22.12.2009, 19.01.2010, 09.02.2010, 09.03.2010, 13.04.2010,22.04.2010,  20.05.2010, 27.05.2010, 22.06.2010, 26.08.2010 and 30.09.2010  and interim orders were issued in respect of each hearing. 

3.

On 07.07.2009 the Appellant submitted that necessary action may be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for imposing penalty upon him for the delay in the supply of information and he may be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him. Accordingly, the PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain 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 awarded  to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. The case was adjourned to 11.08.2009.
4.

On 11.08.2009 the hearing was not held due to some administrative grounds and the case was adjourned to 01.10.2010.

5.

On  01.10.2009 the PIO was not present. The Respondent present on behalf of the PIO informed the Commission that Shri Bhajan Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO has since retired and no PIO has been appointed by the Government in his place. Directions were issued to the Respondent to supply a list of PIOs posted in the Department since 09.02.2009 so that the responsibility for the delay in the supply of information could be fixed and necessary action be 
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taken as per the provisions of RTI Act,2005. Besides, the Respondent supplied information running into 32 pages to the Appellant. The Appellant stated that he will send his observations, if any, to the PIO within 15 days. The case was adjourned to 22.10.2009.
6.

On 22.10.2009 none was present on behalf  of the Respondent and list of PIOs was also not supplied to the Commission. The Appellant submitted his observations on the information supplied to him on the last date of hearing and one copy was ordered to be sent to the PIO. The Appellant submitted that a penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day may be imposed upon the PIO/PIOs and the compensation may be awarded to him as the information has been delayed for more than 8 months as he has spent Rs. 2000/- on each visit to the Commission. Accordingly, a compensation of Rs. 5000/-(Rupees five thousand only) was  awarded to the Appellant.  Directions were issued to the PIO to supply complete information by 30.10.2009 and  the case was a adjourned to 10.11.2009.
7.

On 10.11.2009, Shri Manjeet Singh, Senior Assistant was present on behalf of the PIO. He informed that they have not received order of the Commission dated 22.10.2009 and also the observations of the Appellant. One copy of the observations submitted by the Appellant and the copy of the order of the Commission dated 22.10.2009 were handed over to the Respondent. The PIO was directed to file an affidavit on the next date of hearing  in response to 
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show-cause notice issued to him for imposing penalty. The PIO was also directed to supply a list of PIOs, who remained posted since 09.02.2009 so that action could be taken for imposing penalty upon the concerned PIO, who is responsible for the delay. The case was adjourned to 22.12.2009.
8.

On 22.12.2009, Shri Nachhattar Singh, Superintendent L.G.-1 Branch was present. He handed over some more information regarding Para 3 to 8 to the Appellant. Detailed deliberations were held reviewing the status of the information supplied to the Appellant so far.  The Respondent was directed to supply information as per deliberations held and he was directed to bring original file relating to creation of the post of CTP alongwith other posts in the Town Planning Wing of the Local government Department. Directions were again issued to supply a list of PIOs, who remained posted in the Department since 09.02.2009. The case was adjourned to 19.01.2010.
9.

On 19.01.2010, Shri Nachhattar Singh, Superintendent informed the Commission that the file relating to the creation of posts in the Town Planning Wing is missing and efforts are being made to trace it.  He further stated that the file was in the possession of Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant and action is being taken against him. It was directed that FIR be lodged with the police for the loss of file and file be reconstructed and information be supplied to the Appellant within a period of 15 days. The Respondent was again directed to supply a list of 
                  Contd…….p/5
AC - 305/2009



-5-

PIOs, who remained posted since 09.02.2009. The case was adjourned to 09.02.2010.
10.

On 09.02.2010, Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi, Under Secretary-cum-PIO and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant were present. The Respondent requested that the case may be adjourned at least for one month so that the lost file could be reconstructed after collecting documents from the concerned branches. Accordingly, the Respondent was directed to supply the requisite information to the Appellant by 25.02.2010 and the Appellant was directed to send his observations, if any, to the PIO by 04.03.2010. The case was adjourned to 09.03.2010.
11.

On 09.03.2010, Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant was present on behalf of the Respondent. He placed on record the copies of sanction issued by the Government for the creation of post of Chief Town Planner and other allied posts for the Town Planning Wing of Local Government Department. He informed that the file is still not traceable and offices of Municipal Corporations and municipal bodies have been  directed to send copies of sanction for the creation of posts in the Town Planning Wing. He assured that the requisite information, after collecting the same from the concerned offices, will be supplied to the Appellant. The case was adjourned to 13.04.2010.
12.

