STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Somnath S/o Sh. Parmeshwar Dass,

Railaway Road, Near Vaid Raja Ram, Ward No.8,

Maur Mandi, District Bathinda 151 509.

       ……………………Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director, Department of Local Bodies,
Near Rose Garden, Bathinda.

      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 73 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Somnath, Complainant in person and Sh. Yogender Mohan Bhatnagar, Executive Officer, Maur Mandi on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Director, Local Government.
On the last date of hearing that is 18.08.06, we had directed that the Respondent, Municipal Council, Maur should allow the Complainant to inspect the record in the Municipal Council’s office and to supply copies of any information 
therefrom to the Complainant. The Respondent states that he has supplied 8 documents to the Complainant on 29.09.06 on payment of the prescribed fee.
The Complainant, however, states that the documents on the basis of which certain property was shown to have been transferred from him to another person Sh. Parmeshwar Dass were not shown to him. According to the Complainant, these documents are required by him to show that the property was illegally transferred from his name to that of another person.
The Respondent on the other hand states that the documents in question are not available in his office at all and he is unable to satisfy the Complainant.

In these circumstances, we direct the Respondent to submit an affidavit before us that the record in question demanded by the Complainant is 
not  available.   The  affidavit  should also indicate that the Respondent has made all 
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efforts to trace the documents. It should also state that if the official record has been lost, what action has been taken by him e.g. filing of a First Information Report with the police or any enquiry to fix the responsibility.
Adjourned to 24.10.2006 for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006





 










          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh,

Former Hon’y Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

       ……………………Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Forest Officer,
Hoshiarpur.

      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 178 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Gunraj Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. R.R.Kakkar, District Forest Officer, Hoshiarpur.
The issues raised before us are two. Firstly, a specific decision of the PIO to deny certain information on grounds that he has specified in his written order. On the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Complainant should approach the Appellate Authority in appeal under Section 19 (1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. The Complainant states that he has filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority in regard to denial of certain part of the information.

The second issue raised before us was in respect of information which the Respondent was prepared to deliver to the Complainant provided that he identifies the exact information and makes payment for delivery of the information in question.

The Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant in the original application is huge and in fact gigantic in its volume. The Respondent has brought with him 3 bundles of papers which appear to weigh about 20kgs each. Respondent states that the number of pages contained in these bundles is about 10,000. The Respondent states that preparation of copies of the documents entailed a huge amount of work by his office. He offers to deliver them to the Complainant on payment of the prescribed fee (Rs. 2/- per page) amounting to more than Rs. 20,000/-. The Respondent states that the Complainant insists that all
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these pages (about 10,000) should be placed on a CD. According to the Respondent this is not physically possible giving the present availability of technology in his office.

The Complainant states before us that 3 items of information for which he has already made payment have still not been supplied. The Respondent denies this. He claims that the three documents in question have already been dispatched to the address of the Complainant. In so far as these 3 documents are concerned, the Complainant is free to visit the office of the District Forest Officer, Hoshiarpur on any working day and he would be given additional copies. 
It is quite obvious that the Complainant has sought information comprising voluminous records. Strictly speaking, when confronted with a demand for supply of any volume of information (small or large), PIO would have been free to scrutinise the application and assess the quantum of fee payable for obtaining the information by the Complainant. The PIO could have withheld the preparation of record to be delivered to the Complainant till the requisite fee was paid by him. 
The Respondent has, however, diligently made copies of the entire record as demanded. It would obviously have meant committing the resources of the Respondent’s office to undertake this task. Now that the entire information is available and ready, the Complainant will make payment of the amount due as calculated and take delivery of the same from office of District Forest Officer. The Complainant agrees to this and states that he would go to the office of the Respondent on the next working day that is 04.10.06 and collect the information on payment of the prescribed fees.
To come up for further proceedings on 16.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006





 









          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh,

Former Hon’y Wildlife Warden,
Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

       ……………………Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary,

Forest Department, Government of Punjab,

Room No. 9, 5th Floor,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 
      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 230 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Gunraj Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Bhag Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Forests, Chandigarh.
The Respondent states that information demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him. An affidavit dated 6th July, 2006 sworn by Gurnam Singh, Senior Assistant office of Financial Commissioner Secretariat (Forest Branch), Punjab explaining the reasons for delay in supplying the information has also been placed on the record by the Respondent.
 The Complainant is satisfied with the information delivered to him and also with the explanation for delay.

