STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Satya Bhatti






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/B.D.& P.O. Dera Bassi





.....Respondent

CC No.-654- of 2006:

Present:
Smt. Satya Bhatti, complainant in person with Shri S.S. Bhatti, 


Joint Secretary of the Society.


Shri G.S. Kanwar, Vice-President, Jan Kalyan Sansatha, Village 

Nagla. 



None for the P.I.O./Office of B.D.P.O., Dera Bassi
Order:

The complainant has stated that no information has been supplied as per the orders of the Commission dated March 6, 2007.
2.
The Commission takes serious view of the non-compliance of its orders, as well as to the non-appearance of the Block Development Officer for the second time despite due notice. In the paras 2-4 of the order of the Commission dated March 6, 2007, the following directions had been given:

“2.
The P.I.O who refers to himself as the BD & P.O. and not P.I.O. has sent a reply vide No.5051 dated 12-12-2006 stating that the required information has already been sent to Smt. Satya Bhatti vide his letter No.3037 dated 14-11-2006. There is no copy of the information so supplied. Smt. Satya Bhatti has also denied having received the same. Neither has the PIO/BD&PO cared to be present in Court today despite adequate notice issued for today’s hearing on February 12, 2007. In fact, the letter addressed to the P.I.O/office of the B.D.P.O. Derabassi (Mohali) by the dispatcher of this Commission, has reverted back with remarks, that, “No such officer of this name (designation) sits in this office.” The Commission takes serious note of the attitude and the manner of attending to the communications from this Commission, leave alone, the manner in which the application of the complainant dated July 6, 2006 has been 
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attended to by the P.I.O, as has already been detailed in the foregoing paragraph.

3.
The P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply point-wise information along with full documents applied for by the applicant by April 5, 2007 under due receipt of the applicant without fail and to file compliance of the report in this Court on  April 11, 2007 along with copies of the information supplied, for record of the Court. It is not expected that after 1-1/2 years of the coming into force of the                         R.T.I Act, the B.D.P.O’s office and the B.D&P.O are still not aware of the provisions of the Act and of the fact that there is a Public Information Officer designated under it and it is the B.D.& P.O. himself, who is Public Information Officer–cum-P.I.O.

4.
In addition, the P.I.O. is hereby directed to appear personally before the Commission on April 11, 2007 along with a written explanation in terms of Section 20(1) Proviso, dealing with penalty as to why action under the same should not be initiated against him. He may take note that in case he does not file any explanation and does not appear personally, the case will be decided   ex parte.. Adjourned to April 11, 2007.”  
3.
The B.D.& P.O. has not cared to present himself along with the written explanation, as per the opportunity given to him under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto. It is observed that the information was  sought by the complainant, vide Regd. Letter dated July 6, 2006, with requisite payment of fee. Despite mandatory provisions of the Act and the directions of the Commission,  the P.I.O. did not supply the information even till today i.e. for 278 days. Even if 30 days are deducted, which would have been permitted to the P.I.O. for the supply of information, 248 days of default still remain when the information has not been supplied. Further, he has offered no explanation for the same even when given an opportunity. It is, therefore, clear that he has nothing to say.
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4.
After due consideration of the fact of the case,  we are of the opinion that the P.I.O. has, without any reasonable cause, not furnished information within the time specified under sub-Section (1) of Section 7 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
5.
Therefore in exercise of the powers vested in us under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act, a penalty of Rs. 250/- (Rs. Two hundred and fifty only) each day for 248 days, is hereby imposed, subject to a maximum of Rs.25,000/-                                        (Rs. Twenty-Five thousand only) since it has been prescribed in the Act that the total amount of such a penalty shall not exceed Rs.25,000/-                                     (Twenty-five thousand rupees), on the Public Information Officer-cum-Block Development & Panchayats Officer, Dera Bassi (MohaliI).
6.
Shri Ranjit Singh, presently posted as Block Development and Panchayats Officer-cum-PIO, Dera Bassi, is directed to deposit the total amount of Rs.25,000/-   (Rs. Twenty-five thousand only) in the State Treasury, within Ter days of the date of the receipt of these orders. In case he fails to do this, the                                    Director,  Department of Panchayats, Punjab, Chandigarh, is hereby directed to ensure that the amount of Rs. 25,000/- (Rs. Twenty-five thousand only)                          is recovered from the pay of Shri Ranjit Singh, P.I.O-cum-Block Development & Panchayats Officer, Dera Bassi; and deposited in the State Treasury. The pay of Shri Ranjit Singh, P.I.O. henceforth not be disbursed to him till such time as the penalty being imposed, has been recovered from him.
7.
We also hereby give fresh directions to the complainant to furnish the required information without fail by Friday,  April 20, 2007 under due receipt and to file the compliance report along with the receipt from the co1mplainant and copy of the information provided, for the record of the Court, on the next date of hearing, i.e. April 25, 2007.
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8.
The P.I.O. should note that in case, the information is not supplied, the Commission will move on further to take action under Section 20(2) of the R.T.I. Act for recommending disciplinary action to be taken against the P.I.O. by the Competent Authority.

