State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S.Mohinder Singh,

S/o S. Ram Singh,

T-1, Jugial Colony, Pathankot.



………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Chief Engineer,

Irrigation Works, RSD,

Shahpur Kandi Township

Pathankot.






………….Respondent

AC No.  65  of 2006

Present:
i)S.Mohinder Singh,  complainant in person. 

                      ii) Sh. I.S.Juryal,Executive Engineer,

               on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The entire information required by the complainant has been received by him, as confirmed by both the complainant and the respondent. 

 In view of the above, the notice served on the respondent u/s 20 of the RTI Act, is dropped.

Disposed  of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S.Malkiat Singh,

Flat No. 521,6th Floor,

Housefed Complex,

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar, Block ‘E’

Ludhiana

.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The .Managing Director,

Housefed, SCO 150-52,

Sector  34-C Chandigarh.




………….Respondent

AC No. 86  of 2006

Present:
i)S.Malkiat Singh,  appellant in person. 

                      ii)  None,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In this case two applications for information were made by Sh. Malkiat Singh, the appellant, to the PIO o/o The Managing Director, Punjab State Federation of Coop. House Building Society Ltd., ( hereinafter referred to as Housefed) on 11-7-2006 and 27-8-2006. Since no response of any kind was received by the appellant from the respondent, he lodged the present complaint against the respondent with the State Information Commission, Punjab on 5-10-2006.  The respondent was served with a notice by the Commission on 10-11-2006 informing him that the appeal has been fixed for hearing on 23-11-2006 at 10 AM and that he is required to appear before the Commission either personally or through an authorized representative, and in case no appearance is made, the case will be decided in his absence.  A copy of the appeal made by Shri Malkiat Singh was also sent to the PIO.  The respondent however chose to ignore this notice and neither he nor any representative on his behalf attended the hearing on 23-11-2006.  The conduct of the respondent till that date was sufficient by itself for the Court to conclude that information in this case is not being provided to the appellant without any reasonable cause, and a notice was accordingly issued to the respondent to show cause as to why the penalty as prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him separately in respect of each of the two applications of the appellant made on 11-7-2006 and 27-8-2006. The next date of hearing was fixed as 4-1-2007 but the respondent continued to ignore the communications of the Commission. The penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act could therefore have been imposed on the respondent on 4-1-2007,
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but evidence of the notice having been received by the respondent was not forthcoming. A fresh notice was therefore issued to the respondent on 4-1-2007, which was sent by Registered post, to show cause on 1-2-2007(today)) as to why the penalty  prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him.
2.
The respondent is again absent from the Court today despite the issuance of the notice through Registered post.
3.
The applications for information in this case were made on 11-7-2006 and 27-8-2006 and the information therefore was required to be provided to the complainant by the 11-8-2006 and 27-9-2006 respectively.  Till date therefore, there has been a delay of 173 days in the case of the application dated 11-7-2006 and 126 days in the case of the application dated  27-8-2006(counting from 11-8-2006 and 27-9-2006 respectively), and the respondent has become liable to a penalty of Rs. 250 per day for each of these days. Since, however, the quantum of  the penalty prescribed in the Act ibid is limited to Rs. 25000/- in any single case, I , in exercise of the powers vested in me u/s 20 (1) of the RTI Act, 2005 impose the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day upon Sh. Manjit Singh, Project Officer-cum-PIO, Housefed, for 100 days in each of the two cases of the applications dated 11-7-2006 and 27-8-2006 respectively.
4.
 Sh. Manjit Singh, Project Officer-cum- PIO, Housefed, is directed to deposit the total amount of penalty of Rs. 50,000/- in the State Treasury within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders. In case he fails to do this, the Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, is hereby directed to ensure that the  amount  of Rs. 50,000/-  is recovered from the pay of Sh. Manjit Singh, PIO, Housefed, and deposited in the State Treasury. The pay of Sh. Manjit Singh, PIO will  henceforth not  be disbursed to him till such time as the penalty being imposed has been recovered from him.
5.
In addition to the above, in exercise of the powers conferred upon me under Section 20 (2) of the RTI Act, 2005, I hereby recommend to the concerned disciplinary authority that disciplinary action should be taken against Sh. Manjit Singh, Project Officer-cum-PIO, Housefed, under the Service  Rules applicable to him,  for having denied the information to the appellant in respect of both his applications, without reasonable cause. 
6. 
It shall be incumbent upon the M.D. Housefed, to inform this Court that the orders being passed today have been implemented in letter and spirit before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner
Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Brij Lal,

Mohalla Kamaspurian,

Samana, Patiala..




