STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. G.S.Sikka (Advocate)
43, Friends Colony 

Model Gram, Ludhiana.

…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.  
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 473 of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. J.K.Jain, Branch Officer In charge along with Bushan Jain on behalf of the Respondent.   


A letter dated 7.10.2008 has been received from G.S.Sikka that no information has been received by him. He demands that “penalty be imposed as PIO deliberately delayed the information”. Around 500 pages information has been presented in the court and the respondent who is G.A. to D.C. is directed to send this information to the complainant, therefore, he is directed to send this information free of cost. I would however, like to point out that in the facts and circumstances of the case, Section 5(iv) is not applicable and by resort thereto the PIO cannot absolve himself of his statutory obligations.   


The next date of hearing is 22.12.2008 at 2:00 P.M. 









Sd/-








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. G.S.Sikka (Advocate)

43, Friends Colony

Model Gram, Ludhiana. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 474/2008
ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh.J.K.Jain, Branch Officer Incharge along with Bushan Jain on behalf of the Respondent.  
In the earlier order dated 11.08.2008 information was provided to G.S.Sikka and he has asked for time to verify if information is correct or not. Information had earlier been denied under Section 8(j) of the Act by the respondent .So far. No discrepancies have been pointed out by the complainant. Therefore, it seems, he is satisfied, therefore, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.      





    



Sd/-







         


  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.08
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Charanjit Singh

R/o 838, Nanak Nagar,

St.No.8, Backside 

New Subzi Mandi,

Ludhiana.   
…..Complainant 
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal, Govt. Sr.

Secondary School, Goraya,

Distt. Jalandhar.         

….Respondent

C.C. NO.705 of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Charanjit Singh, Complainant in person.
Sh. Pal Singh, Principal on behalf of the Respondent.
The respondent has provided countersigned copies of all ACRs except 1996-97 copy of which is available with Sh. Charanjit Singh. Sh. Pal Singh is directed to send a copy of this ACRs to DEOs office to be countersigned and directions are given to the DEO from the Commission to send this copy to the complainant and to the Commission within 15 days. If at the next hearing, the above directions have been followed then the case will be disposed of.     
The next date of hearing is 17.11.2008 at 2:00 PM. 







    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008
CC:

The District Education Officer(Secondary), Adarsh Nagar,  Jalandhar. 

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Smt. Shashi Kiran

Arya Nagar, Dina Nagar,

Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur.   

…..Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Gurdaspur.  

….Respondent

A.C. No. 39  of 2008  

ORDER
Present: -
Sh. Sunil Dutt on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. Pardeep S. Dhillon, DTO in person.

The PIO has presented documents replying to the show cause notice. The affidavit of respondent deals mainly with the details of the correspondence which took place with the complainant but it does not deal with denial under Section 8(1)(j). Therefore, he is directed to answer para No.1 of the last order dated 25.8.2008 within 15 days. He is also directed to provide information on point No. 1 and 2 of the original request for information. The rest of the information according to my view can be denied under Section 8(1)(j) of RTI Act, 2005. As regards show cause notice U/s 20(1) of RTI Act is concerned it will be decided at the next date of hearing.    

The next date of hearing is 17.12.2008 at 2:00 P.M.

Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Sudarshan Kumar Jagga

531/3 Shaheed Udham Singh 

Nagar, Malout.  
…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Primary Education

Officer, Malout. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO.282 of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Sudarshan Kumar, Complainant in person.

None on behalf of the Respondent. 


None have appeared on behalf of the Respondent on previous dates of hearing on 23.7.2008 and 25.8.2008. In the earlier orders the complainant has presented an envelope where it is mentioned that “12 gram of documents are in the envelope but only covering letter was sent to the complainant”. One more opportunity was provided to the PIO on 25.8.2008 to provide the information within 15 days & file compliance report on 08.10.2008. Today again none has appeared on behalf of the respondent. The complainant has presented an envelope where the weight of the envelope is mentioned by the Indian Postal Authorities as 45 gram whereas three empty documents have been put in by the B.P.E.O. Malout which shows not only disobeying the directions of the Commission but this defiant and aggressive attitude seems to be making mockery of the RTI Act, 2005. Therefore, a show cause notice is issued as to why the PIO be not penalized U/s 20(i) of RTI Act, 2005. The PIO is also directed to come present personally on 22.12.2008 along with affidavit explaining reasons for not only attending the hearings on 23.7.2008, 25.8.2008 and 8.10.2008 but also delay in supply of information.     


The next date of hearing is 22.12.2008 at 2:00 pm.

Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Lashker Singh
# 172, Guru Arjun Dev 

Colony, Bhoglan Road, 

Rajpura Distt. Patiala. 

…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.   

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 248  of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Lashkar Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Parshotam Sodhi, DRO Respondent in person. 