On 13.04.2010 Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant was present on 
                  Contd…….p/6
AC - 305/2009



-6-

behalf of the Respondent. He assured the Commission that  a written submission will be made on the next date of hearing by him or by the PIO regarding status of the case vis-à-vis the detail of the officials  working in the Town Planning Wing including Head of Account. The Respondent was directed to lodge a complaint with the Police if the missing record is not traceable. He was directed to supply a list of PIOs, who remained posted in the Department since 09.02.2009. The case was adjourned to 22.04.2010.
13.

On 22.04.2010 none was present on behalf of the Appellant. Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, was present on behalf of the Respondent and had brought information running into 18 sheets for supplying to the Appellant. As the Appellant was not present, the Respondent was directed to send the information to the Appellant by registered post. The case was adjourned to 20.05.2010,
14.

On 20.05.2010, Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, present on behalf of the Respondent informed the Commission that the complete information has been  sent to the Appellant with a copy to the Commission. The Appellant stated that he has not received the information. Accordingly, a copy of the information received in the Commission was handed over to the Appellant and he was directed to send his observations, if any, within a week. The PIO was directed to initiate necessary action to  obtain sanction from the competent authority for filing FIR with the police regarding loss of concerned file. The case 
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was adjourned to 27.05.2010.
15.

On 27.05.2010 the Appellant submitted that he filed his application with the PIO on 09.02.2009 for seeking information and first set of information was provided to him 25.09.2009 and still the information is incomplete. The Respondent stated that no other information available with the Department. The Appellant brought to the notice of the Commission that a letter dated 21.04.2010 vide which some information was supplied to him by the PIO was dispatched on 20.05.2010. This callous attitude of the PIO was brought to the notice of Principal Secretary Local Government for taking action against erring officials. Accordingly, the PIO was directed to submit an affidavit to the effect that no other information is available with the Department as has been stated by the Respondent. The Respondent was directed to supply a list of PIOs, who remained posted since 09.02.2009 so that necessary action could be initiated against the PIO, responsible for delay in the supply of information. The case was adjourned to 22.06.2010.
16.

On 22.06.2010, the Respondent submitted a list of PIOs, who remained posted since 16.02.2009. The list revealed that at the time of filing of application by the Appellant, Shri Bhajan Singh, Under Secretary was the PIO  and remained as such upto 31.08.2009. After the retirement of Shri Bhajan Singh the PIOs were appointed for short periods and were transferred frequently. 
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Therefore, Shri Bhajan Singh was issued show-cause notice  to explain reasons as to why penalty should not be imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information. The case was adjourned to 26.08.2010.
17.

The hearing could not be held on 26.08.2010 due to some administrative reasons and the case was adjourned to 30.09.2010.
18.

On 30.09.2010 the Appellant was not present. Shri Bhajan Singh, Under Secretary(Retd.)-cum-the then PIO, submitted his affidavit dated 24.08.2010 explaining reasons for delay. It was directed that a copy of the affidavit be sent to the Appellant asking him to send his observations, if any, within a period of 15 days and the judgement was reserved.
19.

No  observations from the Appellant on the affidavit submitted by Shri Bhajan Singh have  been received so far. Besides, neither the Respondent  PIO nor the Appellant has informed the Commission whether the order of the Commission dated 22.10.2009 vide which a compensation of Rs. 5000/-(Rupees five thousand only)  was awarded to the Appellant, has been complied with or not. 
20

Accordingly, the Appellant is directed to submit his  observations on  the affidavit submitted by Shri Bhajan Singh within 15 days.   The Respondent PIO is directed to intimate whether the compensation of Rs. 5000/- awarded to the Appellant vide order dated 22.10.2009 has been paid to him or not. If the 
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reply is in the negative, then it is directed that the compensation be paid to the Appellant by Bank Draft before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission.  In these circumstances, the decision regarding imposition of penalty upon the PIO will be taken on the next date of hearing. 
21.

The judgement is pronounced in the open court today.

22.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 20.01.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh
23.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties.










