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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Maninder Singh s/o Shri Gurmeet Singh,

H.No.5157, Sector 38 (West), Chandigarh.


      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Dhabwali Road,

Bhatinda.







    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1082 of 2011

Present:-
Shri  G.S. Randhawa on behalf of the complainant.

Shri T.S. Nagi, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Partial information has been furnished.  The respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies.
2.

To come up on 29.7.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







  


   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagmohan Singh Bhatti,

National Human Rights Council, #919,

Phase-IV, Sector 59, SAS Nagar (Mohali)-160059.


     _______ Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Inspector General of Police (Provisioning), Punjab,

Chandigarh-160017.






    _______ Respondent.

CC No.2477 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Amarjit Singh Bajwa, AIG (Provisioning) on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER


  The respondent had submitted a written reply. The complainant was to file his rejoinder, if any.  To give one more opportunity to the complainant, the case is adjourned 22.6.2011.

2.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri R.C. Tandon, 146, Urban Estate, 

Phagwara-144632.











      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Chairman, SLSBS Trust (Regd.),

Chachoki, Phagwara, District Kapurthala.



    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1375  of 2011
Present:-
Shri R.C. Tandon  complainant in person.

Shri Kulwinder Singh, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Kulwinder Singh, counsel appearing on behalf of the respondent requests for an adjournment which is allowed.

2.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







          Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balbir Aggarwal, Head office -2299,

Sector 44-C, Chandigarh.






      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Governor of Punjab,
Raj Bhawan,  Chandigarh.






    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1393   of 2011
Present:-
Shri  Balbir Aggarwal complainant in person.

None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant submits that he had submitted a complaint against the working of the State Information Commission, Punjab and subsequently sought information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 on 14.3.2011 addressed to the PIO/H.E. the Governor of Punjab, However, he has not received any reply as to action taken on his original complaint.

2.

The respondent is absent.  Issue fresh notice to the PIO/H.E. the Governor of Punjab, Raj Bhawan, Chandigarh for 7.7.2011.

3.

To come up on 7.7.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







                                      Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Puran Singh s/o Shri Talrok Singh,

Patti Badda, VPO Kamoka Kalan, Tehsil Jagraon, Ludhiana.

      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer 

o/o the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1374     of 2011
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Issue fresh notice to the parties for 24.6.2011.

2.

To come up on 24.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







                                      Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Abdur Rasid s/o Shri Badrudin,

r/o 248/18, 786 Chowk, Malerkotla.









      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University, Patiala.



    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1286   of 2011
Present:-
Shri Abdur Rashid complainant in person.

Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The complainant states that information has been furnished to his satisfaction.  The only issue is regarding delay. The complainant had addressed a request to the PIO on 22.9.2010, prescribing a proforma in which he desired the information and some of it related for a period of ten years. 

2.

 The plea of the respondent is that the information was also not held at one station i.e. at the headquarters of the University at Patiala. Some of it had to be procured from Nawab Sher Mohd. Khan Institute of Advanced Studies in Urdu, Persian & Arabic, Malerkotla and different branches of the University.  Re-tabulating the information in the format devised by the complainant resulted in some delay.  However, there was no intention to deny the information nor the delay can be considered to be unreasonable keeping in view the voluminous nature, ten years period to which the information relates and the format devised by the complainant. 

3.

I have heard the parties.  The delay has been explained by the respondent. I find the explanation to be reasonable.  In fact, there was no obligation on the part of the respondent to restructure the information in the format prescribed by the complainant, but the university took the trouble to do so. Therefore, there is no ground to impose penalty, more so when the information stands furnished to the satisfaction of complainant.
4.

I close the complaint case. 








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







                                      Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Vijay Arora, 2808 Gali Lahorian,

Katra Karan Singh, Amritsar-143006.




      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

Vice Chancellor, Baba Farid University of Health Sciences,

 Faridkot





     

 -------------Respondent.

AC No.   429      of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Dheeraj, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent submits letter No.11155 dated 31.5.2011 stating that the information is held by the Selection Committee-cum-Vice Chancellor, Baba Farid University of Health Sciences, Faridkot and as such the request for information has been transferred to the Vice Chancellor of the University.  It is, therefore, pleaded that the Director Research and Medical Education may be exempted from further appearance and notice be issued to the Vice Chancellor of the University.  I accept the plea of the present respondent.  Issue notice to the Vice Chancellor of the University and to the appellant.
2.

To come up on 23.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjit Singh s/o Shri Meva Singh,

VPO Kot Gangu Rai, Ludhiana.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, Nankana Sahib College of Education,

Kot Gangu Rai, Ludhiana.