This matter is accordingly closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006





 









          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Suresh Kumar Satija,

S/o sh. Jai Narain Satija,

Satija Niwas, College Road,

Abohar, District Ferozepur 152 116.

       ……………………Complainant







Vs.
Joint Director (Admn.)-cum-

Public Information Officer,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 250 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Des Raj, DSP, Vigilance Bureau on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states before us that certain information has already been supplied. He states that the information in question as available with the Respondent has been delivered. Remaining information demanded by the Complainant is to be collected from the field office (DIG, Vigilance, Jalandhar). The Respondent states that after the record from the field office is received, the remaining information will also be supplied to the Complainant.
Although the Complainant in question is not present today, we deem it appropriate that the matter is  kept pending till the entire information demanded by the Complainant is delivered. 

To come up for further proceedings on 27.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006





 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Atul Soni,
50, Green Park, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.

       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation, 

Ludhiana 141 001.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 16 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of Sh. Atul Soni, Appellant and 
Sh. Ronny, Steno Typist on behalf of the Public Information Officer office of the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
It is inappropriate and unacceptable that  a person of the level of Steno Typist  should be deputed by PIO in an important matter before this Commission.
The Appellant states before us that despite direction of the Commission on 08.08.06, the requisite information has still not been supplied. The Respondent has also not replied to the direction calling upon him to show cause why penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 be not imposed on him. 

We are dismayed to see the response of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana in this, as well as in a number of other cases. We have to per force summon Sh. Vikas Pratap, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana in person. 
We direct that the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation should ensure 
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that the information demanded is delivered by post by 16.10.2006. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation would also ensure that the Public Information Officer Dr. Jaswant Singh files his reply showing cause why penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 be not imposed on him. In case no response is received, the Commission would determine the penalty to be imposed on the PIO on the next date of hearing. The Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana would appear before us on 27.11.2006 in this case. 
To come up for further proceedings on 27.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to Sh. Vikas Pratap, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006









 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.                                                                                                                                                                            

       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,
Government of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 17 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
The matter raised by the Appellant is concerning the management of the cadre of the Indian Police Service in the State namely the alleged violation by the State Government of Rules regarding the posting of non-IPS Officers on cadre posts meant to be occupied by IPS Officers as per the Rules. We would like to hear the response of the State Government before a final view is taken. Another opportunity is given to the Respondent, Public Information Officer office of the Chief Secretary to appear in person or through an authorised representative on the next date of hearing with his response.
The Appellant states before us that some information has been delivered to him by the Respondent which is deficient in material particulars. He states further that he has sent his objections to the information supplied pointing out the deficiencies on 12th May, 2006. Public Information Officer office of Chief Secretary, Punjab is directed to take appropriate action in the light of the deficiencies pointed out by the Appellant.
To come up for further proceedings on 27.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 03.10.2006





 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Resurgence India,   
B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.                                                                                                                                                                            

       …………………….Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Department of Local Government,

Government of Punjab, Chandigarh.

      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 04 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person and Sh. Hakam Singh, Superintendent, Department of Local Government, Punjab and Assistant Public Information Officer.
The Complainant states before us today that the information supplied by the Respondent is vague and meaningless. This point made by the Complainant is accepted. The Respondent is, therefore, directed to ensure that before the next date of hearing, that complete, concise and specific information as demanded by the Complainant is delivered. Complainant states that these specific items have been clarified in his letter dated 12.09.06, which has been delivered to the Respondent. The Respondent is directed, therefore, to give para wise response in respect of each of the items listed in the letter of 12.09.06.
In so far as the response of the Respondent in regard to the notice 
for  penalty for failure to supply information is concerned,  the main contention of the 
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Respondent is that the demand for information is itself vague. After reading the original demand for information, this averment of the Respondent is found to be without substance. The Complainant has clearly and specifically mentioned the items of information demanded by him. Rather, the Respondent has failed to respond item wise. Another opportunity is given to the Respondent to deliver the information on the specific points mentioned and other details supplied by the Complainant.

We shall take a decision on imposition of penalty and costs on the next date of hearing that is 27.11.2006.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lawyers for Social Action through

Advocate Surinder pal,

Joint Secretary-cum-District Coordinator,

539/112/3, St. 1-E, New Vishnu Puri,
New Shivpuri Road, Ludhiana 141 007.