Adjourned to April 25, 2007.

SD: 





 SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner
April 11, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kidar Nath






......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./ S.D.M. Rajpura.










.....Respondent

AC No: 134   of 2006:
Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Mohinder Singh, Clerk, O/o Sub-Divisional Officer (C),



Rajpura.
Order:

Shri Mohinder Singh has come as representative of the P.I.O./S.D.O.(Civil), Rajpura. However, contrary to the instructions, he is not carrying any letter of authority. The P.I.O. should make note for the future that an official not below the rank of A.P.I.O. should be sent to attend the hearing in the Commission.
2. Shri Mohinder Singh states that upon the receipt of the application dated September 6, 2006 with the prescribed fee, the information was duly sent to the applicant on October 13, 2006 through the Naib Tehsildar, Ghanaur. However, the Naib Tehsildar sent a report that the sewadar, who had been sent to personally deliver the letter to the applicant, has returned it saying that no such person is residing on the given address. This report of the sewadar is countersigned by two witnesses S/Shri Ranbir Singh Lambardar and Amarjit Singh. The letter dated October 13, 2006 has been seen. It contains full information which had been asked for by Shri Kidar Nath. It has also been seen that in  the original application made by Shri Kidar Nath to the S.D.M.-cum-P.I.O .Rajpura,  he has given his address as “Kidar Nath son of Mohan Lal, resident of Village Ghanaur, Tehsil Rajapura, Distt. Patiala.” Therefore, it is seen that the information had duly been sent at the address given by the applicant through an official of the Revenue Department, which is quite a reliable method and it had 
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been sent within the time stipulated.  However,  thereafter, the complainant had filed an Appeal dated October 17, 2006 before Shri R.K. Sharma, I.A.S, Appellate Authority where he has given a changed address and given his address as “House No.22, Block-B, Defence Enclave, Patiala Road, Zirakpur” (Mohali) The representative of the P.I.O. states that upon a report being sought by the Deputy Commissioner, they have separately given information to the P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner also. However, he does not know the status of Appeal before the Deputy Commissioner. He also stated that this is the first time that they have received a notice of the complaint from the Commission on April 10, 2007.
3.
The representative of the P.I.O. has been asked to file copies of the letters sent to Shri Kidar Nath at the Ghanaur address and to the P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner which he has done. He is also directed now to supply the information to Shri Kidar Nath at the address given in the appeal before the Deputy Commissioner.

4.
Since the applicant himself changed his address and did not inform the P.I.O, the complaint does not lie and is rejected.

SD:                                                               SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner
April 11, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Baldev Singh






......Complainant






Vs.
D.E.O. (Elementary), Ferozepur.




.....Respondent

CC No.:- 497- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sikandar Lal, Clerk



On behalf of P.I.O. O/o D.E.O.(Elementary),



Ferozepur.
Order:

The representative of the P.I.O. is present in Court today without any authority. The P.I.O. is hereby directed that no official below the rank of Assistant Public Information Officer should henceforth be deputed to appear in Court. The official representing the P.I.O. states that no copy of the letter dated December 29, 2006 sent on March 12, 2007 was duly received. However, a copy is being given to Shri Sikandar Lal, Clerk, D.E.O. Ferozepur, the representative of the P.I.O today under receipt.

Adjourned to April 18, 2007 for compliance of the order dated                        November 22, 2006.

SD:





SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



   (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner
April 11, 2007.
Opk’



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Kidar Nath






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, S.S.P.Patiala.





.....Respondent

CC No. 378  of 2006:

Present:
Shri Kidar Nath, complainant in person.



None for the respondent.
Order:



 In  pursuance of the order dated January 24,2007, a letter dated 2.3.07 has been received from the SSP Patiala, stating that Shri Kidar Nath had been asked on 10.2.07 as well as 26.2.07 through written communication to come and  collect the necessary documents against payment of due fee. However, he has not come and it is not possible to give the documents to him for this reason.

2. Letter dated 6.3.07 has also been received from the complaint stating that he has not received the information. He has requested that the information should be sent to him through speed post. He has also stated that due to Board’s examination, he may not be able to able to attend on the next date of hearing on 7th March.

