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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 706 of 2013 
Sh. Shankar Dass S/o Sh. Maghar Ram, 

R/o B-19, MCH 1/48,

Moh. Ranjit Nagar,

Street No. 2, Hoshiarpur.





……………….Appellant 
Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Food & Supplies officer,

Hoshiarpur.  

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o District Food Supplies Officer &

Consumer Affairs, Hoshiarpur.



…..……………Respondent
Present:
Sh. Shankar Dass appellant in person. (94171-16411)

For the respondent: Smt. Rajnish Kumari, DFSC and Sh. Surinder Singh, DFSO, Hoshiapur office of District Food Supplies Officer & Consumer Affairs, Hoshiarpur. (94641-68111)
ORDER
1. The appellant states that though the information has been provided to him by the PIO office of DFSC, Hoshiarpur, but he wants to inspect the original record in order to tally the information provided to him. 

2. The respondent PIO-cum- DFSC, Hoshiarpur is present in the Commission and files reply to the Notice of the Commission vide memo no. 1-(R.T.I)/2013/3885, dated 26.07.2013, which is taken on record, and explains the facts of the case. She further states that the appellant can inspect the record on mutually agreed dated 08.08.2013 at 11:00 AM in the office of PIO.  

3. The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 11.09.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 

4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 831 of 2013
Sh. Manohar Lal Bansal,

President Citizen Welfare Society Reg.

H.No. 158, Kamla Nehru Nagar,

Bathinda. 






……………………….Appellant 
Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DFSC, Bathinda.

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Director Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs,

Punjab, Sector-17, Chandigarh.


…..……………Respondents
Present:
Sh. Manohar Lal Bansal appellant in person.

For the respondent: Sh.  Diwanchand Sharma, DFSO office of DFSC, Bathinda.
ORDER
1.
The appellant is present in the Commission and states that the record regarding Bathinda, Kotfatha, Sangat and Mour has not been supplied and the name of the officials who have checked and verify the distribution has not been specifically provided. He further states that list of beneficiary A.A.Y and BPL card holders depot wise in the city has not been given. He also adds that few documents provided by the PIO are uncertified.  In the end, he requests that the PIO be directed to remove the deficiency.

2.
The respondent states that the pointed out deficiency shall be removed within 3 weeks for which an adjournment may be given.

3.
Accepting the plea of the respondent, the matter is adjourned for further hearing on 17.09.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 

4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1156 of 2013
Date of decision 01.08.2013
Sh. Piyush Kumar Jain

B-V/410 Mahavir Nagar

Malerkotla, Distt. Sangrur.

PIN-148023

Mobile No. 94175-57537




……………………….Appellant 
Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs, 

Punjab, Sector-17 Jeevan Deep Building, 

Chandigarh. 

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Commissioner, Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs, 

Punjab, Sector-17 Jeevan Deep Building, 

Chandigarh. 





               …………Respondents
Present:   
Sh.  Piyush Kumar Jain appellant in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Kulwant Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Mandeep Singh, Senior Assistant office of Commissioner, Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab.
ORDER
1.
On his RTI application dated 25.02.2013 the appellant has sought information if  M/s Mahesh Rice Mills, Malerkotla has completed the 5 KMS period of banning or not imposed erroneously and wrongly by the FCI in the present KMS season i.e. in 2012-13 or not and if not then specify the date and the KMS of lifting the ban on above Rice Mill. On not getting the information, first appeal was filed with First Appellate Authority on 11.04.2013 and then second appeal in the Commission on 17.05.2013 under Section 19 (1) of the RTI Act. 

2.
Notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 22.07.2013 in the Commission.
Cont….p2
Appeal Case No. 1156 of 2013

3.
The appellant is present in the Commission and states that the requisite information has been received from the PIO to his satisfaction and requests that the case may be disposed of. 

4.
Sh. Kulwant Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Mandeep Singh, Senior Assistant office of Commissioner, Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab  are present in the Commission and state that reply to the rejoinder filed by the appellant is submitted by the PIO office of Commissioner, Food Civil Supplies and Consumer Affairs , Punjab and copy thereof endorsed to the Commission vide no, RP.2H-2013/2764, dated 30.07.2013. They further state that the requisite information has been provided to the appellant and request that the case may be disposed of.
5.
After hearing both the parties and going through the record available on file it is revealed that the requisite information has been provided to the appellant. The appellant has given statement that he has received the complete information to his satisfaction and that the case may be disposed of. Now no further action is required in this case.  Therefore, the instant appeal case is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1657 of 2013
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

R/o 1722, Sector-14, 

Hisar- 125001





……………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab.


Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


   ………..……………Respondent

Present:
None for the complainant. 
For the respondent: Sh. Teja Singh, PIO Cabinet Affairs Branch office of Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab, Sh. Balwinder Singh Superintendant PP-II Branch, Sh. Charanjit Khanna, Senior Assistant Personnel –III and Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Senior Assistant, Cabinet Branch office of Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.
ORDER
1. The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. However, an e-mail has been received in the Commission at diary no. 16908, dated 22.07.2013 which is taken on record.
2. The respondents are present in the Commission and file additional submissions vide letter no. 7/50/2011-3Cab/3448, dated 01.08.2013 which is taken on record. The respondents also brought the original register showing that the order dated 29.05.2012 in CC NO. 165 of 2012 has not been shown as received for the period from 29.05.2012 to 30.06.2012. The respondents further state that they have endorsed a copy of additional submission to the complainant also.
3. The  matter is adjourned for further hearing on 11.09.2013 at 2:00 P.M.    
4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1527 of 2013
Sh. Jaspal Singh, Advocate 

Chamber No. 121 & 309, 

Judicial Courts Complex, Hira Enclave, 
Nabha, Tehsil & Distt. Nabha.PIN-147201.

……………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer, 

Improvement Trust, Nabha. 



   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
Sh. Jaspal Singh, Advocate complainant in person (97814-23125)

For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Chaudhary, E.O. (94638-15204) and Sh. Jagdeep Singh, Superintendant -cum -APIO O/o Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Nabha. 
ORDER 

1.
The respondent submits reply to the show cause notice which is taken on record and copy thereof is given to the complainant by hand in the Commission. He also explains verbally that the application including requisite fee was received on 21.01.2013 and information was provided vide letter dated 20.02.2013. He mentions that the information seeker intimated the PIO vide letter dated 07.03.2013 that he has not received the information so far. The PIO further states that the information was again sent to the information seeker vide letter no. 142, dated 18.03.2013. In the end, he states that no delay has been caused in providing the information to the complainant and that there was no malafide in providing the information. 

2.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 11.09.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 

3.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1553 of 2013
Date of decision 01.08.2013
Sh. Lal Mohammand 

S/o Sh. Sadique Mohammand

R/o VPO Kothala, Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur. Pin-1480201,



……………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar 

      Malerkotla. 





   ………..……………Respondent

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Lal Deen, Junior Assistant office of Tehsildar, Malerkotla. (98729-78317)

ORDER 

1.  The complainant Sh. Lal Mohammed has sought information from the office of PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Malerkotla on his RTI application dated 08.03.2013 regarding service matters of Sh. Darshan Singh, Patwari on following four issues:-

a. The permanent residential address of the official, house rent allowance and the documents for claiming the house rent. 

b. Statement of salary account of the official for last 3 years.

c. Income-Tax returns of the official for last 3 years.

d. Movable and immovable property in the name of dependent members and market value thereof.    

On getting partial information, he filed a complaint in the Commission on 16.04.2013 under Section 18 of the RTI Act.
Cont…..p2

COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1553 of 2013
2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 31.05.2013 in the Commission.

3. During the hearing on 10.07.2013 the complainant argued that he has not been given the complete information by the PIO and that the information on point no. 4 of his RTI application regarding the moveable and immoveable property in the name of dependent members of Sh. Darshan Singh, Patwari is yet to be given. He further argued that similar information has been given by the PIO office of Tehsidlar, Malerkotla in CC No. 2898 of 2012 in Balwant Kaur Versus Public Information Officer-cum-Tehsidlar, Malerkotla. In the end, he requested that complete information may be provided.
4. The respondent argued that the information available with the office of the PIO has already been provided to the information seeker vide letter no. 310/BC, dated 03.04.2013 and no. 423/RTI dated 27.05.2013. He further argued that no other information than already provided is available with the office of the PIO. 

5. After hearing arguments of both the parties and perusing the record available on file it is observed that the information sought by the complainant is personal information pertaining to service record of Sh. Darshan Singh, Patwari. The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Special Leave Petition(Civil) No. 27734 of 2012 in Grish Ramchandra Deshpande Vs Central Information Commissioner and others in its order dated 03.10.2012 has held that details of salary, details of movable/ immovable property and the income tax return are personal information exempted from disclosure under clause (j) of Section 8 (1) of the RTI Act. In the said SLP, the Hon’ble Court has held that 
Cont…..p2

COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1553 of 2013

(13…………“the performance of an employee/officer in an organization is primarily a matter between the employee and the employer and normally those aspects are governed by the service rules which fall under the expression “personal information”, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or public interest. On the other hand, the disclosure of which would cause unwarranted invasion of privacy of that individual”.)
6. It is further observed that the PIO office of Tehsidlar, Malerkotla has already provided the information available on its record to the information seeker vide his letters dated 03.04.2013 and 27.05.2013. 

7. In view of Supreme Court ruling as mentioned in para-5 above, it is determined that the complainant is seeking the information which is personal and revealing thereof by the PIO shall be invasion into personal affairs of the employee and further that this information has no relationship with the public activity or larger public interest.
8. In view of aforementioned, the instant complaint case is found to be devoid of merit and is hereby dismissed.
 9.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1815 of 2013 
Sh. Rajan Garg

R/o Aggarwal Niwas, Near Bhisham Park,

Peerkhana Road, Khanna-141401,

District Ludhiana.





……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Town Planner, 

Mini Secretariat, Fatehgarh Sahib.