       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,
Ludhiana.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 08 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate, Lawyers for Social Action, Appellant and Sh. Darshan Singh, Sanitary Inspector on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
On the last date of hearing that is 08.08.06, we had directed the Respondent to give his response to the three submissions made by the Appellant. No response on behalf of the Respondent has yet been received in the Commission, although this was to be submitted within 15 days of the order on 08.08.06.
The representative of the Respondent states before us today that information demanded is now available and he delivers the same to the Appellant in our presence.

It seems clear that the Respondent has been unmindful of the directions of the Commission in so far as the items on which his explanation was required are concerned. We would like his submission in writing in the form of an affidavit before we consider the imposition of penalty and costs as demanded by the Appellant. The Respondent, Public Information Officer, Dr. Jaswant Singh, Joint Commissioner is directed to submit an affidavit in response to the notice for imposition of penalty and compensation before 16.10.06. We shall decide the question of imposition of penalty and compensation on the next date of hearing.
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The Appellant seeks time to go through the information delivered to him today to ascertain whether it is as per his demand. He may do so and intimate the Commission about this by the next date of hearing.
The Respondent states before us that certain information relating to this case has been supplied to the Appellant in another matter that is in 
CC 43 of 2006. This matter may be examined by the registry today in consultation by both parties.
To come up for further proceedings on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006






 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.                                                                                                                                                                            
       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Department of Home Affairs and Justice,

Government of Punjab, Mini Secretariat,

(3rd Floor), Sector 9, Chandigarh.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 10 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person and Sh. Nanak Singh, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Vigilance. Sh. Sher Singh, Senior Assistant Office of Lokpal is also present.
On the last date of hearing that is 08.08.06, the Appellant stated that information demanded was delivered to him only one day before the date of hearing that is on 07.08.06. The Appellant wished to study the information supplied to him to find out if the information was as per his demand. The Appellant states before us today:
a) That part of the information supplied to him is not legible.
b) That the information has not been authenticated. 
Sh. Nanak Singh, APIO states that the information given to the Appellant was prepared in the office of the Lokpal.   He, therefore, would have to get 
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the deficiencies removed from the office of the Lokpal.
The Respondent through Sh. Nanak Singh, the Assistant Public Information Officer is directed to ensure that the deficiencies in the information provided to the Appellant are removed and duly authenticated and legible information is delivered to the Appellant within seven days. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 13.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006





 

          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.

       ……………………Complainant








Vs.
State of Punjab
through the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,
Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 70 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
Complainant submits that this is the second occasion when the Respondent has failed to put in appearance. We observe that the notice seeking response was issued to the Respondent on 4th April, 2006. Receiving no response, the matter was ordered to be fixed for hearing for 24th August, 2006. None appeared on behalf of the Respondent on 24th August, 2006. The matter was, therefore, adjourned for today that is 3rd October, 2006 to give another opportunity to the Respondent to present his case before the Commission.
Normally, after two opportunities we would have heard the case 
ex-parte. In the instant case, the issues raised relate to the vires of the Rules framed by the State Government under the RTI Act, 2005 as also to the appointment of PIO’s as well as APIO’s by the public authorities. Decision on these issues is likely to impact the implementation of the RTI Act in a large number of departments and institutions in the State of Punjab. We are, therefore, inclined to give one more opportunity to the Respondent to present the case of the Government before the Commission. 
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The matter is adjourned to 13.11.2006. We would advise the Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab to take serious note of this matter and arrange a proper representation on behalf of the State Government on the next date of hearing.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.

       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o ADGP-cum-Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 19 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person and Sh. Des Raj, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh.



On the last date of hearing that is 19.09.06, certain documents relating to the original demand for information had been delivered by the Respondent to the Appellant. The Appellant wished to study these documents. Appellant states before us today that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.



The matter is accordingly closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.

       ……………………….Appellant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o ADGP-cum-Chief Director,
Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 33 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person and Sh. Des Raj, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh.


On the last date of hearing that is 19.09.06, certain documents relating to the original demand for information had been delivered by the Respondent to the Appellant. The Appellant wished to study these documents. Appellant states before us today that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.


The matter is accordingly closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

W/o Sh. Gurdial Singh Gill (Advocate),

Village Makhewala, Tehsil Sirdulgarh,

#294, Ward No.3, Mansa.

       ……………………….Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,
Sirdulgarh, District Mansa.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 53 of 2006

ORDER


None is present on behalf of either Appellant or Respondent.

The matter is accordingly closed for non prosecution. File be consigned to record.
          






         (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

     Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur,

D/o Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

House No. 339, Nandi Colony,

Lalheri Road, Khanna – 141 401,

District Ludhiana.

       ……………………Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab School Education Board,
Mohali through its Secretary.