Information is provided to the complainant and he is satisfied. Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 





    









       





Sd/-
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Ms. Arti Pansotra C/o 

S.J.S. Chawla H.No.42, 

Gali No.3, Muslim Ganj, 

Near Shivala Mandir, Amritsar.   










….Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(SE),

Administrative Complex, O/o Nestle,
Moga. 

…..Respondent
CC No. 1379 of 2008
Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar, on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Manjeet Singh DEO/PIO in person.  


The complainant states that an identical case CC No.2413/2007 has already been disposed of by the same bench on 07.04.2008; therefore, being identical case, the case is hereby dismissed. 

     Sd/-








       (Mrs. Ravi Singh)



State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Ms. Arti Pansotra C/o 

S.J.S. Chawla H.No.42, 

Gali No.3, Muslim Ganj, 

Near Shivala Mandir, Amritsar.   










….Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(SE),

Adarsh Nagar, Central Jail,

Jalandhar. 

…..Respondent

CC No. 1378 of 2008
Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar, on behalf of the Complainant.

None on behalf of the Respondent.



The complainant states that an identical case CC No.2412/2007 has already been disposed of by the same bench on 07.04.2008; therefore, being identical case, the case is hereby dismissed. 
        Sd/-








      (Mrs. Ravi Singh)



State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Ms.Nishat Garg,

C/o Mrs. Uvashi

# 92, Sec-15-A, 

Chandigarh.   










….Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(S),

Bathinda.  

…..Respondent
CC No.  1395 of 2008
Present:
Ms. Nishat Garg, Complainant in person.

Sh. Tarsem Chand Singla/APIO and Smt. Jasbir Kaur, Dealing Asstt. on behalf of the Respondent.   


Ms. Nishat Garg filed a complaint on 27.6.2008 that his original application dated 5.5.2008 has not been attended to. Information sought is regarding the inquiry report on ACP case conducted against two teachers. A letter dated 13.6.2008 is presented by the respondent which has been written by the DEO stating that information has been denied under section 8(1)(j). No reason has been given for denial. Therefore, at the next date of hearing DEO is directed to be personally present to explain the reason for denial of this information under Section 8(1)(j). It is also directed that APIO should only appear in the court if he is conversant with the provisions of the Act.  
  

The next date of hearing is 22.12.2008 at 2:30 P.M. 


    Sd/-








         (Mrs. Ravi Singh)



State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

08.10.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Gurmail Singh Gill,

H.No.9, Rajguru Nagar 

Extn., P.O. Threekay, 

Ludhiana.  









….Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal G.N.D. Engg. 
College Gill Road, Ludhiana. 

…..Respondent

CC No.  1400 of 2008
Present:
Sh. Gurmail Singh, Complainant in person. 

None on behalf of the Respondent.


Sh. Gurmail Singh submits that an identical case has already been decided in the Hon’ble Court of Mrs. Rupon Deol Bajaj, State Information Commissioner on 16.9.2008, therefore, the case is hereby closed and dismissed. 

Sd/-








 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Mandeep Singh

National Consumer Protection

Awareness Forum Office

# 259 Sec-4, Near A.P.J.

Public School Mandi Kharar (Mohali)    

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Kharar.   

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1401 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Dharambir Sharma on behalf of the Complainant.

Smt. Anita Mehta, Jr. Asstt. on behalf of the Respondent.  



Smt. Anita Mehta Jr. Asstt. has appeared on behalf of the respondent at today’s hearing who is neither APIO nor has any knowledge of the case nor has any authority letter therefore, this is not considered a proper compliance. It is therefore directed that only PIO or APIO or a person of a rank of APIO should appear in the court. One more opportunity is granted and PIO is directed to provide the information to the complainant within 20 days and to file a compliance report in the Commission.  


The next date of hearing is 22.12.2008 at 2:00 pm.







    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

382, Block – B, Dashmesh Nagar,

Naya Gaon, Distt. S.A.S. Nagar, Punjab.     

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (EE),

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1101 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Complainant in person 

None on behalf of the Respondent. 



In the earlier order the respondent was directed either to bring details of the case, which has been earlier disposed of or provide the information sought by the complainant within 15 days.



The identical case mentioned by the respondent was in the Court of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, S. Surinder Singh.  Sh. Kuldeep Singh has presented documents which clearly reflect that the case disposed of by Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, S. Surinder Singh is not identical.  Therefore, it seems that the respondent has intentionally misled the Commission at the last hearing.  I am also of the view that the respondent has chosen not to supply any information to the Complainant even though the original application was filed on 08.04.08.  Therefore, the PIO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day till the information is furnished.  It is also an act of defiance on the part of PIO not to appear at today’s hearing.  



The next date of hearing is 17.12.2008 at 2:00 pm.








