STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sohan Singh, 

2852/5, Nehru Nagar,

Ropar.







      …..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction(s),

Ropar.

                 
 


              ……. Respondent
CC No. 750 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Sohan Singh, in person.

Mr. Prem Nath,  Supdtt.-cum-APIO with Mr. Gurusewak Singh, Sr. Asstt., for the Respondent.




-----

Information on both the points has been given to the Complainant.

            The case stands disposed of and closed.

           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sohan Singh, 

2852/5, Nehru Nagar,

Ropar.







      …..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(s),

Ropar.

                 
 


                        ……. Respondent
CC No. 749 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Sohan Singh, in person.

Representative, Mr. Sarwan Kumar, Supdt., for the Respondent.

-----

The necessary information on all the 04 points has been supplied to the Complainant.

            The case stands disposed of and closed.

           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raghav Sharma,

Laxmi Niwas, Street No. 06,

Krishan Nagar,

Hoshiarpur-146001.  
           
       


         …..Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Jalandhar.





        
            ……. Respondent

AC No. 161 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Mr. Raghav Sharma, in person.

Representative, Mr. Ganesh Kumar, Supdt., and Mr. Iqbal Singh, Asstt. Engineer, for the Respondent.

-----

Heard both the parties.



Order is reserved.
         
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Jang Singh, 

S/o Sh. Hameer Singh,

Village Bhupal Plot,

Tehsil & District Mansa.




                 …..Complainant

.  
                               
           


  



Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Bhikhi,

District Mansa.



         
                         ……. Respondent

CC No. 738 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Jang Singh, in person.

None for the Respondent.

-----

The Complainant, Mr. Jang Singh has not received any information against his RTI application dated 15.03.2008.  The Respondent is hereby directed to supply the requisite information i.e. a copy of the Letter no. 3793, dated 11.07.2007, regarding constitution of new Panchayat in village Bhupal, within one month from today with a compliance report to the Commission.  
                

The case is adjourned to 23.06.2008 for further proceedings.

           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sohan Singh, 

2852/5, Nehru Nagar,

Ropar.






              …..Complainant

.  
                               
           


  



Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ropar.


      
 


          ……. Respondent

CC No. 748 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Sohan Singh, in person.

Representative, Mr. Balbir Singh, SEPO, for the Respondent.

-----

The Complainant, Mr. Sohan Singh in his application dated 21.01.2008 had sought information on following 03 points:-

i. Period for which Mr. Pal Singh remained Sarpanch.

ii. Was there any acting Sarpanch as well in place of Mr. Pal Singh?

iii. Certified copy of the letter No. 325, dated 09.03.2003.
In response to this application, the BDPO, Roop Nagar sent point-wise reply to the Complainant vide letter No. 523, dated 04.03.2008.  The Complainant has contested the information given to him writing back to the BDPO on 21.03.2008.  In this letter, he has corrected the date of the copy of the letter he had demanded from 09.03.2003 to 09.03.2000.  

2.

The Complainant submits a letter from the BDPO, no. 205, dated 22.01.2008, which gives information on Sarpanch of village Katli, wherein, the name of the Sarpanch is given as Mrs. Amrit Kaur, as on 07.07.2003.  

3.

He points out the discrepancies in the two letters he has received i.e. one dated on 22.01.2008 and the other 04.03.2008, viz a viz tenure of Ex-Sarpanch, Mr. Pal Singh.  
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4.

In the letter dated 04.03.2008, it is said that Mr. Pal Singh was the Sarpanch from 1983-13.08.2003, whereas, in the letter dated 22.01.2008, the name of the Sarpanch is Mrs. Amrit Kaur, as on 07.07.2003.  

5.

In view of the contradictory information, in the two letters, I direct the BDPO, Mr. Devinder Kumar to be personally present at the next date of hearing to clarify the position.  He should also bring certified copies of the record and give specific information on 03 points mentioned by the Complainant in his original application dated 21.01.2008 and in his amended letter of 12.03.2008.

The case is adjourned to 23.06.2008 for further proceedings.

           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Surinder Mohan Adya,

#2459, Sector 32-A, 

Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana.






                 …..Complainant

.  
                               
           


  



Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




         
                         ……. Respondent

CC No. 1685 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Surinder Mohan Adya, in person.

None for the Respondent.

-----

Today is the 7th hearing in this case.  A perusal of the file shows and as per the averment of Mr. Surinder Mohan Adya, the PIO has failed to give information on any of the 20 points raised by the Complainant in his application of 06.08.2007.  However, on 24.12.2007, the APIO, M.C., Ludhiana, sent point-wise reply to the Complainant, wherein, against every point of information he has said that the relevant file is in the Court or with the police. 

2.

