 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Ravinder Sultan Wind,

President, All India Youth Association,

Sharma Advertising Agency,

Mahan Singh Gate Chowk,

Amritsar.






                 …..Complainant
   





Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.






              ……. Respondent

CC No. 406 of 2008

ORDER
Present:
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Anil Arora, Supdtt., for the Respondent.



-----



Representative, Mr. Anil Arora, Superintendent, for the Respondent, submits in writing to the Commission that the Complainant has refused   to take the information. He gives the following sequence :

    (i)    First the information was sent vide letter no.APIO/113, dated 30.04.2008;     

complainant refused to take the same;


    (ii)    The Superintendent, Mr. Anil Arora, personally met the Complainant on 


13.05.2008 and still he refused to accept the information; and

               (iii)
The information has again been sent to him through Speed post on      


14.05.2008. He submits to the Commission the requisite information 


sent to the Complainant on 30.04.2008. The same, running into four 


sheets, is taken on record. 

2.

A perusal of the file shows that in response to the complainant’s  application under the Right to Information Act, dated 28..11.2007, the Respondent had written a letter to the Complainant  on 24.12.2007,  stating the relevant file is with the Commissioner and a reply will be sent to him on instructions from the Commissioner.   The Complainant replied to this letter on 31.12.2007.  In response to this, the P.I.O. informed him on 4.01.2008  that the Deputy Controller (Finance & Accounts) has sent  the file  to the Commissioner for necessary instructions. 
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3.

It is also seen that APIO-cum-Water Supply and Sewerage  Authority, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar, has addressed a letter  to the State Information Commission on 24.04.2008. Inter alia, this letter also mentions the steps the Commissioner Municipal Corporation has taken on the action to  be  taken against the delinquent officials allegedly involved in the  “dishonoured cheques”  case.  Perhaps, this letter was not sent to the Complainant.
4.

At the hearing on 25.04.2008, the Respondent was directed to send a list of defaulters in the “dishonoured cheques” case to the Complainant and also inform him of the steps taken by the  Corporation Commissioner to fix responsibility.

5.
           From the letter dated 24.04.2008, as well as  the papers submitted by Respondent to the Commission today,  it is seen  that  list of dishonoured cheques  has been sent to the Complainant and also a committee has been constituted to “investigate” the case of dishonoured cheques  to fix responsibility on delinquent officials.  Also, that on completion of enquiry, a copy  will be sent to the Complainant.
6.

The Complainant had sent a FAX message  on  15.05.2008 to the Commission to the effect that he has not received any information till date.



7.

From the foregoing, it seems that requisite information has been  supplied to the Complainant. It is also pertinent to record here that the Complainant has not mentioned the period for which  the information  is required in his application  dated 28.11.2007,  yet  a list has been given to him. 

            In these circumstances, the case is disposed of and closed.
           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 16, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Gurmeet Singh,

VPO Malkana Via Raman,

Tehsil Talwandi Sabo,

District Bathinda.





                 …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Child Development & Panchayat Officer.

Talwandi Sabo, District Bathinda.



              ……. Respondent

CC No. 470 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

None for the Respondent.

-----



The Complainant has today  sent a FAX message expressing his inability to attend the court and has also stated, inter alia,  that he has had to return empty handed  on 15.05.2008 from the office of CDPO,  where he was refused information.

2                    Today is the 3rd hearing in the case and  there  has been  no appearance of the Respondent at any of the hearings.
3.

  A copy of this order be sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda (by name),  who should ensure that the P.I.O., Office of CDPO, Talwandi Sabo, supplies the information to the Complainant in response to his application dated 17.01.2008 within 15 working days from today under intimation to the Commission.
4.
             The Deputy Commissioner should also ensure the presence of the P.I.O., Office of C.D.P.O., Talwandi Sabo, at the next date of hearing, when the PIO should submit  an affidavit as to why the information  has not been given to the Complainant and why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
The case is adjourned to 13.06.2008 for further proceedings.           
      Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 16, 2008

cc:      The Deputy Commissioner,
             Bathinda  (by name)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Pritam Kaur,

W/o Sh. Dharam Singh,

Village Sangha, Tehsil Sardulgarh,

District Mansa.





                 …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Sardulgarh, District Mansa.


              ……. Respondent

CC No. 49 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

None for the Respondent.

-----



Today is the 4th  hearing in the instant case. Though a period of two years has elapsed since the application was filed under the RTI Act on 7.03.2006, the Respondent has failed to supply the information  to the  Complainant. This is a grave  violation of the Right  to Information  Act, 2005.  
           2.          
Despite clear orders dated 31.03.2008 and  25.04.2008, the Respondent (PIO O/O BDPO, Sardulgarh, District Mansa) has  failed to supply the information to the Complainant.
3.      .
          A copy of this order be sent  to Deputy Commissioner, Mansa ( by name), who should ensure that the requisite information is supplied by the Respondent to the Complainant within 15 working days from today.  The Deputy Commissioner should also ensure the presence of the P.I.O., O/O BDPO, Sardulgarh, at the next date of hearing.  On the next date of hearing  PIO  should also submit an affidavit as to why the information has been delayed / denied  and why action not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information  Act.