   -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1336     of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Manjit Singh complainant in person.

Dr. Baljit Kaur, Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had sought information from the PIO/Principal, Nankana Sahib College of Education, Kot Gangu Rai, Ludhiana regarding names with merit list and percentage of marks of those candidates who were admitted for B.Ed. during the academic session 2010-11.  The respondent furnished the information i.e. a copy of the Federation of Self Financed Colleges, Punjab‘s list of shortlisted candidates for admission.  The plea of the respondent is that admissions were conducted by the Federation and therefore, the list of candidates sent by the Federation was given to the present complainant.  The plea of the complainant on the other hand is that this list is not complete in so far as it does not give the names of all the individuals admitted during the session 2010-11.  Secondly the complainant submits that percentage of marks of each candidate have also not been disclosed.

2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It transpires that percentage of marks of candidates admitted in B.Ed. courses and other relevant details are available on the admission forms.  The information-seeker can obtain the information by applying for copies of each individual form of the candidates.

3.

The respondent states that 100 candidates were admitted during the year 
2010-11.  Therefore, the complainant will furnish a fee of Rs.200/- at the rate of Rs.2/- per page to the respondent alongwith postal charges for registered post.  Thereafter, within 15 days, the respondent shall furnish photocopies of individual forms of all the candidates admitted by the respondent-college.  With these directions the complaint case is closed.
4.

It is made clear that in case the respondent fails to furnish copies of the forms of the individual candidates after receipt of the required fee from the complainant, the respondent will make himself liable for action under the Right to Information Act, 2005.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        

                 Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurkirat Singh Dhillon, 4123,

Phase-II, Urban Estate, Patiala.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







      -------------Respondent.

CC No.1324     of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Gurkirat Singh Dhillon complainant in person.

Shri Gurdip Singh Welfare Worker alongwith Shri Harjit Singh, Steno on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent submits that letter dated 12.7.2010 addressed by the present complainant to the Deputy Director, Sainik Welfare, Patiala was never received in that office.  Therefore, in response to the RTI request of the complainant dated 18.9.2010, no action could be taken.  Let the respondent confirm by way of an affidavit that letter dated 12.7.2010 addressed to the Deputy Director, Sainik Welfare, Patiala by the present complainant was never received in that office.  The complainant has handed over today, at the time of hearing, copies of both his letters dated 18.9.2008 and 12.7.2010.

2.

The complainant requests for an adjournment, which is allowed.

3.

To come up on 5.8.2010 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sardavinder Goyal, Advocate,

H.No.397, 2nd Floor, Sector 9, Panchkula.



      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/othe Managing Director, Adesh Institute of Medical Science and Research,

 Barnala Highway, Bathinda (Punjab).



    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1312     of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Inder Mohan Chawla on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent submits that they are not a public authority within the ambit of Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Adesh Institute of Medical Sciences and Research, Bathinda is a private body.  It is neither controlled nor financed by Government. The plea of the respondent, therefore, is that the present complaint is not maintainable and should be dismissed.
2.

The complainant is absent without intimation.  However, to afford him an opportunity to file his rejoinder, the case is adjourned to 22.6.2011.

3.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.  On the plea of the respondent, he is exempted from appearance on that date.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        


    Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur, Village Rasulpur Mallah

Tehsil Jagraon, District  Ludhiana.





      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Forests, Chandigarh.
FAA- the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Forests, Chandigarh.  




      -------------Respondents.

AC No.  432  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Sukhdev Singh on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Gurbakhshish Singh, Deputy Divisional Forest Officer, Ludhiana on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The information has been furnished to the satisfaction of the representative of the appellant.  Hence, the case is closed.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Bikram Singh Gill, H.No.180-C,

Housing Board Society, Sector 51, Chandigarh.


      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Secretary, Mandi Board, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.







    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1342      of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri H.S. Randhawa, Executive Engineer-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent submits letter No.Information-3/1494/1075 dated 31.5.2011.  I have heard the respondent, who submits that the information pertaining to copies of the applications for employment submitted by all Junior Engineer (Civil) alongwith copies of appointment letters have been supplied to the information-seeker.  However, copies of the personal files of two Sub Divisional Officers have been denied under Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 as these pertain to personal information of third parties and no public interest has been shown.

2.

The complainant, however, is absent today without intimation. He is given one opportunity to file his rejoinder. 

3.

To come up on 24.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pardeep Kapoor s/o Shri Chander Pal Kapoor,

194, Railway Colony, Sherpur Kalan, Near Swarn Cinema

PO Moti Nagar, Ludhiana (Pb.)