A copy of the order dated 21.04.2008 was sent to the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana asking him, to instruct the PIO to prepare the relevant information and give the same to the Complainant within 07 working days from 21.04.2008 with a copy to the Commission. This has, however, not been done.

3.

This is a serious issue, where neither the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana, nor the PIO have complied with the orders.  In fact, in the orders dated 

…2
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25.02.2008, the Complainant and the Respondent (Mr. K.S. Kahlon, PIO) had

 mutually agreed to meet on 04.03.2008.  Mr. Kahlon had also assured to procure and give photo copies of certain documents from the files record submitted in the Court(s) and give the same to the Complainant.  This has not been done. 

4.

Taking a serious note of denial of the information, Mr. K. S.  Kahlon, is directed  to show cause as to why action should not be taken against him for denial of information.  A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana, who should intervene in the matter and ensure that applications under RTI are treated with due expediency.  

5.

The PIO is directed to file an Affidavit as to why the requisite information has not been given and why he should not be penalised under Section 20 of  the Act.  The PIO is directed to procure the required information’s photocopies from the files/records available with the Police or in the Court(s) and give the same to the Appellant within 15 working days from today.

The case is adjourned to 23.06.2008 for further proceedings.

           
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008.
P.S.:
After the order was dictated in the open Court, PIO, Mr. K.S. Kahlon appeared.  He says that one of the reasons for not supplying the information was because of a one-month strike in the Municipal Corporation from 02 April, 2008 to the end of the month.  He also says that now the staff has been put on election duty, and it will take some  more time to procure the information.  Mr. Kahlon also avers that he was busy at another Bench in the Commission.

      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                       State Information Commissioner

Dated, May 19, 2008.

cc:   The Commissioner,


         Municipal Corporation,


         Ludhiana.



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

G.S. Sikka, Advocate,

43, Friends Colony,

Model Gram, 

Ludhiana-141002.  
                               
           


         …..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.




                 
 
    ……. Respondent

CC No. 729 of 2008





      ORDER

Present :     Mr. G.S. Sikka, Complainant, in person.

          Mr. Jagbir Singh, APIO,  for the Respondent.





          -----



The Complainant filed an application under the  RTI Act to the PIO, Improvement Trust on 01.03.2008 seeking information on 06 points regarding HIG Multi-storeyed Flats. Till today, he has not received any information and insists that for the delay in supplying the information penalty be imposed upon the Respondent.  Mr. Jagbir Singh, APIO, wants at least 15 days time to supply the information but does not offer any cogent reasons for not supplying the information in time.
2.       I direct that necessary information be supplied to the Complainant within 07 working days from today.  The information  to be supplied  should be duly certified and it should  be legible also.


The case  is adjourned to 09.06.2008.
              Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
       
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



                     State Information Commissioner.
Dated, May 19, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sham Kumar Kohli,

S/o Sh. Sansar Chand Kohli,

R/o 85-D, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.












               …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.




                                    ….. Respondent

CC No. 1340 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Sham Kumar Kohli, in person.

 None for the  Respondent.

-----  



Today is the 8th hearing in this case beginning 3rd December, 2007.  In the last hearing on 28.04.2008, I had directed the P.I.O., Mr. Harinder Singh, who was present, to send an Affidavit on 03 points to the Complainant not later than 09.05.2008 with a copy to the Commission.  Till date, this has not been done. 
2.
         A perusal of the file shows that out of  08 hearings, including that of today, the PIO  was present only on 10.03.2008 and on 28.04.2008. 
3.

A show cause notice under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act was issued to P.I.O. on 18.02.2008, wherein, he was also asked to file an Affidavit and  explain delay in supply of information  to the  Complainant on his application dated 07.06.2007. On18.02.2008, the Complainant also demanded compensation.
4.

The Respondent-PIO Mr. Harinder Singh, appeared for the first time on 10.03.2008. He denied having  received any order dated 18.02.2008. Thereupon, he was given a copy of the order dated 18.02.2008 and was asked to 
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submit an Affidavit, as ordered on 18.02.2008, before the next date of hearing, i.e. 07.04.2008.
5.

On 07.04.2008, neither the P.I.O. made an appearance nor any Affidavit was submitted, as per orders dated 18.02.2008. The hearing was adjourned to 28.04.2008, for consideration of the question of imposition of penalty on the Respondent-PIO and award of compensation to Complainant.  
6.

On 28.04.2008, an Affidavit dated 11.04.2008 was submitted by Respondent-PIO, who was present. During the proceedings,  P.I.O. was directed to submit an Affidavit on 03 points not later than 09.05.2008. The decision on  taking action against the PIO under Section 20, RTI Act and payment of compensation was also deferred to next date of hearing, 19.05.2008, i.e. today.
7.