3. It has been seen that in the original application filed in Form A, he has clearly mentioned against item No. 455 that the information  may specifically be sent by speed post in terms of Section  7(6) of the Act dealing with “Disposal of request”,  as under:
“Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section (5), the person making request for the information shall be provided the information 
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free of charge where a public authority fails to comply with the time limits specified in sub-section(1).”

4. However, it is stated that all documents are now required to be supplied free of cost, even otherwise the complainant has admittedly given Rs. 200/- and has been supplied documents for Rs. 66/- only so far. So the amount has already been paid by him in advance and could have been adjusted against the documents to be supplied. 

5. It is observed that enough time has been taken and about 8 months have been passed and the information has still not been given, even the directions of the Court had not been complied with. The PIO  is now hereby directed to deliver the documents to the complainant under due receipt and file compliance report (original receipt as well as copy of information) for the record of the Court  before next date of hearing i.e. 25.4.2007 without fail  in order to avoid proceedings u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act. 

Adjourned to 25.4.07.




SD:




                SD



(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


            (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar 





 ......Complainant
Vs.
PIO, District Welfare Officer, Bhatinda.


.....Respondent

CC No.  643 of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant



Shri Pritam Singh, Distt. Welfare Officer-cum-PIO

Order:


Shri Pritam Singh, PIO has himself realized that the reply dated 21.11.06 sent to the Commission as his comments is no warranted and could not be justified under the provisions of the Act. He seeks to withdraw the same. He has also assured the Commission that he will provide the information with 15 days under due receipt from the complainant along with a copy of the information given  for the record in the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to April 25, 2007.


SD:






SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
      State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Gurdeep Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Punjab. Technical University, Jalandhar
.....Respondent

CC No. 667  of 2006:

Present:
Shri Amarjog Singh, authorized representative of complainant.



None for the PIO, Pb. Technical University, Jalandhar.
Order:


Detailed directions had been passed by the Commission on the last date of hearing on 6.3.07 in respect of the complaint of Shri Gurdeep Singh dated 23.10.06 for compliance by the PIO, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar. Today, the representative of the complainant is present, but none appeared on behalf of PIO and neither has the information, as directed by the Commission, been supplied to him. 
2.
However, the letter dated 2.3.05 was received in the commission on 5.3.07 with respect to the notice of hearing issued by the Commission requiring the presence of the PIO. In that letter, which has been addressed by the Registrar of Punjab Technical University to the Dy. Registrar, State Information Commission, the following information has been asked for
:


1. Matter of complaint 


2. Profile of the complainant.

3.
The matter of the complaint had already been sent to the PIO vide  letter dated 30.10.06, to which the reply dated 24.11.06 had been received from the 
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PIO, Shri R.P.S. Bedi. The profile of the complainant is not necessary to be disclosed as any citizen of India can apply for information to any Public Authority.

4.
The PIO of Punjab Technical University (Sh. R.P.S. Bedi (by name) is once again directed to comply with the orders of the Commission dated 6.3.07 positively by 25th April, 2007, since the Punjab Technical University is a Public Authority. The information may be supplied under due receipt to the complainant and compliance report file in this Commission  before that date.


Adjourned to 25.4.2007.





SD:



          SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. B.S. Johar






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Chief Administrator, PUDA. Mohali



.....Respondent
CC No. 592  of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

                      Shri Sohan Singh Bagi, Section Officer,

                      Shri Amarjit Singh, Supdt. And 
                      Shri Rakesh Munjal, Sr. Asstt. all for the PIO

Order:

In the present case detailed orders have been passed on 6.2.06, 14.3.07 and 28.3.07, giving directions in connection with the application dated 28.8.06 made by Sh. B.S. Johar under the RTI Act to the address of PIO, C/O Chief Administrator, PUDA.

2.
Today, the representatives of the PIO have appeared and filed a compliance report along with the attested copies of the receipt as well as copies of the record given with covering letter, comprising 23 pages, for record of the Court. Since the receipt is available and Shri B.S. Johar who was present last time and was also kept notice for hearing today, has not appeared today. It is presumed that he has received full information to his satisfaction. The case is, therefore, disposed of.




SD:  




SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Consumer & Human Rights Forum(Regd.)


 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Secretary  to Govt. Pb. Deptt. Of Food and Supplies
.....Respondent
CC No. 688 of 2006:

Present:
Shri Garnet Singh, Supdt. Grade-I, authorized Rep. of PIO

                       Sh. Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO.



