STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

H.No-1205, Gali No.8,

Hussian Pura, Amritsar.
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

MC, Amritsar.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 265 of 2008

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


(ii)Sh. P.S.Ghuman, Asstt. Commissioner-cum-PIO, O/o 
  


    Commissioner, MC, Amritsar, the Respondent
ORDER


Heard.
2.
Respondent states that the required information has been sent to the Complainant. Copy of the same has been taken on record. Complainant is absent. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information supplied. 

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Satnam Singh Kanda,

General Secretary,

All India Shrimani akalidal,

127/4 Kucha Kalala,

Jalianwal Bagh,

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

O/o Commissioner, 

MC, Amrtisar

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 273 of 2008
Present:
(i) Sh. Satnam Singh Kanda, Complainant


(ii)Sh. P.S.Ghuman, Asstt. Commissioner-cum-PIO, O/o 
  


    Commissioner, MC, Amritsar, the Respondent
ORDER

Heard.
2. 
Sh. P.S. Ghuman, Asst Commissioner-cum-PIO  of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar personally appeared in the Commission and submitted the reply to the show cause notice issued to him during the last hearing.  He also states that the entire information relating to property no. 314/3 & 2406/3 in Kucha Kalalan, Jalianwala Bath, Amritsar has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter no. MTP/2744 dated 27.03.08
3.
Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information relating to the notice no. 8/1 dated 25.09.07 and further states that this notice is fabricated and prepared later on.  As per his version he has laid the slab of his property at a later date and not as shown in the notice. Respondent is directed to produce the original record relating to the dispatch of the said notice in order to verify his authenticity. 
4.
Adjourned to 17.04.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties





Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 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,

PSEB, Distribution Division,

Rampura Phul,

Distt-Bathinda.

……………………………..Respondent

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


(ii) Sh. Naveen Kumar Garg, Sr. XEN-cum-PIO, the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard.
2.
Complainant states that he has received the required information and is satisfied.  Sh. Naveen Kumar Garg, Senior XEN-cum-PIO has submitted the written submission in response to the show cause notice  in which he has written that application for information  was given on 25.07.07 and was received in his office on 27.07.07 and the reply to the said application was sent to Superintending Engineer, Distribution Circle, Bathinda vide letter no. 6595 dated 27.08.07 and again the Complainant had written to him that he has not received the information  so again the copy of the information supplied to him vide letter  no. 7296 dated 17.09.08. He further states that the information was sent to the superintendent office, Bathinda as the Complainant was working in the office of Chief Engineer, Distribution Circle, Bathinda. He and his office staff is not aware of RTI Act and has submitted the written apology for the delay and promised that he will not commit such mistake in future.
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3.
I have considered the reply of the Respondent and I am of the view that in the facts and circumstances of this case, imposition of penalty is not called for. I ordered accordingly.
4      In view of the foregoing, the instant complaint is disposed of.        
                                                     Sd/-              
                                                        (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 328 CX, Model Town,

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

O/o Principal,

Secy to Govt.Pb,

Local Govt., Sec-17/C,

Chandigarh

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2282 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. Kashmira Singh, Complainant



(ii) Sh. Jagdish Singh, Sr. Asstt, O/o Local Govt, Chandigarh on 


     behalf of the Respondent

ORDER

Heard.
2.
Sh. Sham Lal Saini appearing on behalf of the Complainant states that still information relating to point no. 2,3,4,7,8 & 10 has not been supplied to him. Respondent states that this information is to be supplied by Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. Respondent is directed to collect this information from M.C. Ludhiana and ensure that the same is supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.  Notice should also be issued to the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to attend the hearing personally or through authorized representative to ensure that the information is supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 17.04.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

R/o Vill.Daowala,, P.O.Old Shala,

Tehsil & Distt-Gurdaspur.
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1324 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. Devinder Singh, Complainant



(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent

ORDER
Heard.
2.
As directed during the last hearing, Respondent has sent an affidavit in response to the show cause notice stating that this application for information is similar to the application filed in the office of DDPO, Gurdaspur which was provided to him and the Complaint was disposed of by the Commission in CC-1323 of 2007. He has also written that he joined as E.M., Gurdaspur on 10.04.2007 and the Complainant has never appeared before him even once during the last one year. 
3.
In the application for information, Complainant has not asked for any documents but has asked for only a paragraph-wise reply regarding the working procedure of the office and whether it is as per rules. I have considered the reply of the Respondent and I am of the view that in the facts and circumstances of this case, imposition of penalty is not called for. It is obvious that the complainant 
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desires the Commission to intervene for the redressal of his grievance unrelated to his rights under the RTI Act.  The Commission is not the forum for redressal of such a grievance of the Complainant.
4      In view of the foregoing, the instant complaint is disposed of.          