Today, the Complainant is present. The Respondent has not appeared.  In fact, out of 08 hearings, including that of today, Complainant has attended   06 (six) hearings.

8.

 Section 19 (8)(b) “requires the public authority to compensate the Complainant for any loss or other detriment sufferred”. The present case amply justifies the invocation of this section, as, the public authority, namely, the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana,  has miserably failed to respond to 07.06.2007 application under RTI Act filed by the Complainant, Mr. Sham Kumar Kohli, who is a senior citizen. 
9.

The Complainant has attended 06 hearings out of 08, including that of  today.  In these circumstances, I order the Public Authority – Improvement Trust, Ludhiana -  to pay compensation to the Complainant at the rate of Rs.500/- per hearing for the 06 hearings ( i.e. a total amount of Rs.3000/-) that he has attended in the instant case.


This compensation to the Complainant should be paid within 07 working days from today  and a compliance report sent to the Commission. 
10.

From the foregoing circumstances, it also appears that Respondent –PIO without any reasonable cause has not furnished  information within the time specified under sub-section (1) of Section 7. He also has knowingly given 




-3-

incorrect, incomplete and misleading information to the Complainant, who received the same in driblets. It is  also evident from the  papers on file and from the proceedings held between 3rd December, 2007 and 19th May, 2008, that the Respondent-PIO has  wilfully disobeyed  the orders of the Commission and has invited action under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act.  Vide my order dated 18.02.2008, Respondent-PIO was called upon to show why penalty under Section 20 , Right to Information Act, 2005 be not imposed upon him.  He has, however, not cared  to  respond to this.  The failure  on the part  of the Respondent to supply information in terms of the Act calls for imposition  of  exemplary penalty.
11.

The Act provides  for imposition of a penalty of Rs.250/-  for  each day till  information is furnished.  However, the total amount of such penalty is not to exceed Rs.25,000/-.  In the instant case, the total amount of penalty far exceeds the stipulated sum of Rs.25000/-. In the interest of justice and for malafidely denying  the information and causing  mental and physical harassment to the  Complainant, a penalty  of Rs.25000/- is imposed on the P.I.O., Mr. Harinder Singh, who should pay the same from his pocket. 
12.

 A copy of this order be sent to the Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab (by name ),  who should cause recovery of the amount of penalty  from the pay of Mr. Harinder Singh within 15 working days from today and send a compliance report to the Commission.
13.

The  P.I.O. has not, till date, submitted an Affidavit on the following 03 points mentioned on page 2 in the order dated 28.04.2008 :- 
(i) That no  “No due  certificate” and “allotment letter” was issued in the name of Mr. Ravinder Kumar and there is nothing on these issues in the record of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana;

(ii) That file notings for the highest bid form based on the copy of the statement of Mr. Paramjeet Singh, to the Chairman, Improvement Trust, is not in the record;  and
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        (iii)
That a copy  of the agreement of sale of the said property is not         

available in the record, and only copy of the schedule of payment of          

six installments payable by Complainant and approved by the 


Chairman, is available on record,


The P.I.O. is also directed to send the Affidavit to the Complainant within 15 working days from today with a copy to the Commission.  The Complainant shall, however, be at liberty  to apply for re-opening of the complaint  in case the needful is not done by the Respondent.


The case stands disposed of and closed.
              Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
       
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                      State Information Commissioner.
Dated, May 19, 2008.

cc :   Principal Secretary, Local Government,


         Punjab,  Chandigarh.







(by name )



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Tarlok Singh Chhabra,

S/o S. Arjan Singh Chhabra,

R/o 889, Sector-60, Phase- 3/B2,

Mohali-160059.  
                               
           


         …..Appellant

      Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan,

Mohali.





                 
 
    ……. Respondent

AC No. 177 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
Mr. Tarlok Singh, Appellant, in person.

Mr. Gurbax Singh, APIO with Mr. Ashok Kumar, J.E., for the Respondent.



      ----

Heard both the parties.



The Appellant says that he has not received satisfactory response either from the P.I.O. or the appellate authority in response to his letters. The  APIO, Mr. Gurbax Singh says that information available on record has been sent to the Appellant. To this, the Appellant says that the information given to him is neither signed by the APIO nor certified.  Also the information is not addressed to him and that he has received only the copies of the information addressed to some officials within the organization.  He also insists that for the delay in giving him information  the Respondent be  punished.
2.
         I direct the APIO to draft a suitable forwarding letter addressed to the Appellant and attach with it requisite information, duly certified, and send the same to the Appellant within 07 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission.

The case is adjourned to 23.06.2008  for further proceedings.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 



   
      
      (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                      State Information Commissioner.
Dated, May 19, 2008.