None for the respondent.
Order:

As directed by the Commission, the necessary information which was available both with the PIO of the Department of Food and Supplies as well as with the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission (SCDRC), has been supplied to the complainant, Shri Ravi Juneja, vide Regd. Letter dated 30.3.07. The information pertaining to the Department as well as the SCDRC has been supplied to this Commission for record with a covering letter (annexure X & Y) along with a short reply. Since Sh. Ravi Juneja was duly informed of the date of hearing on March 6, 2007, the hearing to be held today and he has not appeared. It is presumed that he has received the information to his satisfaction and has nothing more to say.


The case is, therefore, disposed of. 



SD:





SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Goraya Jail.

.....Respondent
CC No.  709 of 2006:
Present:
 Sh. Charanjit Singh, complainant in person.

                       Sh. Balwinder Singh, Math Master for PIO.

Order:


Very clear directions had been passed in the last order of the Commission dated 6.3.07 in para 2. In the last 3 lines, it was specially mentioned that the information is required with regard to the year 200n3 and not 2006. However, it is seen that the letter dated 7.4.07 presented by the PIO through the authorized representative today, once again pertains to 2006 and therefore appears to be misleading. (Since once again authentication of the  photostat copy of the original letter dated 22.8.06 has been asked for  as clarified from the representative today) It appears to be just delaying tactics. And further adjournment asked for does not appear justified. Now time is being given upto 25th April for compliance of the directions of the Commission. The PIO may note that in case this information is not supplied by due date, the Commission will consider to initiation of proceedings u/s 20(1) dealing with penalties.


Adjourned to 25th April, 2007. 


                         
Sd/-                                          Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,





 ......Complainant
Vs.
PIO,  PUDA







.....Respondent
CC No.  612 of 2006:
Present:
 None for the complainant.
                       Sh. Tara Singh, SDO (Bldgs.), authorized  rep. of the PIO.

Order:

Shri Tara Singh, representative of the PIO has explained that full information as asked for by the complainant has since been provided. However,  as per the direction of the Commission passed  in the last order dated20.3.06 the latest information with regard to the action taken in respect of demolition of unauthorized temporary Toilets, has also been given to the complainant under UPC and entry of the UPC in Dispatch Register of the office has been shown in the Court today. A notice has been given to the School authority for demolition of temporary toilets, but due to representation made by them, a temporary stay has been given, pending consideration of their representation. In view of this,                        the matter is hereby disposed of.

                   Sd/-                                                      Sd/-      
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner
April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Chander Bhagar




 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/D.E.O(Sec.) Jalandhar.





.....Respondent
CC No. 712_of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Chhote Lal, Jr. Asstt. on behalf of the PUIO.

Order:

Shri Chhote Lal, Jr. Assistant appeared on behalf of the PIO, without any letter of authority. He has brought photocopies of documents running into 8 pages (unattested) and without any covering letter or list/index thereof. He has been told to do the needful. At the next hearing only authorized representative should appear before the Commission with the aforesaid documents and the receipt from the complainant.

Adjourned to 25th April, 2007.

           Sd/-                                                                    Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Daljit Singh






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/Director, Mental Hospital, Amritsar.



.....Respondent
CC No.__825_of 2006:
Present:
Daljit Singh, complainant in person.


None for the PIO.

Order:

On the last occasion, the complainant had been asked to give a copy of the letter pointing out deficiencies in the information supplied which stated that he had already communicated to the PIO on 16.1.07, against due receipt in this office. It had been noted in the order of this Court that he had supplied a copy to the Communication also as he had been instructed to do during the hearing. In fact, no such copy has been found on the file and a photocopy thereof has been made available today. The PIO had been asked to make up the deficiencies and supply the additional information directly, if any, strictly in terms of the original application dated 1.8.06. The letter dated nil, which is a copy of the letter supplied to the Director on 16.1.06 has been perused and it has been found that all 4 questions posed therein do not pertain to the deficiencies with resopect to the information supplied but are further questions which have arisen from the reply already given. The applicant has been advised that he should approach the competent Authority for redressal of his 
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grievances, if any or put in any separate application for demand of new information.

This case is hereby disposed of.

         Sd/-                                                                   Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hem Raj






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/D.E.O .Secondary, Punjab.




.....Respondent
CC No. 743_of 2006:
Present:
Shri Hem Raj, complainant in person.


None for the PIO/DEO(Sec.)Ropar.
Order:

Shri Hem Raj had submitted vide his application dated 10.11.06 under the Right to Information Act, 2005, with due receipt of the fee that his complaint had not been attended to till the date of his complaint. The said complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer, office of the District Education Officer (Secondary). Dussehra Ground, Kharar, Mohali, for comments, if any, within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission, but no response was received whereafter the case was fixed for hearing for today.