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh





Surinder Singh

Dated: 21.12.2010



       State Information Commissioner
CC:

Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Rajinder K. Singla,

C/o Shri Jatinder Moudgil,

E. 1/12, Panjab University,

Chandigarh – 160014.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building, 

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC - 1362/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Ashok Kumar, Superintendent and Shri Gursewak Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana has informed the Commission vide letter No. 5423, dated 27.10.2010 that as per the orders of the Commission,  a Bank Draft No. 180938, dated 27.10.2010 for Rs. 13,000/- as compensation amount, has been sent to the Complainant vide letter No. 5422, dated 27.10.2010.
2.

The Respondent states that as per the orders of the Commission dated 09.11.2010, Shri Sukhmander Singh, PCS, Deputy Secretary,  has been appointed as Inquiry Officer to inquire into the matter to  fix the responsibility of the officers/officials, who are responsible for the delay in transferring the 
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application of the Complainant to the Improvement Trust Ludhiana after 112 days from whom the  compensation amount of Rs. 13000/- is to be recovered as per the orders of the Commission. 
3.

It is directed that after the completion of the inquiry, the Inquiry Report be sent to the Commission. 

4.

Since the information stands provided and orders of the Commission regarding payment of compensation amount and appointment of Inquiry Officer have been complied with,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Kumar,

S/o Shri Pritam Dass,

Village: Kalyanpur,

P.O. Kiranpur Sahib, 

District: Roop Nagar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Roop Nagar.








 Respondent

CC - 3272/2010
Present:
Shri Surinder Kumar, Complainant, in person.

Shri Balbir Singh, Superintendent, office of B.D.P.O. Anandpur Sahib; Shri Surinder Singh, Sarpanch and Shri Swaran Singh, Panchayat Secretary , on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that as per the directions of the Commission, he visited the offices of  D.D.P.O. Ropar and B.D.P.O. Anandpur Sahib to hand over his affidavit but the officials of both the offices refused to accept the same and consequently, he sent the affidavit to the D.D.P.O. Ropar by registered post. 
2.

The Respondent submits a letter from the B.D.P.O. Anandpur Sahib vide which he has informed the Commission that due to some domestic affairs he is unable to attend the proceedings on 21.12.2010 and has requested to adjourn the case to some other date.

3.

Shri Balbir Singh, Superintendent, office of B.D.P.O. Anandpur 
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Sahib states that he does not know anything about the instant case. Accordingly, 
the D.D.P.O. Ropar is directed to depute the official to attend the proceedings who is well conversant with the facts of the case. 
4.

On the last date of hearing on 25.11.2010, the B.D.P.O. was directed to supply Action Taken Report on two complaints filed by the Complainant on 26.11.2009 and 23.12. 2009, photo copies of which were handed over to the B.D.P.O. during course of proceedings. 
5.

 No representative of the office of Deputy Commissioner Ropar is present today  though a copy of the orders dated 25.11.2010 was sent to the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ropar. Accordingly, Deputy Commissioner, Ropar is directed to depute his PIO to attend the proceedings in the instant case, in person,  on the next date of hearing otherwise strict action will be taken against the PIO  for not attending the proceedings and for not supplying the requisite information to the Complainant as the Complainant has submitted  so many complaints in the office of Deputy Commissioner. 

6.

Shri Gagandeep Singh Virk, D.D.P.O., Ropar is directed to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing alongwith original file where the complaints of the Complainant have been dealt with in his office. The   B.D.P.O. Anandpur Sahib and the  PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ropar are also directed to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of 
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hearing alongwith requisite information to be supplied to the complainant otherwise strict action will be taken for imposing penalty on them  and awarding compensation to the Complainant, under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.


7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 06.01.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Deputy Commissioner, Ropar.

2.      Public Information Officer of the office of Deputy     

     Commissioner, Ropar.
   
3.      District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ropar.

4.     Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Anandpur    

         Sahib, District: Ropar.
                   


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Arun Kumar,

S/o Shri Nand Kishore,

B-VII/279, Jhulna Mahal, Gurdaspur – 143521.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Employment Generation & Training Officer,

Hide Market, Amritsar.






 Respondent

CC - 3493/2010

Present:
Shri Arun Kumar, Complainant, in person.
Shri Jaswant Rai, District Employment Officer, Amritsar, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant states that he  submitted his written submission during proceedings of the Inquiry being conducted by shri Jaswant Rai, District Employment Officer on 12.03.2010 and 15.04.2010 which were not considered while one of the submission was marked by the District Employment Officer on 12.03.2010 to the General Branch.  The District Employment Officer states that no such submission was made by the Complainant.  