   ………..……………Respondent

Present:
None for the complainant. 

For the respondent: Smt. Preet Kanwal, District Town Planner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib. (98146-12462)

ORDER

1. The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. No intimation has been received from him about the reason of absence.
2. Last opportunity is provided to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. The matter to come up for further hearing on 17.09.2013 at 2:00 P.M.    
3.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013.


                    
         State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(WWW.infocommpunjab.com) 
Complaint Case No. 2540 of 2012
Date of decision 01.08.2013
Sh. Manjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Raj Singh,

R/o Ajad nagar, Opposite Bus Stand,


Ferozepur



           



   …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ferozepur.








     …Respondent
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Gurcharan Singh Sandhu PIO-cum-DTO, Ferozepur.
ORDER 

1.
The information seeker had sought information vide his RTI application dated 01.03.2012 from the PIO office of DTO, Ferozepur for the period from the year 2009 to 2011 on the following four points:- 


i.)
who was allotted registration No. PB.05-V-0002 ?

ii.)
A copy of challan form showing the fee deposited by the person who has been allotted the said registration number.


iii.)
A copy of proceedings indicating the bids received regarding said registration number.

iv.)
A copy of the registrations numbers allotted before or after the bid of the above noted registration number.

On not getting the information, he filed a complaint in the Commission on 04.09.2012 under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.
Cont….p2
Complaint Case No. 2540 of 2012
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing through video conference on 23.10.2012 and thereafter in the Commission. 

3.
The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. No intimation has been received from him about the reason of his absence. During the hearing on 06.03.2013 the complainant has stated that he has received the information from by the PIO office of DTO, Ferozepur vide letter no. 10772/73, dated 04.03.2013 but the same has been provided after considerable delay for which PIO should be penalized in view of provision of RTI Act.

4.
During the hearing on 27.11.2012 the Sh. Gurcharan Singh Sandhu, DTO-cum-PIO, Ferozepur was issued show cause notice under Section 20(1) for imposing penalty   and under Section 19 (8)(b) for detriment suffered by the complainant. In his reply dated 01.08.2013 the PIO submitted reply to the show cause notice narrating the facts of the case stating therein that the relevant information was provided to the applicant/complainant vide letter no.9583, dated 07.05.2012 by post. A copy of the said letter & dispatch register entry has been enclosed with the reply.  However, Sh. Manjit Singh filed a complaint with the Commission asserting the non-receipt of the information. It is further stated therein that on the direction of the Commission the information was again sent to the applicant by registered post by him vide letter no. 10772/73, dated 04.03.2013. He has further submitted that there was no malafide on the part of the office or any of its staff for some delay caused and no part of it was deliberate or intentional. In the end, the PIO tendered his unconditional apology for the inconvenience caused to the applicant and assured that such an instance will not recur. 
Cont….p3
Complaint Case No. 2540 of 2012
5.
After hearing the answering respondent and going through the record available on file it is observed that on the RTI application dated 01.03.2012 the PIO had provided the information vide letter no. 9583,dated 07.05.2012. The copy of dispatch register indicates mention of the entry at serial no. 9583 and copy of the said letter affirms the contention of the respondent. The complaint filed by the applicant is dated 04.09.2012. The perusal of reply to the show cause notice and facts of the case explained during the personal hearing by the PIO entail that there was no malafide or willful delay in providing the information to the RTI applicant. The explanation given by the PIO in this case is found to be satisfactory and therefore the SCN issued to him is hereby discharged. However, the PIO is cautioned to be careful in future to implement provisions of the RTI Act in letter and spirit. In view of aforementioned, the case is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Court.  Copy of the order be sent to the parties.  

 Sd/-
Chandigarh





        
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 01.08.2013


               
State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 3288 of 2012 
Sh. Manjit Singh alias Kuku S/o Sh. Mohinder Singh

R/o Near pehli Patshahi Gurdwara Sahib, Ward No.18,

# 288-A. City Sunam, Distt. Sangur. (Punjab)
         
 

 …Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o SDM Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.




                         
 …Respondent

Present:
Sh. Manjit Singh alias Kuku complainant in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Dhiman, PCS, SDM  Sunam office of SDM, Sunam District Sangrur.   (98156-03737)
ORDER
1. The complainant is present in the Commission and states that the considerable delay has been caused in providing the information to him. He further states that original map has still not been given to him which is available with the PWD and if it is lost FIR should have been lodged against the loss. In the end, he states that the PIO should be penalized under the provision of RTI Act, for delay in providing the information. 
2. The respondent PIO Sh. Rajesh Dhiman, PCS, SDM Sunam is present in the Commission and states that he has joined as SDM, Sunam on 27.07.2013 and files a reply in compliance with the order of the Commission dated 10.07.2013 which is taken on record and copy thereof is given to the complainant. 
4.
The matter to come up for further hearing on 17.09.2013 at 02:00 PM. 
 5.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-     
Chandigarh





   

 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated:01.08.2013.


                    
         State Information Commissioner