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.  Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Cooperation Department,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No. 97  &  98  of 2006

Present:
None
ORDER


This is second opportunity given to the complainant and the respondent to appear before this Court, but none is present.



Both these cases are disposed of with the direction to the respondent to provide the required information to the complainant within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.



.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.Sh. Vikram Puri,

#  11024, Street No. 6,

Partap Nagar,

Ludhioana.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Director,

Food & Ciivil Supplioes Deptt,Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No. 115   of 2006

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant. 

                      ii)Dr. Bhupinder Singh,Dy. Director,Food & Supplies,

              on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant is not present.  The respondent  has given a copy of a letter dated 31-1-2007 written by him to the Deputy Registrar of the Commission in which it has been confirmed that the payments due to the complainant of Rs. 15,616/- and Rs. 10,000/- have been  made to him, thereby taking care of the grievance of the complainant.


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Vikram Puri,

#  11024 Street No. 6,

 Partap Nagar,

Ludhiana..






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Managing  Director,

Punjab Financial Corporation,

95-98,Bank Square,Sector 17B,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No. 116 of 2006

Present:
None.
ORDER

This is a clear case of the complaintant having been required by the Punjab Financial Corporation to vacate the house in the possession of the complainant  which had been pledged as a surety in favour of the Punjab Financial Corporation on account of the loan taken by M/s Sarthi  Enterprises. The property and premises of the Company have been taken over by the Corporation because of its failure to meet its commitment towards the Corporation.  In these circumstances, the information which the complainant has asked for is frivolous and is merely designed to delay the fulfillment of his legal obligation to vacate his house.

Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present and in the circumstances outlined above, no purpose would be served in keeping this case pending.  It is accordingly disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

1521/1, St. No. 33,

Preet Nagar, New Shimla Puri,

Ludhiana






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Chairman,

Improvement Trust, Feroze Gandhi Market,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

AC No.  129   of 2006

Present:
i)Sh.  R.K.Maurya on behalf of the  complainant. 

                      ii)None,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has sent some information to the complainant vide their letter dated 30-1-2007 and have also requested for adjournment till after the polling in the assembly elections have taken place on 13-2-2007.


The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007.  In case there is any deficiency in the information provided to him, the complainant may point it out on the next date of hearing.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S. Rajesh Inderpal,

#  252  Block 12, Karimpura,

Ludhiana..




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Chairman,

Improvement Trust,

Feroze Gandhi Market,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC No.  130   of 2006

Present:
None
ORDER


The complainant is not present. The respondent has sent a request for the adjournment of the case till after the polling in the Assembly Elections have taken place on 13-2-2007,


This case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007.

  (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.Sh. R.K.Maurya,Advocate,

Hall No.1, Opp. to Room No. 106,Ist Floor,

Lawyers Complex,Distt. Court,

Ludhiana






………….Appellant





Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The .Commissioner,

Municipal Complex, Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC No.131 of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. R.K.Maurya, appellant in person. 

                      ii)Sh. K.J.S.Kakkar,Medical Officer of health,

    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


This is a distressing case in which the application for the required information was made on 22-9-2006 but the respondents have totally ignored the same since no response of any kind has been received by the appellant. This is therefore a fit case for the imposition of the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act. .Dr. Kakkar representing the PIO, has informed the Court that the PIO of the Corporation, Joint Commissioner Mr. Singla, has retired from service on 31-1-2007 and another PIO is still to be appointed.  Under the circumstances, since the Commissioner of the Corporation is the officer who is in charge of the entire Corporation and is the custodian of any information which a citizen may require from the Corporation, he must be deemed to be the PIO.  Before however, action is taken for imposition of the penalty on the Commissioner, he is given one last opportunity to provide the required information to the appellant before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

. Sh. R.K.Maurya,Advocate,

Hall No.1, Opp. To Room No. 106,Ist Floor,

Lawyers Complex,Distt. Copurt,

Ludhiana






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,

Above Zone D of LMC Building,

Sarabha Nagar,
 Ludhiana







 ….Respondent

AC No.  132 of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. R.K.Maurya,  complainant in person. 

                      ii) S.Gurdip Singh, Inspector, Food & Supplies,

   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the appellant in this case is ready for being given except that the respondent has written to the appellant to deposit the required fees. Since however a period of more than 30 days has elapsed since the date of receipt of application for information, no fees for the information will be payable in this case and the respondent is directed to handover the information to the appellant forthwith.  Following the above orders, the information was handed over by the respondent in the Court today.