      -------------Appellant







Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Engineering College, 

Gill Road, Ludhiana

    





 -------------Respondent.

AC No.   434      of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Pardeep Kapoor appellant in person.

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that the information pertains to Guru Nanak Engineering College, Ludhiana and therefore it was transferred under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Initially a mistake was committed by the University as it sent the letter to the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.  Subsequently, when the error came to the notice of the PIO, letter was addressed to the Guru Nanak Engineering College, Ludhiana.  The plea of the University is that PIO/Guru Nanak Engineering College, Ludhiana should be issued notice.
2.

Accepting the plea of the respondent, I order that notice be issued to the PIO/Guru Nanak Engineering College, Ludhiana for 23.6.2011.

3.

To come up on 23.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.











              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Prem Singh VPO Amarpura (Wabah Wala),

Tehsil Abohar, District Ferozepur (Pb.) 




      -------------Appellant







Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar.

FAA-Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar.


      -------------Respondents.

AC No.   436      of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that information was furnished to the appellant. He places on record, photocopy of letter No.PTU/PIO/14 dated 1.3.2011 alongwith its enclosures which are copies of the information given to the appellant.  The respondent further submits that this information-seeker had earlier filed AC-221/2010 and AC-629/2009 and both these case have since been disposed of.

2.

To come up on 23.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M. as a last opportunity to the complainant.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rakesh Kumar, H.No.1258, Sector 15-B,

Chandigarh.







      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, 

Chandigarh.







    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1349   of 2011

Present:-
Shri Rakesh Kumar  complainant in person.

Shri Bhag Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The case is adjourned on the request of the parties.

2.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.
June 2, 2011






              
(R.I. Singh)








                 Chief Information Commissioner







        


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sham Lal Saini, H.No.50/30-A, 

Ram Gali, N.M. Bagh, Ludhiana.





      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, 

Department of Finance, Chandigarh.





 -------------Respondent.

AC No.  433     of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Sham Lal Saini appellant in person.

None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The appellant states that notice in this case has been issued to the PIO/Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of School Education, Chandigarh but the information is held by the PIO/Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Finance, Chandigarh.

2.

Issue notice to the PIO/ Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Finance, Chandigarh for 22.6.2011.

3.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







        Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sham Lal Saini, H.No.50/30-A, 

Ram Gali, N.M. Bagh, Ludhiana.





      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab,

Department of School Education, Chandigarh.

FAA- the Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab,

Department of School Education, Chandigarh.



 -------------Respondents.

AC No.  435     of 2011

Present:-
Shri Sham Lal Saini appellant in person.

Mrs. Jit Kaur, Superintendent-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent hands over a copy of notification issued by the State Government and also places on record letter No.4112 dated 2.6.2011 alongwith its enclosures.

2.

The plea of the appellant, however, is that he has not received copies of the office-notings as asked for by him in his RTI application dated 9.2.2011.  He further states that copy of the notification as well as office-notings in respect of masters has also not been furnished.  These deficiencies shall be removed by the respondent within 10 days.
3.

To come up on 22.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011.




                 Chief Information Commissioner







  


   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Garg, #2052, Sector 49-C,

Chandigarh-160047.





_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Managing Director, Milkfed,

SCO 153-155, Sector 34, Chandigarh-160022




FAA- the Managing Director, Milkfed,

SCO 153-155, Sector 34, Chandigarh-160022.


 ______ Respondents

AC No. 602 of 2010

ORDER



information has been furnished to the appellant.The only question for consideration is whether it is a fit case for award of penalty or compensation.

2.

Briefly the facts are that appellant had moved an RTI application on 27.5.2010 to the respondent-MILKFED, who however rejected the request on the plea that MILKFED is a cooperative society and that it is not a public authority within the ambit of Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Aggrieved, the information-seeker finally came to the State Information Commission, which on 30.11.2010 held that MILKFED is a public authority and further directed the respondent to give information to the appellant within 10 days.  In the meantime, however, the respondent moved the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, challenging the order of the Commission.  The writ was admitted but no stay was granted by the Hon’ble High Court.  Therefore, the respondent was directed by the Commission to comply with the order dated 30.11.2010 and furnish the information.  Thereafter, the respondent gave the required information to the appellant.  The Hon’ble High Court also vide an order dated 26.4.2011 in CWP No.22085 of 2010 in MILKFED, Punjab vs. State Information Commission dismissed the writ petition of the respondent.
3.