         The case  is adjourned to 13.06.2008 for further proceedings.
                     Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 16, 2008


 cc:    The Deputy Commissioner, 
                       Mansa    (by name )
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Nitin Pratap Singh, Advocate,

9- Bank Colony, Patiala,

                           
         
 

                   
         …..Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.




                              ….. Respondent





AC No. 111 of  2008

         ORDER

Present:       
Appellant, Mr. Nitin Partap Singh, in person.



None for the  Respondent.
----



In the orders dated 25.04.2008, the APIO was directed to reply to the objections filed by the third party. The APIO has not done this till today  i.e. 16.05.2008. Meanwhile, the Appellant has submitted some more documents. These papers are taken on record.
2.
           A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala,  who should ensure the presence of APIO at the next date of hearing,  when the  APIO should also  bring along in writing his response to the objections  filed  by  the 3rd party as well as  on  comments made by the Appellant  on the objections of the third party.
The case is adjourned to 13.06.2008 for further proceedings.
                     Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 16, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Lt Col  P.P.Singh (Retd.).                             
           

                   
                House No.1074,                                                           

              

Sector71, Mohali                                                                   …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

S.A.S.Nagar.
                 





                        
                 ….. Respondent

M.R. No.39 of 2008
In
AC No.  429 of  2007
ORDER

Present:      Applicant, Lt Col. P.P. Singh (Retd.), in person.



None for the Respondent.

----


The Appellant has filed two applications under the Right to Information Act, 2005 with the PIO, GMADA, SAS Nagar.  In the application dated 24.09.2007, he seeks information on 04 points, whereas, in his application, dated 17.09.2007,  he seeks information on  06-points.
2.

There is some confusion in the numbering of these two applications, though these are being dealt with separately in the Commission  as AC-428/2007 and AC-429/2007. 
3.
           In the instant case, there are 04 points on which information has been sought, whereas, in AC-428/2007 there are 06-points, mentioned vide Appellant’s application of 17.09.2007.  The Appellant in his communications to the Commission has been referring to 06 points in AC-429/2007,  instead of 04 points. This confusion reigns even in the mind of the Respondent. 
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However, henceforth, AC-429/2007 will relate to Appellant’s application of 24.09.2007 mentioning 04 points and the  Appellant’s application of  17.09.2007 containing 06 points will be  AC 428/2007.
3.
        In the instant case, there have been three hearings on 22.02.2008, 24.03.2008 and 21.04.2008.  The Appellant was given information on all 04 points on 24.03.2008 during the course of the hearing.  He was asked to go through the same and submit, in writing, deficiencies, if any, to the Respondent not later than 07.04.2008 and  case w as adjourned to 21.04.2008.
4.
       At
 the hearing on 21.04.2008, Appellant was not present.  The Respondent said he had not received any objections/deficiencies in respect of information provided to the Appellant. Presuming the Appellant was satisfied, the case was disposed of and closed on 21.04.2008.

5.

Thereafter, Appellant wrote to the Commission on 24.04.2008, explaining reasons why he could not attend the hearing on 21.04.2008. He also stated that since he had returned the information on 04 points to the Respondent on 24.03.2008 itself, therefore, there was no need of giving anything in writing to GMADA before 07.04.2008.
6.

This fact, however, was not  in the knowledge of the Commission till the Appellant pointed it out in his letter of 24.04.2008. When the case was disposed of and closed on 21.04.2008, even the Respondent had kept mum on the fact that Appellant had refused to take information on 04 points and  that the information was returned the same day (24.03.2008)  to him after the hearing.
7.

Under  the circumstances explained by the Appellant in his  letter of 24.04.2008, I had ordered on 02.05.2008 that the instant case, AC-429/2007 be registered as Miscellaneous Reference case and a notice of hearing issued to only the Appellant for today, i.e. 16.05.2008. This was done by Deputy Registrar on the same date, 02.05.2008.  In the circumstances of the case, I hereby recall the order dated 21.04.2008 disposing of the Appeal and  restore the Appeal to its original number.
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8.

The Appellant, who is present, acknowledges that in instant case only 04 points as mentioned in his 24.09.2007 application will be taken up, whereas, his other appeal of 17.09.2007 will continue to be dealt with separately, as AC 428/2007, wherein, information has been sought on 06 points. This should clear the  prevailing confusion  on the two cases.


9.

I direct the Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission to issue a fresh notice to the PIO, O/O Estate Officer, GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, S.A.S. Nagar, to supply correct, certified copies of the information on 04 points to the Appellant sought vide his application, dated 24.09.2007, within 15 working days from today with intimation to the Commission as  also  to appear before the  Commission on the next date of hearing.  
10.

For the convenience of the P.I.O., a copy of the RTI application, dated 24.09.2007, may also be sent along with the notice of hearing.
          The case is adjourned to 13.06.2008 for further proceedings.
                     Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 16, 2008