The appellant may scrutinize the information given to him and is given an opportunity to point out  deficiencies, if any, on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. V.P.Dubey,

759, Sector 8,

Panchkula.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Chief Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Chandigarh






………….Respondent

CC No.  166  and 357 of 2006

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.
                      ii)S. Harchand Singh, Sr. Assistant,

    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has informed the Court that the remaining information, in terms of this Court’s order dated 21-12-2006, has been provided to the complainant on 22-1-2007. Some clarifications have to be given by the complainant to the respondent in respect of 4 items mentioned in his application for information, which the respondent has already asked him to provide. 

Since the bulk of the information has already been provided to the complainant and the respondent has made a commitment that the information in respect of the remaining 4 items will also be given to the complainant as soon as his clarification is received, it is not necessary to keep this case pending.


Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S. Bhupinder Singh,
S/o Late S. Ram Singh,

H,.No. 123/2, Street No. 6.

Arjan Nagar,Near Modi College,

Patiala


.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,Ludhiana.



………….Respondent

CC No.  435 of 2006

Present:
i)S. Bhupinder Singh, complainant in person. 

                      ii)None,    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

The required information has been provided to the complainant by the respondent.

Disposed of..

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Tribhawan Kumar, 

H. No. 3125, Sector 37 D,

Chandigarh..




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Registrar,

Coop. Societies, Punjab,
Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No.  605  of 2006

Present:
i)S.  Tribhawan Kumar, complainant in person. 

                      ii) Ms. Narinder Kaur,Superintendent,

   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard
The required information has been received in full by the complainant. No further action is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S.Harcharan Singh,
338, Phase 6,

Mohali

.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Budget & Administrative Officer,

Vigilance Department,Block ‘C’

Mini Secretariat,Sector 9

Chandigarh..




………….Respondent

CC No. 615 of 2006

Present:
i)None on behalf of the  complainant. 

                      ii)Sh. Parveen  Kumar,Budget & Estabt. Officer,

              on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant is not present. The respondent has confirmed that the required information has been sent to the complainant on 27-11-2006 and 

29-1-2007. Copies of the letters sent to the complainant by the respondent in this regard have been taken on record of this Court.


Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.Sh. Tejinder Singh,

Plot No. 40, New Abaddi,

Vill Bholapur,Near Telephone Exch.

Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana 141123.





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Sr. Superintendent  Police,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

CC No. 680  of 2006

Present:
i)S.Tejinder Singh,  complainant in person. 

                      ii)  ASI Nachhatar Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The required information has been given to the complainant by the respondent who has examined the same and has found it to be complete.


Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Hemant Kumar Sayal,

Sayal Street,Sirhind Mandi,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Sarhind Mandi

Fatehgarh Sahib





………….Respondent

CC No.  510  of 2006

Present:
i)None on behalf of the complainant. 

                      ii) Sh. Dharminder Kumar,Jr.Assistant,

   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant is not present. The respondent has stated that the information required by him is complete in  all respect and the complainant was asked to deposit the required fees of Rs. 4,000/- since the information runs into 2000 pages There has  however been no response from the complainant to this communication from the respondent, sent to him on 25-1-2007.

This case  accordingly is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give the required information to the complainant as and when the required fees has been deposited.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. R.K.Saini,

Flat . 15-G,New Generation Apartments,

Dhakoli,Zirakpur.