    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Er. K.R. Sharma,
V & PO Thana Via,

Nurpur Bedi, distt. Ropar 

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Ropar.
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2223 of 2007
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Complainant in person 

Sh. Yadav Rai Singh on behalf of the Respondent. 



A fax from the respondent has been received wherein complainant received the information and is satisfied with the information.


Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of. 







    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Hem Raj Mittal,

Ex Chairman, SSS Board,

Goniana Mandi, Bathinda. 

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (E),

Bathinda. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 181 of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Hem Raj Mittal, Complainant in person 

None on behalf of the Respondent. 



As ordered in previous orders dated 22.09.08, the complainant alleged that he has not received refund of fee paid under the RTI Act 2005, as the information was given after the stipulated period of 30 days.  He further submitted that he should be paid compensation as the information has been delivered to him after the stipulated period and he visited the commission on 14.07.08, 13.08.08, 22.09.08 and 08.10.08 to pursue his complaint.  In view of the delay caused by the Respondent in supplying information, I hereby order that compensation @ Rs. 500/- per visit be paid to the Complainant and compliance report be sent to the Commission.



Come up for confirmation of compliance on 22.12.08 at 2:00 pm. 








    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

N.B.



After the court working was over Sh. Roop Chand Sharma came present along with amount of refund of fee under the RTI Act 2005 to be paid to the complainant.  He apologized that due to sudden illness while traveling, he could not reach in time.  Respondent is directed to ensure that amount of fee charged from the complainant and amount of compensation should be paid to the complainant within 15 days.  A receipt from the complainant be sent to the Commission.  


Sd/-
         







  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Rampal Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Punjab Singh,

r/o Village & PO Tewar,

Teh. Kharar, Distt. SAS Nagar, 

Mohali. 

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Kharar.  

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 159 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Ram Pal Singh, Complainant along with Sh. Dalbir Singh in person. 

Sh. Rajiv Kumar Gupta, SDM/PIO in person 



Today this case was fixed for hearing to decide imposition of penalty and taking action against the respondent for causing delay in providing information to the complainant under the RTI Act 2005.  The respondent submitted an affidavit which is as under:-



“I, Rajiv Kumar Gupta, Sub Divisional Magistrate, Kharar, APIO in this case do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:-

1. The office of the PIO cum Deputy Commissioner received a letter under RTI Act on 21.08.07.  The office of the deponent received this letter from the Deputy Commissioner cum PIO vide his office No. 2320, dated 04.10.07 on 4.10.07 after the stipulated time.

2. This office had earlier forwarded the original complaint of the complainant to Naib Tehsildar Majri on 27.09.07 vide No. 895/Steno so the office of the deponent forwarded the letter under RTI to Naib Tehsildar Majri vide letter No. 24/ASDA dated 19.10.07 for inquiry into the complaint and to inform the complainant and also the Deputy Commission cum PIO within the stipulated period. 

3. The office of the deponent only came to know that the complainant had not received the information only when it received a notice in CC-159/08 from the State Information commission on 27.06.08.  This office neither received any communication from the office of PIO nor from the complainant in this regard during the intervening period.

4. Before the date in the Commission i.e. 07.07.08 the deponent got the inquiry conducted by Naib Tehsildar Majri and information was provided to the complainant. 

5. It is pertinent to mention here that the complaint pertains to the implementation of the order of the Court whereas the Civil suit No. 194 dated 30.06.1997 filed by the complainant in the court of Civil Judge Junior Division, Kharar was dismissed and also appeal No. 184 dated 07.08.2002 in the Court of Addl. District Judge, Ropar filed by complainant was dismissed on 05.08.2004.  The complainant could have filed the appeal against the order of Addl. District Judge Ropar dated 05.08.2004.  Instead of filing the appeal or taking legal course in Civil Courts the complainant is pressuring the revenue department to make changes in the revenue record through his appeal in the Civil Court has been dismissed. 
6. It is also noteworthy to mention that Naib Tehsildar Majri was caught in the Vigilance Department during the period in question.

7. The deponent prays that the delay in providing information is unintentional but not willful and for this the deponent tenders an unconditional apology.”



From the perusal of contents of affidavit and submissions made by the respondent at the time of hearing I hold that delay in supply of information is not intentional thus it is not a fit case for imposition of penalty and recommending disciplinary action U/s 20(1) RTI Act 2005.  However, the complainant has attended the Commission on four occasions i.e. 07.07.08, 11.08.08, 22.09.08 and 08.10.08 to pursue his complaint, so to meet the justice a compensation of Rs. 1,000/- is awarded in favour of complainant which should be paid to him by the respondent within 15 days.  His receipt may be sent to the Commission.  To come up for confirmation of compliance 24.12.08 at 2:00 pm. 








    

Sd/-









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 08.10.2008