      …….…………….Respondent
CC No. 74 of 2006
ORDER


Present Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Father of the Complainant Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur and Sh. Joginder Singh, Public Information Officer, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali.



The instant case results from an alleged faulty marking by Punjab School Education Board of the answer sheet pertaining to the Complainant 
Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur. The Respondent agrees before us that the marks of the candidate were shown to be 46 out of 100, whereas the answer sheet shows that the marks awarded were 70. Respondent states that additional grace marks were given to all candidates. Thus the Complainant became entitled to 76 marks instead of 46 as wrongly reflected. Respondent states that the wrong marking was the result of a computer error. Respondent states that the error has been rectified and a fresh mark sheet was issued to the candidate and the candidate has not suffered on account of the error made in the year 2001.


The Respondent states further that all information relevant to the case as available in the record of the Respondent has been duly delivered to the Complainant. The Respondent states further that the Complainant has filed a case in the Civil Court alleging alteration and tampering of the answer sheet and demanding action against the defaulters.


The Complainant insists that the Respondent must supply copies of decisions by various functionaries of Respondent on various complaints made by her from time to time. The Respondent states that no action was initiated on any of the complaints as the Punjab School Education Board had corrected the error and awarded the correct and higher marks to the Complainant.
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It appears that the Complainant is interested in obtaining information that will lead to punishment of the officials in Punjab School Education Board for deliberate malafide mistakes.


We have seen the file which includes the original answer sheet in dispute. We have specifically directed that the answer sheet need not be shown to the Complainant.


This Commission is not concerned with the enquiries or action against officials in Punjab School Education Board. We are to confine our role to the supply of information demanded. The crux of this information is office notings on the various complaints made by the complainant from time to time in regard to the matter under dispute. Since Respondent has denied that there was any action on the various complaints made to him, Respondent is directed to submit an affidavit to this effect. This affidavit should be submitted by Public Information Officer of the department within the next 15 days.


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 27.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.








          (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,
Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana – 141 001.

       ……………………….Appellant







Vs.

State Public Information Officer,
Office of Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

      …….…………….Respondent
AC No. 07 of 2006
&

CC No. 136 of 2006
ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person and Sh. Darshan Singh, Sanitary Inspector on behalf of the State Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.


 We observe that this case has been pending disposal for the last six months. The matter had come up before us on 02.05.06, 15.06.06 and again on 08.08.06. Different persons appeared on these dates of hearing that is:-


i)
Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law Officer on 02.05.05,

ii)
Sh. Ashok Bajaj, Joint Commissioner on 15.06.06,
iii) and again Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law Officer on 08.08.06. 

On each occasion the representative of the Respondent had assured that he would supply the information demanded by the Appellant.
The information relates to hoardings permitted by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to be displayed at various places in the Town. The Appellant alleges that there is malfeasance on the part of certain officials in the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, since the display of hoardings in municipal limits has been barred under orders of the Hon’ble High Court.
On account of the failure on the part of the Respondent to supply the information demanded despite repeated assurances, we had on 08.08.06 
directed    the   Public  Information Officer  of  Municipal  Corporation,   Ludhiana  to 
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show cause why he should not be penalized under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. We had also directed the Respondent to show cause why the public authority (Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana) should not be made liable to compensate the Appellant for the detriment suffered by him.

We had further directed the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to ensure that the information in question is supplied to the Appellant by 25th August, 2006.
We are pained to observe that no action on any of the three directions mentioned above has been taken. A junior official of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has been asked to present himself before us today. This official is unable to make any commitment on behalf of the Respondent, beyond saying that he will convey the directions of the Commission to his superiors so that information could be given. 

This case undoubtedly shows that the Respondent has adopted cavalier and dilatory approach in the present case. The assurances given on behalf of the PIO have not been kept. Even the directions given by the Commission have been treated casually.
We, therefore, direct that on the next date of hearing, Sh. Vikas Pratap, Commissioner. Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana would personally attend the proceedings before the Commission. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana would also ensure that by the next date of hearing, the directions of the Commission in earlier orders are fully carried out. It is made clear that in case the Respondent does not, by the next date of hearing, file his response as per the directions contained in the order dated 08.08.06 regarding imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 and award of compensation, we shall be constrained to conclude that the office of Respondent has no explanation to refute the charge.
We direct that the information sought by the Appellant be supplied to him within 15 days. 
To come up for further proceedings on 27.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.







          (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
      Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 03.10.2006










 
          (Surinder Singh)

    Information Commissioner