………….Complainant






Vs

1.The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Executiove Officer,

Nagar Panchayat Zirakpur

2. PIO/Director Local Government,Pb.,

Juneja Building,Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 550 of 2006

Present:
i)Sh R.K.Saini, complainant in person. 

                      ii)None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant in this case has informed the Court that despite the assurance given by the respondent on the last date of hearing that the required information will be given within 7 days, and despite the fact that the required application fees of Rs. 10/- was deposited with the respondent in terms of this Court’s order dated 4-1-2007, the information has still not been provided by the respondent. What is further distressing is that although the case was adjourned to 10 AM on 1-2-2007(today) in the presence of Sh. Nirmaljit Singh, Asstt. Town Planner, who appeared on behalf of the respondent on the last date of hearing, neither the respondent nor any representative on his behalf is present in the Court today.


In the above circumstances, there is sufficient basis for the Court to conclude that the information in this case has deliberately not been given to the complainant by the respondent. Accordingly, notice is hereby served, through Registered post, to Sh. Girish Varma, Executive Officer-cum-PIO, Nagar Panchayat, Zirakpur, to show cause personally, on the next date of hearing, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day, for every day that the information has not  been provided  to Sh. R.K.Saini, President, New Generation Residents Welfare Society in respect of his application dated 2-8-2006, after 30 days from the receipt of the aforementioned application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act,2005.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for further orders.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Som Nath,S/o S.Pawan Kumar,

Ageta Colony,Big Gate,

Nabha, 
Distt.Patiala..




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Sr. Superintendent Police

Patiala.





………….Respondent

CC No.  554  of 2006

Present:
i)S. Som Nath,  complainant in person. 

ii)Head Constable Balbir Singh, and

S.Sukhminder Singh, Asstt.,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has stated that copies of documents required by the complainant and identified by him have been prepared but that they could not be given to the complainant because the required fees @ Rs. 2/- per page has not been deposited.  Since however, a period of more than 30 days has elapsed from the date of receipt of the complainant’s application for information, no fees will be required to be deposited by the complainant for the information. The copies of the documents totalling 36 pages have accordingly been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.  He may go through these and if any further document is still required by him in accordance with his original application which he made on 16-12-2006, he will give the list thereof to Sh. Sukhminder Singh, Assistant in the office of the Sr. Superintendent of Police,Patiala  who has been nominated by the authorized representative of the PIO to receive the list and to give the required information to the complainant.  The respondent is directed to give this further information, if any, to the complainant within 7 days of his providing the afore mentioned list.

Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S. Harcharan Singh,

338, Phase 6,

Mohali.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The. Punjab State Election Commissioner

Sector 34,

Chandigarh






………….Respondent

CC No. 610 of 2006

Present:
i)None on behalf of the complainant. 

                      ii) Sh. Vinod Sharma,Sr. Assistant,

               on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that  they have not received the application dated 5-9-2006 of the complainant.  A copy thereof was provided to the respondent by the Court today. The respondent  has made a commitment that the required information will be given to the complainant within 15 days from today.

In view of the assurance given by the respondent, the notice served upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act is dropped.


Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.






………….Respondent

CC No. of 2006

Present:
i)S.  complainant in person. 

                      ii)    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

.Sh. R.K.Maurya,Advocate,

Hall No.1, Opp. To Room No. 106,Ist Floor,

Lawyers Complex,Distt. Copurt,

Ludhiana






………….Appellant





Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The.Commissioner,

Municipal Complex,Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC No. 133  of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. R.K.Maurya, appellant in person. 

                      ii)Sh. K.J.S.Kakkar,Medical Officer of health,

    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


This is a distressing case in which the application for the required information was made on 22-9-2006 but the full information has still not been supplied to the appellant. The respondent has given the information  in respect of items (i) to (n) mentioned in  Sr No. 3 of the appellant’s application dated 22-9-2006, but no response of any kind has been given in respect of item No. (a) to (h).  This is therefore a fit case for the imposition of the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act. .Dr. Kakkar, representing the PIO, has informed the Court that the PIO of the Corporation, Joint Commissioner Mr. Singla, has retired from service on 31-1-2007 and another PIO is still to be appointed.  Under the circumstances, since the Commissioner of the Corporation is the officer who is in charge of the entire Corporation and is the  custodian of any information which a citizen may require from the Corporation, he must be deemed to be the PIO.  Before however, action is taken for imposition of the  penalty on the Commissioner, he is given one last opportunity to provide the required information to the appellant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   Ist  February, 2007.