                                                       Sd/-                    
                                                        (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 85-C, Guru Nagar,

Ludhiana-141004 (Pb).
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 2208 of 2007
Present:
(i) Sh. Gurucharan Singh, Complainant



(ii) Sh. Harinder Singh, PIO-cum-Suptd, The Respondent
ORDER
Heard.
2.
Respondent was asked during the last hearing on 22.02.2008 to intimate the action taken on the complaint which was received in their office vide diary no. 6720. Sh. Harinder Singh PIO, states that this record is maintained by Sh. Paramjit Singh, Suptd Sales and this information is to be provided by him. Sh. Paramjit Singh is directed to appear personally along with the record showing the receipt of this application at diary no. 6720 and further action taken on this application and also record relating to the draw of plots of 200 square yards in the scheme of 475 acres Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar, Ludhiana on the next date of hearing, so as to verify, if the Complainant’s application was considered for the draw. 

3.
Adjourned to 24.04.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

House No.57-B,

Pratap Nagar,

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

O/o Director,

Language Pb, Patiala.
……………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1of 2008

Present:
(i) Sh. Bhagat Singh on behalf of the Appellant
(ii) Sh. Satnam Singh, Research Assistant on behalf of the   Respondent.
ORDER
Heard.
2.
 In order to locate the original application dated 15.09.2005 made by the Appellant to the then Deputy C.M Pb, along with the notings, Respondent was directed during the last hearing to collect the dispatch/receipt registers for the relevant period from the O/o Secretary Higher Education & Language Department Pb, and Director Language  Department Pb. In today’s hearing, Respondent states that he has brought the record relating to the O/o Director Language Department Pb and in this record there is no entry showing the receipt of application dated 15.09.2005 to Deputy C.M Smt. Rajinder Kaur Bhattal and any notings therein and  further stated that he has written a letter No. 3/5/2006-legal cell/318 dated 02.04.2008 to the Secretary office to attend the today’s hearing  along with the relevant record and he has not made any efforts to collect the record from the O/o then Deputy C.M, Pb.
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3.
Appellant states that the above said application had been produced by the 
representative of the Secretary  Higher Education and Language Department Pb, in CC- 907/06 in the Commission. Since, nobody attended today’s hearing from the Secretary office, a notice be issued to the PIO of the O/o Secretary Higher Education and Language Pb, to appear personally on the next date of hearing alongwith the relevant record and also procure the relevant record for the period indicated therein above from the office of then Deputy C.M, Pb, in order to locate the movement of the application and noting.
4.
Adjourned to 17.04.08 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ram Colony,

St No.8-A, Sangrur.
       …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,
MC, Sangrur.

……………………………..Respondent

MR No. 20 of 2008

In

CC No. 2094 of 2007
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Balkrishan, Inspector-cum-PIO, the Respondent
ORDER
Heard.
2.
 Sh. Balkrishan, Inspector-cum-PIO has brought the attendance register and meeting register dated 19.09.05 in the Commission. The Complainant is absent, he was also absent on the last hearing. 
3.
Dismissed for non prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 32, Ashok Nagar,

Maqsoodan, Jalandhar City.

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

O/o Commissioner,

MC, Jalandhar

……………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1327 of 2007
Present:
None

ORDER

 Vide my order dated 19.03.2008, the Respondent was directed to file an affidavit showing cause why penalty under Section 20, RTI Act 2005, be not imposed on him for delay in supplying the information. A written reply (not an affidavit) dated nil by Joint Commissioner, MC, Jalandhar (PIO) has been received in the office of the Commission on 03.04.2008.

2.
Perusal of the file indicates that the entire information demanded by the Complainant stood supplied even at the time of the last hearing i.e. 19.03.2008. The original application for information was made on 18.01.2007. In the written reply submitted by the PIO, it is stated that the information/ record demanded by the Complainant was quite voluminous which required “meticulous compilation.” According to the reply, the work regarding compilation of information was entrusted to various officials and the information was delivered as when retrieved. It is also stated that there has not been any willful or deliberate delay in 
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supplying the information and that PIO’s office has always remained conscious and alive to the duties under the RTI Act. The PIO has also sought pardon in case it is found that there has been unexplained delay on his part in supplying the information. He has also assured in the reply that in future he shall not be found remiss in the discharge of his duties. 
3.
I have carefully considered the submissions contained in the written reply and have also looked into all the facts and circumstances of the case. In my view, this is not a fit case where imposition of penalty under section 20 RTI Act is called for. I have no doubt in my mind that this state of affairs has come about on account of the absence of adequate machinery for handling the RTI work in Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar. MC, Jalandhar is thus, squarely responsible for the inadequate handling of the RTI request in the instant case. I, therefore, order that compensation be paid by the M.C. Jalandhar, to the Complainant @ Rs. 500/- per date of hearing.  Out of five hearings Complainant had attended three hearings, therefore, a compensation of Rs.1500/- be paid to the Complainant within 15 days. It is clarified that the amount of compensation is to be paid by the public authority i.e. Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar and not by the PIO. 
4.
 The case is adjourned to 09.05.08. The Respondent is directed to  intimate the Commission about the status of payment of the amount of compensation to the Complainant on that date. The Complainant need not appear on the next date of hearing.

Sd/-
                                             (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 4th April, 2008
