STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Major Hardip Singh,

Guleh Palace,

V&PO: Sarhali Kalan,

Tehsil & Distt. Tarn Taran (Pb.)



…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Director,

Public Instructions (SE), Pb.,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




…… Respondent





CC - 1271 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
Major Hardip Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, PIO, Sh. Ram Swaroop, Junior Assistant O/o DPI(S), Pb., Chandigarh.




-------

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 13.05.2008, it was directed that response to the three pending deficient items of information will be sent by 20.5.2008 with a copy to the Complainant.

2.

During the proceedings today the Respondent submits an affidavit  along with a copy of Memo No. 8190-07 dated 04.06.2008. A copy each of these documents is handed over to the Complainant. The Complainant is generally satisfied with the information provided.  Therefore, the case is disposed of and closed. 
3.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO 84-85, SECTOR-17C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranjha Ram,

Village. Chandu, 

P.O Mandwi, 

Tehsil. Moonak, 

District. Sangrur (Pb.) 








….. Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Chief Engineer, 

Punjab State Electricity Board, 

Sangrur (Pb.)  









….. Respondent

CC-830 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
  None on behalf of the Complainant. 


  Sh. Prem Kumar Singla, Sr. Executive Engineer, Div. Suptd, PSEB.
--------

1.  
  The case relates to seeking information regarding installation of tubewells in 2004 to 2007. It had three items and from the documents available it is difficult to discern as to when the initial request was made. However, the Complainant’s complaint was received in the office of Commission on 23.04.2008. 
2.  
 During the proceedings today the Respondent states that the Complainant had been informed to deposit fee for providing information. However, there is no response from him. The Respondent submits copies of letter No. 3619 dated 09.04.2008 and letter No. 5277/78 dated 27.05.2008. Since, the Complainant is not present he is given another opportunity to progress his case. 

3. To come up on 10.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
4.  
Announced in the hearing. Copies be sent to both the parties. 
Chandigarh
  




      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008.


     
     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO 84-85, SECTOR-17C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bipan Kumar,

Guru Teg Bahadur Marg, 

W.No.8, Behind Gandhi School, 

Mansa  (Pb.) 









….. Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Sports, Punjab, 
SCO 116-117, Sector-34/A,

Chandigarh. 








….. Respondent

CC-785 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
  Sh. Bipan Kumar Complainant in person. 


  Mrs. Chanchal Randhawa, Joint Director, Sports, Punjab. 

…….

1. 

The case relates to seeking information regarding sports gradation policy and it had 6 items. Initial request was made on 12.02.2008. However, it was returned to the Complainant advising him to submit the requirement as per Form A. Accordingly, the Complainant submitted his application for information on 29.02.2008 and on not receiving any response he filed a complaint to the Commission on 12.04.2008. 
2. 

During the proceedings it emerged that response to all 6 items had been sent to the Complainant vide letter No. Sports-SS2-DA7-08/ 5647 dated 16.04.2008. The contents of Section 2 (f) of the RTI Act 2005 were explained to the Complainant. It emerges that response to all 6 items has been provided to the Complainant. He requests that the letter be authenticated which was done in my presence. The Complainant requests that penalty be imposed for the delay in providing information and also that he be compensated for the detriment suffered by him. It was discerned that the delay was neither wilfull nor deliberate and therefore, this was not a fit case for imposing penalty or awarding any compensation. The Respondent was explained the directions of the Commission in case CC 1067/2007. 
3. 

Since the information stands supplied the case is disposed of and closed. 
Chandigarh
  




      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008.


     
     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harjeet Singh,

183, A/61-A, 
Main Bhagu Road, 
Bathinda (Pb.) 









….. Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Eye Care Society (Regd.),

Bathinda (Pb.)





….. Respondent

MR-38 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
  Sh. Harjeet Singh Complainant in person. 
--------

1. The case relates to seeking information regarding the functioning of the office of the Respondent. It has 9 items. Initial request was made on 01.10.2007 and on not getting any response the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission which was received on 24.04.2008 in the office of Commission. 
2.  
   During the proceedings the Complainant brings out that the Respondent was a NGO receiving funds from the District Blind Control Society regularly. The Deputy Commissioner is ex-officio Chairman of the society and the Civil Surgeon is the Vice Chairman. He submits a number of photo copies of the grant given to the Respondent through various government offices. 
3.  
 The contents of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act were explained to the Complainant. 

4.  
 Accordingly notice be issued to the Respondent to discern the status under the provision of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act and provide response to the submissions made by the Complainant. 

5.  
To come up on 08.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
6. Announced in the hearing. Copies of order be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh
  




      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008.


     
     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Sh. Sham Lal Saini, 

# 50/30 A, Ramgali, 

N.M Bagh, Ludhiana (Pb.) 









…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o Chairman,  

Committee of Legislatures for the 

Welfare of the Scheduled Castes, 

Punjab Vidhan Sabha, Chandigarh.  


…… Respondent

        MR.33 of 2008





           ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent. 




--------

1.

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent. Accordingly one more opportunity is given to the Complainant to progress his case. 

2.

To come up on 08.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
3.
 
Copies of order be sent to both the parties.


Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

The President, 

Universal Human Rights Organization, 

Bajrra Colony, Rahon Road, 
Ludhiana (Pb.) 









…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o Environment Engineer,  

Punjab Pollution Control Board, 

Zonal Office, 20-21, Amar Plaza,  

PF/LIC Complex, Ludhiana (Pb.) 



…… Respondent

AC  No. 191 of 2008





           ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent. 




--------

1.

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent. Accordingly one more opportunity is given to the Complainant to progress his case. 

2.

To come up on 08.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
3.
 
Copies of order be sent to both the parties.


Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Sh. Harjit Singh,

R/o 1935, Phase-2,

Urban Estate, 

Patiala.









…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o  Sub Divisional Officer, 

Punjab State Electricity Board (South), 

Patiala (Pb.) 






…… Respondent

CC  No. 809 of 2008





           ORDER

Present:
Sh. Harjit Singh Complainant in person.

None on behalf of the Respondent. 




--------

1.

The case relates to seeking a copy of letter under which a complaint had been filed by the Respondent against the Complainant. The initial request was made on 29.02.2008 and on not getting any response the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 15.04.2008.

2.

During the proceedings today the Complainant states that he has received no information so far. Accordingly, it is directed that on the next date of hearing the PIO/Respondent will be personally present with a copy of information being supplied to the Complainant. He will also submit an affidavit showing reasons for his absence from proceedings held today. 

3.
 
To come up on 03.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
4.
 
Announced in the hearing.   Copies of order be sent to both the parties and H.O, Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala .


Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

Sh. Sarabhjit Singh,

‘Kahlon Villa’ Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO. Bhattian Bet, 

Ludhiana (Pb.) 









…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o  Principal Secretary, 

Sports & Youth Services,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9, 

Patiala.






…… Respondent

CC  No. 2234 of 2007





           ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Kehar Singh, Joint Secretary, Punjab State Sports Council, Punjab, Chd, Sh. Rajinder Singh, Superintendent, PUDA, Sh. Gurbaksh Singh, APIO, GMADA, Sh. Baljit Singh Walia, Superintendent, GMADA. 



--------

1.

On the last date of hearing on 13.05.2008 it was directed that the Respondent will provide deficient information which pertains to Items 1 (g) and 
6 (b). 

2.

During today’s proceedings, the representative of Sports Department states that information is ready for dispatch. However, it could not be sent as concerned official is admitted to PGI, Chandigarh. He assures that the information relating to Item 1 (g) will be sent immediately on return of individual on duty. 

3.

The Respondent from GMADA states that he had brought a copy of information pertaining to Item 6 (b) to be handed over to the Complainant. Therefore, it is directed that information be sent by registered post to the Complainant at the earliest. 


4.

To come up for compliance of orders on 15.07.2008 at 2.00 P.M. 
5. Announced in the hearing.   Copies be sent to both the parties.


Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana (Pb.) 








….. Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services,

C/o Deputy Commissioner, 
Bathinda (Pb.)





….. Respondent
CC No. 496 of 2008
ORDER
1.  
The case relates to seeking information regarding accounts and operations of Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services, Bathinda. Initial request was made by the Complainant on 17.01.2008 and it had 49 items. On not receiving any response he filed a complaint under Section 18 (1) of the RTI on 26.02.2008. 

2. The case was last heard on 20.05.2008, wherein the following important issues had emerged :- 

a.  The Respondent had asked the Complainant vide his letter no. 188/Suvidha dated 17.04.2008 and EA 2008/193 dated 05.05.2008 to deposit the requisite fee. The Complainant had stated that he had not received Respondent’s letter No. 188/Suvidha dated 17.04.2008. 

b. The Respondent had initially submitted that Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services was not a public authority. Subsequently, the Complainant was asked to deposit the fee for supply of information. This voluntary action of the Respondent tantamounts to the Respondent admitting its being a public authority in terms of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. 

c. The representative of the Respondent present did not have any instructions regarding collection of fee. In fact, he had stated that it was still not clear as to who the PIO was and therefore, he had no instructions.       
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d. The Complainant requested that the fee demanded by the Respondent vide his letters dated 17.04.2008 and 05.05.2008 was not in accordance with the law for various reasons. He submitted that, in such circumstance, he was entitled to the information free of cost. Apart from this, the Complainant had prayed for imposition of penalty upon the Respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information in time. 

3. The orders regarding payment of fee and provisions of information was reserved. 

4. I have carefully considered the submissions made by the Complainant and the Respondent. 

5. The application for information in the instant case was filed by the Complainant with the Respondent on 17.01.2008. This factual averment has not been controverted by the Respondent. However, in response, the Respondent asked the Complainant vide his letter no. 22/Suvidha dated 01.02.2008 to ‘quote the rule’ on basis of which he was bound to supply information. Subsequently, vide his letter no. 38/Suvidha dated 06.02.2008 the Respondent asked the Complainant to appear before him.

6. Thereafter, it is only on 17.04.2008 that a communication is addressed by the Respondent to the complainant requiring the complainant to deposit a fee of Rs. 14,150/- towards the cost of information.  Interestingly, on the same day the representative of the Respondent appearing before the Commission had stated that he was not certain if Sukhmani Society for Citizen Services, Bhatinda was a public authority under the provisions of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. 
 7.

This intimation for depositing the fee has been done after the expiry of 30 days from the date of submission of the application seeking information. Section 7 (1) prescribes that on the receipt of the application for information, the PIO shall supply the same as expeditiously as possible and in any case within a period of 30 days from the receipt of the request. Sub Section (6) of Section 7 provides that where a Public Authority fails to comply with the time limits prescribed in Sub 
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Section (1) of Section 7, it shall provide the information to the applicant free of charge. In the instant case I find that the Respondent has failed to act in accordance  with law while making the demand for fee from the complainant in -as-much as the demand has not been made within the period of 30 days from the date of the application seeking information. The reading of Section 7 RTI Act 2005 leave no manner of doubt that the demand for fee has to be made within a period of 30 days. Any other interpretation would run counter to the prescription in Sub Section (1) that the information sought has to be supplied within a period of 30 days. I am, therefore, of the view that the Respondent has failed to comply with the time limits prescribed in Sub Section (1) and, therefore, the Complainant is entitled to the information free of charge by virtue of the provisions of Sub Section (6) of 
Section 7. 
8.

In view of the foregoing, I direct the Respondent to supply the information to the Complainant forthwith, free of charge. I also call upon the Respondent to show cause why penalty under Section 20 of RTI Act, be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information as per the requirement of law. 
9.

To come up on 24.06.2008 at 2.00 PM for confirmation of compliance.   Copies of order be sent to both the parties.                                                            

Chandigarh
  




      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2008.


     
     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 