3.

Shri Jaswant Rai produces the  Receipt Register of his office to vindicate his stand but a perusal of the Register reveals that  there is over-writing and some space has been left blank between dates 11.03.2010 and 
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15.03.2010 and no receipt has been entered on 12.03.2010 which indicates that the Receipt Register  has been tampered with by the officials of the District Employment Officer, Amritsar. 
4.

Accordingly, It is directed that District Employment Officer, Amritsar will conduct the inquiry again while considering the submissions made by the Complainant on 12.03.2010 and 15.04.2010 and send the report to the Complainant within one month. He will also submit  a report regarding tampering of Receipt Register by the officials of his office. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 20.01.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

3444, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana – 141003.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC - 2731/2009
Present:
Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant, in person.
Shri R.P.Gupta, SDO, B&R(A)-cum-Deemed PIO and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri R.P. Gupta SDO, B&R(A)-cum-Deemed PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana states that he was busy in some domestic affairs due to which he could not go through the observations submitted by the Complainant which were received in the office of PIO on 14.12.2010. He requests that some more time may be given to him for making his submission after going through the observations submitted by the Complainant. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and  fixed for further hearing on 03.01.2011 at 11.30 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-
Contd……p/2

CC - 2731/2009



-2-

34, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh with the directions that Shri R.P. Gupta SDO, B&R(A)-cum-Deemed PIO; Shri Hakam Singh, SDO-cum-APIO(Projects) and the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana will attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing alongwith requisite information for supplying the same to the Complainant. 
In case no other information,  except the one which has already been supplied to the Complainant , is available then the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation Ludhiana will give a written submission to this effect.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

1.
Shri R.P. Gupta SDO, B&R(A)-cum-Deemed PIO, Municipal 

                               Corporation, Ludhiana.

2.       Shri Hakam Singh, SDO-cum-APIO(Projects), Municipal       

       Corporation, Ludhiana.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Nirmaljit Kaur,

W/o Shri Surjit Singh,

41-C, Sandhu Colony, 

G.T.Road Chheharta, Amritsar.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director and Warden of Fisheries,

Punjab, SCO No. 1`040-41, Sector: 22-B, 

Chandigarh.








 Respondent

CC - 2699/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Gajinder Singh, Assistant Director and Shri Jaswinder Singh, Extension Officer,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Gajinder Singh, Assistant Director Fisheries, states that he has brought the original record today for perusal by the Commission. He further states that Smt. Nirmaljit Kaur has filed another complaint vide which she has demanded the same information relating to the pension case of Shri Surjit Singh, Chief Executive Officer, Fish Farmers Development Agency, Gurdaspur
2.

Accordingly, the PIO is directed to ask the complainant to inspect the record and identify the documents required by her as she has been asking for the same information time and again and has already received the same from the Assistant Director Fisheries, Punjab, Chandigarh;  Director Fisheries Punjab,
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 Chandigarh and Accountant General Punjab, Chandigarh.
3.

Since the requisite  information in the instant case stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurjail Singh, Ex-Punch,

Executive Member, RTI Activists Federation,

Village: Behmna, Tehsil: Samana,

District: Patiala.







Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies,

Patiala.








 Respondent

AC - 888/2010

Present:
Shri Gurjail Singh, Appellant,   in person.
Shri Harmohan Singh, Assistant Registrar, Samana;  Shri Karamjit Singh, Senior Assistant  of the office of Assistant Registrar Samana and Smt. Jaspreet Kaur, Superintendent  of the office of Deputy Registrar, Patiala, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The  requisite information running into 45 pages, duly authenticated by the competent authority,  is  supplied to the Appellant.  The Appellant  states that the information is late for more than 7 months and  submits that  the penalty may be imposed upon the PIO and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment suffered by him.  The Respondent states that the Appellant  was contacted a number of times  on telephone and asked to collect the information already ready with them but he never turned up.
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3.

Since the Appellant  did not bother to collect the information  from the office of the PIO despite their requests on telephone a number of times  and now the information  has been supplied to the Appellant, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon the PIO. However, in view of the loss and detriment suffered by the Appellant  in obtaining the information in the instant case, a compensation of Rs. 500/- is awarded to the Appellant  to be paid to him within 15 days by the Public Authority.
4.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurjail Singh, Ex-Punch,

Executive Member, RTI Activists Federation,

Village: Behmna, Tehsil: Samana,

District: Patiala.







Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Patiala.


 Respondent

AC - 889/2010
Present:
Shri Gurjail Singh, Appellant,   in person.

Shri Harmohan Singh, Assistant Registrar, Samana;  Shri Karamjit Singh, Senior Assistant  of the office of Assistant Registrar Samana and Smt. Jaspreet Kaur, Superintendent  of the office of Deputy Registrar, Patiala, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The  requisite Action Taken Report, duly authenticated by the competent authority,   is handed over to the Appellant by the Respondent in the court today.  The Respondent states that the necessary action on their part has been taken and due  recommendation has been sent to the Government to  take further necessary action due on their  part. 
3.

Since the requisite  information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









     Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmeet Singh,

Village: Turan, Tehsil: Amloh,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development  and Panchayat Officer,

Fatehgarh Sahib.







 Respondent

CC – 3441/10

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

1.

The case was last heard on 16.12.2010 when the Respondent was directed to supply the remaining information to the Complainant on 20.12.2010 and send the receipt taken from the Complainant to the Commission. 
2.

Accordingly,  a receipt from the Complainant has been received through  fax in which he has stated that he has received the complete information from the Respondent PIO. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner      

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126,

Model Gram, Ludhiana.






Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Health and Family Welfare,

Punjab, Sector:34, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

AC - 998/2010

Present:
Shri Rohit Sabharwal, Appellant, in person.
Shri Supinder Singh, Senior Assistant and Shri Rajinder Kumar, Junior Assistant, office of Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Rohit Sabharwal filed an application on 27.08.2010 with the PIO of the office of  Principal Secretary Health, Mini Secretariat,  Punjab, Chandigarh for seeking certain information. The application was transferred under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 by the Superintendent Health-1 Branch of the office of Principal Secretary Health  to the Director Health and Family Welfare,  Punjab, Chandigarh vide Memo. No. 37/76/10-1f;1$5288, dated 14.09.2010 with a copy to the Appellant to pursue the case with the Director Health and Family Welfare,  Punjab for obtaining the requisite information. On getting no response from the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Health,  he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 
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07.10.2010. The PIO of the office of Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab, asked the Appellant vide letter No. 3627, dated 27.09.2010 to deposit Rs. 388/-(Rs. 288/- as cost of documents and Rs. 100/- as postal charges).  The Complainant  informed  the PIO of the office of Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab,  vide letter dated 27.10.2010 that he has already deposited the requisite amount but the information has not been supplied to him  as yet. On receiving no information from the PIO as well as from the First Appellate Authority, the Complainant  filed second appeal with the Commission on 15.11.2010, which was received in the Commission on 16.11.2010 against Diary No. 21130. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties for today.
2.

The Respondent places on record a letter dated 21.12.2010, which reads as under:-
“          eh ;[govzN nkoHNhHnkJhH nkgD/ rL;LgZL BzL (1)-gz-10$3673, fwsh 27-9-10 d/ jtkb/ ftu.

            T[go'es ft;/ d/ ;pzX ftu p/Bsh ehsh iKdh j? fe gqkoEh tb'A wzrh ;{uBk jkb/ d/ gkDh ;zGt BjhA j? feT[fe w?vheb nc;o (iBob) dh nk;kwhnK dk Bshik fsnko j' fojk j? ns/ pj[s ;kok foekov ftGkrh u'D ew/Nh d/ w?pok gk; j?. fJ; dh ;{uBk foekov gkfg; gqkgs j'D s/ d/ fdZsh ikt/rh.








;jh$-




         tk;s/ vkfJo?eNo f;js s/ gqhtko GbkJh gzikp
;[govzN,  nkoHNhHnkJh ;kyk “
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3.

In this background, the Respondent submits that the case may be adjourned for 15 days  so that the requisite information could be prepared and supplied to the Complainant.  The Complainant submits that he may be given compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him in obtaining information in the instant case. 

4.

In view of the facts and circumstances stated above, it is directed that:-

(1)
Rs. 388/- deposited by the Complainant as documents charges be refunded to him as the information has not been supplied to him  till date.

(2)
The information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

(3)
A written submission be made by the PIO to explain reasons as to why compensation of Rs. 1000/-(Rupees  one thousand only) be not paid to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.01.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 21. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