Considering lapse of time of notices sent to the Education Department, the Commission takes serious note and directs the PIO to provide relevant information asked for by the complainant in Form A, submitted to the Commission, copy of which has been sent to the PIO of the department concerned.
3.
It is directed that compliance report should be submitted on or before April 11, 2007.
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4.
Let a copy of this order be also sent to the Secretary, Education Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information.



SD:





SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Paramjit Kaur Pirzada




 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/ D.C.Bhatinda.






.....Respondent
CC No. 770_of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri rajesh Verma, tehsildar, Rampura Phul, PIO.

Order:

Smt. Paramjit Kaur Pirzada, Member, Zila Parishes, Bhatinda, applied to the PIO, O/O D.C Bhatinda vide her application in Form A dated 9.10.06 for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005. It is not specified whether she paid the requisite fee, and if so, the mode or proof thereof. Through the application she desired to know the status of her representation dated 4.9.06, addressed to the D.C.Bhatinda in respect of alleged encroachment by Mrs. Gurbakhshish Kaur Pirzada, Sarpanch of village Pirkot. District Bhatinda. The information was duly supplied to her on 28.12.06, alongwith the Photostat copy of the receipt of the information dated 28.11.06 by Smt. Paramjit Kaur Pirzada stating “I have received incomplete information with Khewat No. 56-57 and Khewat No. 74-75 missing.” She has also asked for further information not contained in her original application. Vide his letter dated 2.3.07, the APIO once again informed that additional information had been supplied to her on 12.1.07 by registered post, on the basis of report by the Patwari of the village with respect of illegal encroachment of panchayati Shamlat land. The information with respect of Khewat No. 56-57 had been 
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personally provided to the Commission on the last date of hearing and has also been separately sent to her through registered post on 12.3.07. Photocopy of the receipt of the registry has been rendered in the Court.
2.
Smt. Paramjit Kaur has been given notice for hearing but she has not appeared in the Court. It is, therefore, presumed that she had got  the full information. The case is, therefore, disposed of.

                  Sd/-                                                Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”



  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bajinder Singh




 ......Complainant
Vs.
PIO, Zila Parishad, Patiala.



.....Respondent

CC No.  585 of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the Respondent.
Order:

The Commission has considered the complainant of Sh. Bajinder Pall Singh against the PIO, O/O Executive Officer, Zila Paridhad, Patiala (CC No.585/2006) in its hearing on January 24, 2007 and passed detailed order with respect to the deficiencies in the information supplied to him.  Directions were also given to make good the deficiencies without failing and under due receipt by March 23, 2007 and to file compliance report on the next date of hearing i.e. 28.3.2007 with a copy for the record of the Commission. It had also been ordered that since the time limit under the said Act for the supply of information was over, the information should be supplied to him free of cost.

2. On the next date of hearing  on 28.3.07, information was given only with respect of item No. 1,  i.e. the upto date and attested copy of the service book. Information regarding item No. 3,  i.e. seniority list had already been given and information regarding item Nos. 1,2, 4, 5 & 6 had not been supplied and the deficiencies were made to be good by 28th March, 2007 and the case was adjourned to 11.4.07, while drawing attention of the PIO to the provisions of Section 20(1) of the RTI Act. 1.4.2007, none was present to attend the hearing of the Commission. It is optional for the complainant to appear before the Commission on the date of hearing. However, it is compulsory for the PIO to do so particularly when he is required to comply with the directions of the Commission made in its earlier hearing dated 24.1.07 and 28.3.07 respectively.  
CC No.  585 of 2006:
This is objectionable and the Commission takes a serious view of it. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information now without fail within one week of the receipt of this letter, a copy of which should be endorsed to the ADC(Dev), Patiala  for his information ( Attention:    Reader).
3. Therefore, notice is hereby issued to the PIO, O/O Zila Parishad, Patiala to show cause why action should not be taken against him u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to impose upon him a penalty of Rs. 250/- each day till the information is furnished, not exceeding the total of Rs. 25,000/- for not supplying the information without any reasonable cause  and for not supplying the information within a period stipulated u/s 7(1) and for deliberately delaying it. The PIO may take note of it that the written reply should be furnished positively within fortnight. The PIO may also take note that in case he wants an opportunity of personal hearing, he may appear on the said date. In case he does not furnish any reply and does not appear in the Commission, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say in the matter and the proceedings will thereafter be held Ex-parte in the matter of penalty or disciplinary action u/s 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005.

Adjourned to 22nd May, 2007.

               Sd/-                                                                               Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State Information Commissioner

April 11, 2007

Ptk”