 The plea of the respondent is that as no stay was granted by the Hon’ble High Court, the information sought by Shri Y.P. Garg, appellant, was supplied to him on 16.12.2010 alongwith enclosures of 96 sheets. However, certain deficiencies pointed out by Shri Garg were subsequently made good.  The plea of the respondent is that the delay was not intentional or malafide.  Since legal issues were involved, these were contested up to Hon’ble High Court.  No adverse inference can be drawn against the respondent for liability under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. The respondent argued that the ingredients of Section 20 of the Act are not attracted to the facts of the case and therefore, there is no ground to award any penalty.

 

4.

The plea of the complainant on the other hand is that information furnished to him on 16.12.2010 was inadequate and queries at Sr. No. 3, 4 and 6 of his original application dated 27.5.2010 were not addressed.  It was further pleaded that the case had to be adjourned 14 times, for one or the other reason which caused him harassment, expenses and loss of time.  Therefore, the appellant pleaded that penalty should be imposed under Section 20 and he should be awarded compensation under Section 19 of the Act.
5.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It is a constitutional right of every person to exhaust all judicial remedies open to him/her. Section 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 sub-clause (ix) in fact specifically states that the Information Commissions shall give notice of its decision including any right of appeal to the litigants.  Therefore, any delay which may occur because the respondent exercised his right to challenge the order of this Commission before Hon’ble High Court cannot be construed as unreasonable delay or willful or intentional denial within the meaning of Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  In fact during the pendency of the writ petition in the Hon’ble High Court, information was supplied to the appellant on 16.12.2010 consisting of nearly 96 sheets.  Therefore, it should not be said that there was intentional denial or unreasonable delay.  It is true that certain deficiencies in information were found and Shri K.L. Verma, former PIO has explained these in his written reply dated 18.1.2011 that the PIO, as per the directions of the Commission had conveyed the deficiencies to the General Manager (P & HRD) vide 
U.O. No.PSF/RTI/1717 dated 22.12.2010 and requested to supply the remaining documents.  The PIO further states that these documents were received only 29.12.2010 but as the deficiencies persisted and therefore the General Manager was again asked to supply the information with reference to Sr. No.3, 4 and 6.  The plea of the PIO is that he is only a nodal officer, not a custodian of record. Finally, the information was given on 10.1.2011 to the satisfaction of the information-seeker.  It only confirms that there was no intention to withhold the information. 
6.

From the above, it is obvious that there was some delay in supply of the information on all the seven queries of the information-seeker, particularly pertaining to Sr. No.3, 4 and 6. However, as it is first such instance which has come to the notice of Commission and given the circumstances that the respondent was questioning its status as a public authority, one may take a lenient view in the matter.  Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 provides for imposition of penalty only on the PIO and not on any other official of the public authority.  PIO has explained that he always promptly acted in requisitioning the information from the custodians of the record and whatever information was received, was furnished to the appellant.  When deficiencies were pointed out by the information-seeker, these were also conveyed to the General Manager.  In these circumstances, I am inclined to accept the plea of the PIO, with a word of caution to the public authority to abide by time limit in future.  It has now been declared a public authority. It should rigidly adhere to the statutory time limit provided in the Right to Information Act, 2005.  
7.

Coming to the question of compensation, it cannot be denied that the appellant has received the information, almost after a lapse of 7-8 months.  He had to go through a protracted litigation which has finally ended after 10 months involving 15 hearings, which naturally resulted in wastage of his time and resources.  It is pertinent to note that appellant is not an outsider to the public authority.  He is their own employee. Even if there was no Right to Information Act, 2005, the respondent as a Cooperative public institution should have been more considerate in furnishing the information the appellant had requested for, in the best interest of transparency and justice.   The days of secrecy and closed decision making processes are long over.
8.

The legislature has made a provision by way of Section 19 Sub-Section 8(b) in the Right to Information Act that the Commission may require the public authority to compensate the complainant/appellant for any loss or other determents suffered. No satisfactory explanation has come from the respondent, why the appellant should not be compensated for the loss and determents suffered by him in chasing the respondent over a period of 10 months when the Right to Information Act, 2005 imposes a statutory obligation for furnishing the information within 30 days.  It would, therefore, be in the interest of justice that loss and determent suffered by the appellant in terms of time and expenses incurred in procuring the information is suitably compensated.  I, therefore, award compensation of Rs.5000/- to the appellant. This amount shall be paid by a crossed cheque in favour of the appellant within 15 days of this order.
9.

To come up on 1.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M. for confirmation by the respondent.






      



    
(R.I. Singh)

June 2, 2011




              Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab

