PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Sahib Singh,

S/o Sh. Raja Ram,

Vill: Tandi,

P.O: Laroya,

Distt: Jalandhar. Appellant

Public Information Officer,
Block Development and Panchayats Officer, Bhogpur,
District Jalandhar.

First Appellate Authority,

District Development and Panchayats Officer,

District Jalandhar. Respondents
Appeal Case No. 2833 of 2019

Present:- Shri Sahib Singh appellant in person.

Shri Paramjjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-P10 on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 in
which it is mentioned that only meager information has been provided to the appellant whereas
the respondent-PIO states that complete information has been provided to him as per its
availability in the record of Gram Panchayat. To settle this matter, both the parties were directed
to appear before the Commission with original record regarding information supplied/received
on the next date of hearing.
2. In compliance to the previous order, both the parties appeared in Commission’s
office at Chandigarh with original record. Point-wise information is discussed with both the
parties during the hearing. Regarding point at Sr. No.1, the respondent-P10O states that copy of
notification was provided to the appellant regarding change of purpose of grant, It is mentioned
in that notification that District Development and Panchayats Officer is the competent authority
to change the purpose of grant. Regarding point at Sr. No.2, the respondent-PlO states that
complete information regarding expenditure incurred on Community Centre, General/SC
Dharamshala collectively has been provided to the appellant. Regarding points at Sr. No.3, the
respondent-P10 states that no quotations/tenders are called for supply of bricks, sariya, sand,
cement etc. He further states that they are buying these items on rates fixed by the Deputy
Commissioner, Jalandhar and no correspondence between the office and parties regarding



Appeal Case No. 2833 of 2019

purchase/supply of material are available in respondent’s record but copies of bills have already
been provided to the appellant, which are available in the record of the respondents. No
diary/dispatch register is maintained at the level of Gram Panchayat. Copy of measurement book
was also provided to the appellant of new construction done in Dharamshala. He further states
that complete information has been provided to the appellant and nothing has been left, which
could be supplied to him, as per its availability in the record of Gram Panchayat, Tandi.

3. In view of the aforementioned discussion, the Commission is of the considered
opinion that complete information has been provided to the appellant as per its availability in the
record of Gram Panchayat. Accordingly, the present case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the
order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Ranjit Singh s/o Shri Jaspinder Singh,

Village Ruina Niwan, Tehsil and District Fatehgarh Sahib. .......................... ... Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

Ol/o Panchayats Secretary, Ruina Niwan,

Block Sirhind, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development and Panchayats Officer,

Fatehgarh Sahib. Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4692 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceedings)

Present:- Shri Ranjit Singh, appellant, at Chandigarh.

Shri Khushpreet Singh, Panchayats Secretary-cum- PIO, on behalf of the

respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide
which the respondents were directed to provide information from 10.10.2014 to 10.10.2019
under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 before the next date of hearing.
2. The respondent-PI1O states that complete information has been provided to the
appellant and nothing has been left, which could be supplied to him, as per his RTI application
under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. Shri Ranjit Singh, appellant, confirms that he has
received the information to his satisfaction and he does not want to pursue the matter any further.
3. After hearing the parties and going through the record available on the case file, it
is revealed that complete information has been provided to the appellant to his satisfaction and
nothing has been left, which could be supplied to him as per his RTI application under the
provisions of RTI Act, 2005. Accordingly, the present case is disposed of and closed. Copies of
the order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated: 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION

Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.
Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Sucha Singh,

S/o Sh. Rajinder Singh,

VPO: Jasraur, Block Chowgavan,

Tehsil: Ajnala,

Distt: Amritsar. e Complainant.

Public Information Officer,

Olo District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Mini Secretariat,

Distt: Amritsar. e Respondent

Complaint Case No. 762 2019
(Through Video Conference Facility)

Present:- Shri Sucha Singh, complainant.

Shri Mubarak Singh, Accountant, on behalf of the respondent-P10.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 in
which it is mentioned that the complainant is absent without intimation and information
pertaining to Sr. No.1 to 4 and 45 to 62 has been supplied to the complainant. It is further
mentioned in that order, that with the supply of this information, complete information has been
provided to the complainant and nothing has been left, which could be supplied to him as per his
RTI application under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. Last opportunity was afforded to the
complainant to revert back to the authorities in case of deficiencies in the information supplied to
him. In compliance to the previous order, nothing has been received from the complainant
regarding deficiencies in the information supplied to him.

2. The complainant confirms that he has received the information to his satisfaction
and does not want to pursue the matter any further.
3. In view of the statement of the complainant, the present case is disposed of and

closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated: 14.02.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

/’Wor mate™

Sh. Jasbir Singh Sekhon,

s/o Late Shri Kartar Singh

VillageTandi, P.O. Laroya,

District Jalandhar. i Appellant

Public Information Officer,
o/o Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat
Tandi, Block Bhogpur, District Jalandhar.

First Appellate Authority,

o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,

Bhogpur, District Jalandhar. ... Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4005 of 2019

Present:- Shri Jasbeer Singh, appellant in person.

Shri Paramjit Singh, Panchayats Secretary, on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide which
both the parties were directed to appear in the office of the Commission at Chandigarh with original
record regarding receipt/supply of the information.
2. In compliance to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 both the parties appear at
Chandigarh. The information supplied to the appellant is discussed point-wise during the hearing, from
which it is found that information has been supplied to the appellant but the appellant states that
information supplied to him is not complete. He further states that he wants to know, whether the same
streets are got repaired again and again during the years 2003 to 2018 and not. The respondent-PIO states
that he will check up the record and report on the next date of hearing. The respondents are directed to
confirm this aspect on or before 4.3.2020 to the appellant with a copy to the Commission. The appellant
places on record a letter stating that he has sent a registered letter to PIO/Sarpanch Gram Panchayat,
Tandi, Block Bhogpur, Jalandhar for seeking information but the said office returned that letter without
receiving the same. In this context, the respondent-P1O states that there is no PIO of Gram Panchayat,
Tandi. Hence, the registered letter sent by the appellant was returned by Sarpanch without receiving the
same. The respondent-PIO is directed to check up the record and intimate the appellant with a copy to the
Commission whether the same streets are not got repaired again and again during the period 2003 to
2008.
3. To come up on 4.3.2020 at 3.00 P.M. to be heard through Video Conference Facility
available in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

/’Wor mate™

Sh. Jasbir Singh Sekhon,

s/o Late Shri Kartar Singh

VillageTandi, P.O. Laroya,

District Jalandhar. Appellant

Public Information Officer,
o/o Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat
Tandi, Block Bhogpur,
District Jalandhar.

First Appellate Authority,

o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,

Bhogpur, District Jalandhar. ... Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4008 of 2019

Present:- Shri Jasbeer Singh, appellant in person.

Shri Paramijit Singh, Panchayats Secretary, on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide which
both the parties were directed to appear at Chandigarh with original record regarding receipt/supply of the
information.
2. In compliance to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 both the parties appeared in the
office of the Commission at Chandigarh. The information supplied to the appellant is discussed point-
wise during the hearing, from which it is found that information has been supplied to the appellant but the
appellant states that information supplied to one Shri Sahib Singh is about Rs.5,80,000/- spent on
Community Centre and Dharamshalas for General and Scheduled Castes whereas he has been given in
writing that about Rs.4,50,000/- has been spent on these places during the years 2003 to 2018. The
respondent-P10O states that he will check up the record and difference of amount with original record and
report on the next date of hearing. The respondents are directed to confirm this aspect on or before
04.03.2020. The appellant places on record that he has sent a registered letter to PIO/Sarpanch Gram
Panchayat, Tandi, Block Bhogpur, Jalandhar for seeking information but received back undelivered. He
requests that action be taken against P1O/Sarpanch. In this context, the respondent-P1O states that there is
no PIO of Gram Panchayat, Tandi. Hence, the registered letter sent by the appellant was returned by the
Sarpanch without receiving the same.
3. To come up on 04.03.2020 at 3.00 P.M. to be heard through Video Conference Facility
available in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION

Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Nirmal Singh Dhiman

S/o Late Sh. Gurbax Singh,

R/o House No. 895, Phase 11,

District SAS Nagar. e Appellant

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Revenue,
Administration -1 Branch,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Sector-1, Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority,

Olo Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Sector-1, Chandigarh. Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4500 of 2019

Present:- Shri Nirmal Singh Dhiman, appellant in person.

None on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide
which the appellant was advised to send public interest involved in seeking the information
before the next date of hearing. The respondents were advised to remove the deficiencies in the
information handed over to him by the appellant during the hearing, with a copy to the
Commission.

2. In compliance to the previous order dated 27.01.2020, the appellant places his
submissions dated 14.02.2020 alongwith its annexures, on the record of the case file.
3. None is present on behalf of the respondents without intimation. Viewing the

absence of the respondents seriously, the PIO is directed to take action on the submissions dated
27.01.2020 (handed over to the representative of the respondents during hearing) and letter dated
14.02.2020 said to have been sent to the respondents through registered post and send reply to
the appellant with a copy to the Commission before the next date of hearing, failing which
punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be initiated against him.

4, To come up on 04.03.2020 at 11.00 A.M.

sd/-
Dated: 14.02.2020. (Suresh Arora),
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Gurdaulat Singh Sidhu,

Village Dhani Sham Singh, Ghanga Kalan,

P.O. Pakka Kale Wala, Block Guru Harsahali,

Tehsil Jalalabad (West), District Ferozepur. ... ... Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

District Development and Panchayats Officer,

District Administrative Complex,

Ferozepur.

First Appellate Authority

o/o Deputy Commissioner
District Administrative Complex,
Ferozepur.

P10/Special Secretary to Government of Punjab,
Department of Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab,
Vikas Bhawan, Phase VIII, Mohali. ..., Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3357 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceedings)

Present:- None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Sukhdeep Singh, Panchayats Secretary, on behalf of the respondents through
VC alongwith Shri Budh Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Directorate of
Rural Development and Panchayats Punjab, SAS Nagar at Chandigarh.
ORDER
This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide
which the respondent-PIO was directed to send the information brought by him, to be handed
over to the appellant, through registered post. On receipt of the information, the appellant was
advised to go through the same and revert back to the authorities, in case of deficiencies, in the
information within ten days from today. On receipt of deficiencies from the appellant, the
respondents were directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing. In view of the
verbal explanation given by the PIO, show cause notice issued to him for imposition of penalty
and award of compensation was dropped.
2. The appellant remained absent on 17.01.2020, 27.01.2020 and today without
intimation.



Appeal Case No. 3357 of 2019

3. The representatives of the respondents state that complete information has been
supplied to the appellant twice through registered post and nothing has been left which could be
supplied to him as per his application for seeking information under the provisions of RTI Act,
2005. He further states that no deficiency has been received in their office after the receipt of the
information by the appellant.

4. After hearing the representatives of the respondents and going through the record
available on the case file, it is revealed that complete information has been provided to the
appellant and nothing has been received from the appellant after supply of information to him
even in the office of the Commission. From his absence and non-receipt of deficiencies, it is
presumed that the appellant is satisfied with the information supplied to him. Accordingly, the
present case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated :14 02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab

Subsequent to the hearing, Shri Bikramjit Singh Sidhu, Counsel for the appellant
appears, who is apprised of the above orders. He states that information concerning points at Sr.
No.1 to 5 has been received by the appellant to his satisfaction but no information has been
received concerning point at Sr. No.6. Shri Sukhdeep Singh, Panchayats Secretary (M.N0.97797-
09700) is contacted on his mobile number in the presence of the counsel for the appellant. He
states that one copy of the information was supplied (by hand) at the address of the appellant
Village Dhani Sham Singh Ganga Kalan personally and one more copy of the same was sent
through registered post. The counsel for the appellant states that nobody is residing at the given
village address by the appellant. He will confirm whether the information has been received at
the residence of the appellant or not. Shri Sukhdeep Singh, Panchayats Secretary, is advised to
send complete information to the counsel of the appellant at his e-mail address
‘sidhubikram83@yahoo.com’. On this, he states that it is not easy to scan and send the
information which is comprising of 800 to 900 pages to the representative at his e-mail address.
Both the parties exchange mobile numbers to contact each other in case of any problem in
receipt/supply of information.

sd/-
Dated :14 02.2020 (' Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION

Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Balwinder Singh,
Village Rao Ke Uttar,
P.O. Mamdot Uttar, District Ferozepur. ............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinn oas Appellant

Public Information Officer,
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,
Mamdot, Districct Ferozepur.

FAA-District Development and Panchayats Officer,

Ferozepur. Respondents
Appeal Case No. 3510 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceeding)

Present:- None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Nishan Singh, Panchayats Secretary on behalf of the respondent-P10.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide
which the appellant was advised to go through the information supplied to him during the
hearing and revert back to the authorities, in case of deficiencies, in the information supplied to
him.

2. The appellant is absent without intimation but he has sent an e-mail stating that
one adjournment may be given as he is busy in his brother’s marriage.
3. The representative of the respondents states that Shri Roshan Lal, Panchayats

Secretary, is absent but he is appearing on behalf of Shri Roshan Lal, Panchayats Secretary, and
states that he has brought Utilization Certificates to be handed over to the appellant. With the
supply of these utilization certificates, complete information has been supplied to the appellant
and nothing has been left, which could be supplied to him as per his RTI application under the
provisions of RTI Act, 2005.

4. After going through the record available on the case file, it is revealed that partial
information was supplied to the appellant. The respondents are directed to send Utilization
Certificates to the appellant through registered post. As per the version of the representative of
the respondents with the supply of these documents, complete information has been supplied and
nothing has been left, which could be supplied to him. Last opportunity is afforded to the



Appeal Case No. 3510 of 2019

appellant to go through the same supplied to him and revert back to the authorities, in case of
deficiencies, in the information supplied to him failing which the case will be decided on merits.
Regarding show cause notice issued to Shri Roshan Lal, Panchayats Secretary, he is directed to
send his written explanation before the next date of hearing failing which matter regarding
imposition of penalty and award of compensation will be decided and recommendation for
taking disciplinary action against Shri Roshan Lal, Panchayat Secretary, will be made to the
higher authorities. On receipt of his explanation, decision on show cause notice will be taken on
the next date of hearing.

4. To come up on 04.03.2020 at 3.00 P.M. to be heard through Video Conference
Facility available in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab
CcC
Shri Roshan Lal, (Regd.)

Panchayats Secretary
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,
Mamdot, District Ferozepur.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Vikram Singh,

# 983-E, Benipal Colony,

Machhiwara,

Distt: Ludhiana-141115 e Appellant

Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar, Samrala,
Distt: Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority
Ol/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,
Samrala, District- Ludhiana. L Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3082 of 2019
(Through Video Conference Facility)

Present:- Shri Vikram Singh, appellant.
None on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 11.02.2020 vide
which the respondents were directed to give in writing that will, power of attorney and death
certificate are not available in the Revenue Record of Ludhiana as well as in the office of
Tehsildar, Samrala.
2. The respondents are absent without intimation.
3. After hearing both the parties and going through the record available on the case
file, it is revealed that in compliance to the previous order dated 11.02.2020, the respondents
have not given in writing that the above mentioned three documents are available in the Revenue
Record of Ludhiana and Samrala. Last opportunity is afforded to the respondents to give in
writing that these documents are not available in the revenue record of Ludhiana and office of
Tehsildar, Samrala failing which punitive action will be initiated on the next date of hearing.
4. To come up on 04.03.2020 at 3.00 P.M. through Video Conference Facility
available in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION

Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Tarsem Lal S/o Sh. Karam Chand,

R/o House No. 482, Street No. 5,

Vishnu Nagar, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana. e Appellant

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Revenue Officer,
Mini Secretariat, Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,

Ol/o Deputy Commissioner,

Administrative Complex,

Ludhiana. Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4441 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceeding)

Present:- Shri Tarsem Lal, appellant.

None on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 30.01.2020 vide
which Shri Gurmit Singh Mann, Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East) was made necessary party and show
cause notice was issued to him for imposition of penalty and award of compensation for non-
appearance and for non-supply of information within stipulated period under the provisions of
RTI Act, 2005 to the appellant for loss and detriment suffered by him.

2. None is present on behalf of the respondents without intimation

3. The appellant states that no information regarding points at Sr. Nos.1 and 4 has
been supplied to him till date by the respondents.

4. After hearing the appellant and going through the record available on the case file,

it is ascertained that information regarding points at Sr. No.1 and 4 is left to be supplied, which is
said to have been supplied by the office of Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East). The absence of Shri
Gurmit Singh Mann, Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East) is viewed seriously. Last opportunity is afforded
to him to supply the information and appear before the Commission failing which action as
proposed on 10.01.2020 will be taken against him and no more opportunity will be afforded to
him.
4. To come up on 04.03.2020 at 3.00 P.M. to be heard through Video Conference
Facility available in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Shri Jarnail Singh Mitke,

Vice President Malwa Zone, Indian National Trade Union Congress,

r/o H.N0.318, Near Baba Manjil Gurudwara

Hambran Road, Partap Singh Wala,

Tehsil Lodhi West, Ludhiana. ... Appellant

Public Information Officer,
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer-1,
Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer-1,
Ludhiana. Respondents

Appeal Case No. 2635 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceeding)

Present:- Shri Jarnail Singh Mitke appellant.

Shri Bipan Kumar, Junior Engineer o/o BDPO, Ludhiana-1 on behalf of the

respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020,
vide which Shri Gurmit Singh Mann, Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East) was made necessary party to
supply the information regarding point at 8 and ¥ of Sr.. No. 3 and show cause notice was
issued to him for non-appearance and not supplying the information as per the provisions of the
RTI Act, 2005.
2. The representative of the respondents states that complete information has been
provided to the appellant. On this, the appellant states that information has been supplied to him
without attestation. The representative of the respondents was directed to attest the same during
the hearing. On this, the representative of the respondents starts attestation but the appellant
states that he does not want to get the same attested from him and requests that he may be
allowed to withdraw his case.
3. In view of request of the appellant, the case is disposed of and closed as
withdrawn. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated : 14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION

Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Rachhpal Singh Sandhu S/o Sh. Malkit Singh,

R/o H No. 1896, Street No. 1, (98556-95755)

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Kacha Dosanj Road, Moga-142001 ... e Appellant

Public Information Officer,
Ol/o Deputy Commissioner,
Administrative Complex, Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,
Ol/o Deputy Commissioner,
Administrative Complex, Ludhiana. ... Respondents

Appeal Case No. 4491 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceeding)

Present:- Shri Rachhpal Singh, appellant.

Shri Ranjjt Singh, Patwari, on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide
which last opportunity was afforded to the respondents to supply complete information to the
appellant within ten days after receipt of the information from the respondents. The appellant
was advised to peruse the information and revert back to the respondents with a copy to the
Commission, in the information supplied to him.

2. The appellant states that no information has been provided to him by the
respondents till date.
3. The representative of the respondents states that concerned file placed in the

bunch of other files and till date no inquiry has been started in the absence of the file. They have
traced the file and the file has been put up to the authorities for conducting inquiry. He assures
that information will be supplied after the completion of the inquiry..
4. After hearing the parties and going through the record available on the case file, it
is revealed that the appellant has sought present status of inquiry. The respondents are directed to
get the concerned file inspected from 1.3.2017 to 6.8.2019 and supply the documents, which he
requires. The respondents have supplied the present status of the inquiry as it is under progress.
The present case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
sd/-
Dated: 14.02.2020. (Suresh Arora),
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Jogi Ram S/o Sh. Nathuni Ram,(94635 26517)

R/o H No. 2, Manmohan Nagar,

New Aman Nagar Extention,

Near Makkar Chaki, Bahadar ke Road,

PO —Netaji Nagar, Salem Tabri, Ludhiana. ~ ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiee o Appellant

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Revenue Officer,
Administrative Complex, Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,

Ol/o Deputy Commissioner,

Administrative Complex,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana. . Respondents
Appeal Case No. 4058 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceeding)

Present:- None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Patwari, SK Branch on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020 vide which
last opportunity was afforded to the appellant to seek specific information concerning points at Sr. No.2
and 4. On receipt of the request from the appellant seeking specific information, the respondents were
directed to supply the same before the next date of hearing.

2. The appellant remained absent on 06.01.2020, 13.01.2020, 27.01.2020 and today without
intimation.
3. The representative of the respondents states that they have sent information to the

complainant on his given address but the postal authorities have returned the same with the remarks that
the person, in question, is not available at the said address. He further states that he has brought the same
to be handed over to the appellant during the hearing, who is absent today.
4. After hearing the representative of the respondents and going through the record available
on the case file, it is revealed that the appellant has not sought specific information regarding point at Sr.
No.2 and 4. The representative of the respondents is directed to contact him on his mobile number and
send the same again to the appellant as early as possible. He assures that he will send the same to the
appellant today itself. On the assurance of the representative of the respondents, the present case is
disposed of and closed with the advice to the appellant to peruse the information, on its receipt and
approach the respondents with a copy to the Commission, in case of any deficiency in the information
within seven days from today. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
sd/-
Dated :14.02.2020 ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Mitter Sain Meet,

R/o # 297, (98556-31777)

Street No. 5, Upkar Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner (Appeal-1),
Punjab Civil Secretariat -2,

Sector-9, Chandigarh.

P10/Deputy Commissioner,
District Administrative Complex,
Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar. ... Respondents
Complaint Case No. 1040 of 2019
(Video Conference Proceedings)

Present:- None on behalf of the complainant.

Ms. Jasvir Kumari, alongwith Shri Darshan Singh, both Senior Assistants on

behalf of the respondent-PIO.
ORDER

This order may be read with reference to the previous order dated 27.01.2020, in
which it is mentioned that on the request of the complainant the case was adjourned to
14.02.2020 to be heard through Video Conference Facility available in the office of the Deputy
Commissioner, Ludhiana. The respondent-PIO was directed to take appropriate action on the
request of the complainant and intimate regarding action taken to the complainant with a copy to
the Commission.

2. The complainant remained absent on 13.01.2020. 27.01.2020 and today without
intimation.
3. The representatives of the respondent-P10 sent a letter dated 07.02.2020 stating

that the requisite information, as sought by the complainant, has been provided to him vide their
letter dated 10.01.2020 and after the previous date of hearing no deficiency has been received
from him till date. They further state that same information was already supplied to the
complainant in CC Nos. 1084/2019 and 1085/2019 and both the cases were disposed of by Shri
Nidharak Singh Brar, Hon’ble SIC after supply of complete information. She further requests
that this case may also be disposed of and closed.
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4. After hearing the representatives of the respondent-P1O and going through the
record available on the case file, it is ascertained that complete information has been provided to
the appellant vide their letter dated 10.01.2020 as sought by the complainant as per his RTI
application under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. The same information has already been
supplied to the complainant in CC No0.1084/2019 and 1085/2019 and both the cases were
disposed of and closed by Shri Nidharak Singh Brar, Hon’ble SIC. Furthermore, the complainant
has not made his appearance on any of the hearing dates and he has not sent any deficiency after
the receipt of information to the respondent-PIO as well as to the Commission. Hence, the
present case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

sd/-
Dated: 14.02.2020. (Suresh Arora),
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.
Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Harjap Singh Boparai,
s/o Sh. Kuldeep Singh Boparai,
VPO ghudani Kalan,
Tehsil Payal
District Ludhiana. ....Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,
Doraha,
District Ludhiana.
....Respondent
Complaint Case No. 732 of 2019

ORDER

This order was reserved on 10.1.2020 and is pronounced today. In both the
cases the complainant and respondent are same and the information relates to the same village

i.e. Ghudani Kalan, hence the Commission decided to club both the cases.

2. The background of the case is that the complainant sought the following
information from the Public Information Officer-cum- Block Development and Panchayats Officer
Doraha, District Ludhiana :-

1. Please supply the information regarding the total numbers of streets appro ed

to be uprooted.

2. Please supply the total numbers of street uprooted during the time period in

last 1% June 20188 to 30" April 2019.

3. Please supply the name and address of approval authority who approved

uprooting work of streets.

Due to non receipt of the complete information, the appellant filed the complaint
case in the Commission and the notice was served to the Public Information Officer-cum-Block
Development and Panchayats Officer to appear before the Commission on 18.9.2019.

3. Due to technical problem in Video Conference Facility, the case was adjourned to
24.9.2019 and the respondent stated that they have brought the information
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but due to absence of the complainant they were directed to send the same through registered post at the
address of the complainant and the complainant was advised to revert back to the authorities in case o
deficiencies with a copy to the Commission and the case was fixed for 16.10.2019 for further
proceedings.
4, On 16.10.2019, the case was again adjourned to 30.10.2019 due to technical fault in the Video
Conference Facility. On 30.10.2019, none was present on behalf of the respondents and the
Commission viewed it seriously and show casuse notice for penalty was issued to the Public Information
Officer along with the directions to remove the deficiencies i.e. all the papers should be attested, name of
the sarpanch and the extra amount asked by the respondent office be refunded to the complainant and
the case was adjourned to 21.11.2019.
5. On 21.11.2019 the representative of the respondent brought to the notice that two streets were
uprooted without any permission of the competent authority and till date no grant has been received from
the Central government and stated that on receipt of the grant under MANREGA scheme, the work will be
started. With regard to the uprooted of streets, the representative of the respondent stated that these
were uprooted before July, 2018 and no street has been uprooted during the months of July, 2018 to
April, 2019 and the directions were issued to the respondent to refund the remaining amount after
deduction of fees for the copies of document so provided to the information seeker.
6. On 10.12.2019 although the representative of the respondent was present but due to non
satisfaction of the complainant with the information as well as the non reply of the Public Information
Officer-cum-Block Development and Panchayats Officer in the case, the penalty of Rs.5000/- (Rupees
Five thousand only) was imposed and the case was adjourned to 10.1.2020.
7. On 10.1.2020, the complainant and the Public Information Officer-cum-Block Development and
Panchayats Officer, Ms Navdeep Kaur remained present during the course of hearing. The complainant
showed the complete statisfaction with the information so provided by the respondent-Public Information
Officer and also satisfied with the amount so refunded by the respondent. The Public Information Officer
filed the written submissions, which was taken on record and stated that she has transferrred the
applications under section 5(5) and 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 to the assistant Program Officer, MANREGA
as the same pertained to MANREGA scheme and with regard to the hearings she stated that she has not
received orders of dated 18.9.19, 24.9.19, 16.10.19, 30.10.19, 21.11.19, and 10.12.19 and only the
orders dated 18.9.2019, 30.10.2019 and 10.1.2019 have been
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received. She further stated that she was over busy as her profile mandates to look into
the development work of the villages, conduct, inquiries, attend to the rural public, keep
a check on work and conduct of sarpanches and other nominated members, carry out
works under MANREGA, look into court cases and encroachment issues etc. and also
working as State Nodal Officer, due to her outstanding work, for Solid Waste
management many times, she has to attend the meetings and give presentations too, to
the district heads and fellow BDPOs. She further requested that a mild view be taken in
view of the huge workload which has been assigned to her by the State Government
and requested to close the case and withdraw the penalty imposed upon her.

According to the written submissions of the Public Information Officer —cum-
Block Development and Panchayats Officer with regard to penalty imposed and
narrating the facts of the case, the Commission accept the plea put forth by her and the
penalty imposed upon Ms Navdeep Kaur, Public Information Officer-cum-Block
Development and Panchayats Officer is hereby withdrawn.

Since no more cause of action is left in this case as the complete information has
already been provided to the complainant to his entire satisfaction, the case is disposed
of and closed.

sd/-
Dated:14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.
Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Harjap Singh Boparai,
s/o Sh. Kuldeep Singh Boparai,
VPO ghudani Kalan,
Tehsil Payal
District Ludhiana. ....Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,
o/o Block Development and Panchayats Officer,
Doraha,
District Ludhiana.
....Respondent
Complaint Case No. 733 of 2019

ORDER

This order was reserved on 10.1.2020 and is pronounced today. In both the cases the
complainant and respondent are same and the information relates to the same village i.e. Ghudani Kalan,

hence the Commission decided to club both the cases.

2. The background of the case is that the complainant sought the following information from

the Public Information Officer-cum- Block Development and Panchayats Officer Doraha, District Ludhiana

1. Please supply the current situation of the work (stablization of pond) under MIS Rural
sanitation Technical Sanction No. 3257 District 25.10.2018.

2. Please supply the current situation of the work (stablization of pond) under MIS Rural
sanitation Technical Sanction No. 3259 District 25.10.2018.

3. Please supply the current situation of the work (stablization of pond) under MIS Rural
sanitation technical Sanction No. 3257 District. 25.10.2018.

4. Please supply the current situation of the work (stabilization of pond) under MiS Rural
Sanitation Technical Sanction No. 471 District 23.10.2018.

5. Please supply the current situation of the work (construction of interlocking block/tiles
road for community) under MIS rural connectivity Technical Sanction No. MANREGA.

B. 1. Please supply the action taken reports for the above said works Part A(1,2,3,4,5).

Due to non receipt of the complete information, the appellant filed the complaint case in the

Commission and the notice was served to the Public Information Officer-cum-Block Development and

Panchayats Officer to appear before the Commission on 18.9.2019.

3. Due to technical problem in Video Conference Facility, the case was adjourned to 24.9.2019 and
the respondent stated that they have brought the information
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but due to absence of the complainant they were directed to send the same through registered post at the
address of the complainant and the complainant was advised to revert back to the authorities in case o
deficiencies with a copy to the Commission and the case was fixed for 16.10.2019 for further
proceedings.
4, On 16.10.2019, the case was again adjourned to 30.10.2019 due to technical fault in the Video
Conference Facility. On 30.10.2019, none was present on behalf of the respondents and the
Commission viewed it seriously and show casuse notice for penalty was issued to the Public Information
Officer along with the directions to remove the deficiencies i.e. all the papers should be attested, name of
the sarpanch and the extra amount asked by the respondent office be refunded to the complainant and
the case was adjourned to 21.11.2019.
5. On 21.11.2019 the representative of the respondent brought to the notice that two streets were
uprooted without any permission of the competent authority and till date no grant has been received from
the Central government and stated that on receipt of the grant under MANREGA scheme, the work will be
started. With regard to the uprooted of streets, the representative of the respondent stated that these
were uprooted before July, 2018 and no street has been uprooted during the months of July, 2018 to
April, 2019 and the directions were issued to the respondent to refund the remaining amount after
deduction of fees for the copies of document so provided to the information seeker.
6. On 10.12.2019 although the representative of the respondent was present but due to non
satisfaction of the complainant with the information as well as the non reply of the Public Information
Officer-cum-Block Development and Panchayats Officer in the case, the penalty of Rs.5000/- (Rupees
Five thousand only) was imposed and the case was adjourned to 10.1.2020.
7. On 10.1.2020, the complainant and the Public Information Officer-cum-Block Development and
Panchayats Officer, Ms Navdeep Kaur remained present during the course of hearing. The complainant
showed the complete statisfaction with the information so provided by the respondent-Public Information
Officer and also satisfied with the amount so refunded by the respondent. The Public Information Officer
filed the written submissions, which was taken on record and stated that she has transferrred the
applications under section 5(5) and 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 to the assistant Program Officer, MANREGA
as the same pertained to MANREGA scheme and with regard to the hearings she stated that she has not
received orders of dated 18.9.19, 24.9.19, 16.10.19, 30.10.19, 21.11.19, and 10.12.19 and only the
orders dated 18.9.2019, 30.10.2019 and 10.1.2019 have been
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received. She further stated that she was over busy as her profile mandates to look into
the development work of the villages, conduct, inquiries, attend to the rural public, keep
a check on work and conduct of sarpanches and other nominated members, carry out
works under MANREGA, look into court cases and encroachment issues etc. and also
working as State Nodal Officer, due to her outstanding work, for Solid Waste
management many times, she has to attend the meetings and give presentations too, to
the district heads and fellow BDPOs. She further requested that a mild view be taken in
view of the huge workload which has been assigned to her by the State Government
and requested to close the case and withdraw the penalty imposed upon her.

According to the written submissions of the Public Information Officer —cum-
Block Development and Panchayats Officer with regard to penalty imposed and
narrating the facts of the case, the Commission accept the plea put forth by her and the
penalty imposed upon Ms Navdeep Kaur, Public Information Officer-cum-Block
Development and Panchayats Officer is hereby withdrawn.

Since no more cause of action is left in this case as the complete information has
already been provided to the complainant to his entire satisfaction, the case is disposed
of and closed.

sd/-
Dated:14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Bhupinder Punj,

r/o # 186, village Luhara,

District Ludhiana. ....Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Ferozepur

First Appellate Authority

o/o State Transport Commissioner, Pb.

SCO 177-78, 1% Floor, Sector 17,

Chandigarh. ....Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3751 of 2019

ORDER

The case was listed for hearing on 17.12.2019 but was reserved to be
pronounced.

2. The brief of the case is that the appellant filed the RTI application with the Public
Information Officer to seek the following information :-

“ 1. 398 nigAg niichfed s9Etfedr 2AC 294 3 fH3t 1.1.2019 3 & & 20.6.2019 3
NeAT AfUGeIET fSHE HIET FI<Tet A< |

2. I8 MagAT Mehfed 39EHed 2AC 29 3 Ud ®feHAT © 2Ac faA
ITHTTI/FTET niedt niyed & »iEt st It &2 a1F, 87 JoHgdl/Eer miedt miyeg &
a™H W3 nirel 3. 399 foust qu R IS JaefanT A< |

3. {993 nigAT wehféar STEEd S oF 3 MUSAeT & uE »ir & oHe eI,
fBu=t gu <9 HIEMIT gaerfent A< |

4. fIaTds »iaATd meHfex ST dAe e 3 U 3aeifed SfeAAt © A fan
YWEHd M3 JIHIIT & THdY S8 % T A%, ©F MeEHT W3 IIHTST T &TH M3 niger
fBu=t qu <9 HIEMIT gaerfent A< |

5. fIaTds MiaATd MeHfex ST CAC e 3 U STEedl BTERAT © 2AC && I3
2% © BUT AATT ¥ 5% o ALAL.ZLE. aHT T aE Is, fagt € 9t 2 3 §% It 39 <t
JfsGaret gt I, 8F a9 &t foaafsar =St 1.1.2019 3 20.6.2019 3x =t ALSt. feo

fJAIS AJS HISHT FI<Tet A< |
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6. fIaas nigAg St 1.1.2019 3 &  20.6.2019 § nienfea ST €& 3 7 U STEIf<ar
BTERAT T 3¢T Micdt MYed | &T I SAC UA/SS © deH T’ SATIIHTT @¢ it Hdgmr
FIeEmt AE |
7. fITIs NiEATT nireHfex SIEHIT TAC S 3 3T Mt MYed =28 & T U SIeifed
SferAt © cAc AN fEed9 @8 7 »udtars <OH BT IR, B8F »udtans godt i it
1.1.2019 3 & & 20.6.2019 3 Tt IATIAHET @ UMt HIEMT Fgeremft ATE |
8. fITIs MgHT MeHfed ST SAC 2 3 U IIeH<dT BEAA A9l 596 3 Ufas’ A
I3 ' gATfEct T AIdede fadarg I& Hfamr Afer I, 8F AIdtfede et fifst 1.1.2019 &
20.6.2019 3 A A9 13 U I9Efdr FTEAAT € &% Sd AICHede dnff IAdiarer e@c
ot HIEhT et ArE | ”

He filed the similar application to almost all the Secretary, Regional Transport,
Authorities of the Punjab state.

3. During the hearing on 17.12.2019, the appellant stated that the respondent authorities
are not providing the complete information to him. However, the representative of the
respondents stated that the information sought by the appellant has already been provided vide
No. RTA/Ferozepur/588 dated 2.7.2019 i.e. whatever available in the office concerning his RTI
application. Regarding the rest of the information, the representative of the respondents stated
that it is not maintained in their office and the office has to create the same and is a voluminous,
which is not according to the provisions of the RTI Act.

4, The representative of the respondents also referred the instructions of DOPT circulated
vide their letter dated 1/18/2011/IR dated 16.09.2011 stating that “the undersigned is directed to
invite attention to this Department’s O.M.No0.1/4/2009-IR dated 5.10.2009 whereby a guide on
the Right to Information Act, 2005 was circulated para 10 of Part 1 of the Guide, inter alia,
stated that only such information can be supplied under the Act which already exists and is held
by the public authority or held under the control of the public authority. The Public Information
Officer is not supposed to create information; or to interpret information; or to solve the
problems raised by the applicants; or to furnish replies to hypothetical questions.

5. The representative of the respondents further stated that the same issue has been
elaborated by the Supreme Court of India in the matter of Central Board of Secondary
Education & Anr. Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors (Civil Appeal No.6454 of 2011) reported as
2011(3)RCT(Civil) as follows:-

“At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act. The
RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear
from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’ and ‘right to
information’ under clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any
information in the form of data or analysed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant
may access such information, subject to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But
where the

Contd..P/3



Appeal Case No. 3751 of 2019
-3-
information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where
such information is not required to be maintained under any law or the rules or
regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon the
public authority, to collect or collate such non available information and then
furnish it to an applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish
information which require drawing of inferences and/or making of assumptions. It
is also not required to provide ‘advice’ or ‘opinion’ to an applicant, nor required to
obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ to an applicant. The reference to

‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of ‘information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only

refers to such material available in the records of the public authority. Many

public authorities have, as a public relation exercise, provide advice, guidance
and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary and should not be
confused with any obligation under the RTI Act.”

Hon’ble Apex Court further held that “The RTI Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development
and integration, or to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its
citizens-- Nor should it be converted into a tool of oppression or intimidation of
honest officials striving to do their duty-National does not want a scenario where
75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collection and
furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties----
Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure
of all the sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the
functioning of public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counter-
productive as it will adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result
in the executive getting bogged down with the non-productive work of collecting
and furnishing information”.

6. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the
Appellant/information seeker has sought the information which needs to be
created/manufactured and collated for supplying the same directly to the information-
seeker. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has time and again said that the information
envisaged under the Act is that which is available on the records of a public authority.
Their Lordships held that though an information-seeker is entitled to all the information
available on the records of public authority. No public authority is supposed to create or
manufacture information for the benefit of the information seeker. This is a crux of the
judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme court of India.

In some points the information-seeker has sought information by raising
guestions, how many, how much etc. which is not available on the record of the public
authority and cannot be supplied by the PIO as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

Information sought by the appellant is voluminous and is to be collected from
other public authorities working under its control is exempted under Section 7(9) of the
RTI Act, 2005, which speaks, “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the

Contd..P/4



Appeal Case No. 3751 of 2019
-4-
form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of
public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in
guestion.

7. The representative of the respondents further drawn the attention of the
Commission towards the decision in ICAI v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC781 the
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that:-

"39. We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to
information intended to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to
reduce corruption, falling under Sections 4(1)(b)and (c) and other information
which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing corruption. The
competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach
unmanageable proportions affecting other public interests, which include efficient
operation of public authorities and the Government, preservation of confidentiality
of sensitive information and optimum use of limited fiscal resources."

8. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the appellant has failed
to establish any public interest for seeking such voluminous information from all the
Secretary, Regional Transport Authorities including the Ferozepur, therefore, he
requests for the closure of the case.

9. After hearing both the parties, and having examined the information sought for by
the appellant, and the information so provided by the respondents, and considering the
judicial decisions as mentioned herein, and as per the provisions of the RTI Act, the
Commission is of the view that no further cause of action is left in this case, hence, the
case is disposed of and closed.

sd/-
Dated: 14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.
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PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.

Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Bhupinder Punj,

r/o # 186, village Luhara,

District Ludhiana. ....Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Hoshiarpur

First Appellate Authority

o/o State Transport Commissioner, Pb.

SCO 177-78, 1% Floor, Sector 17,

Chandigarh. ....Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3770 of 2019

ORDER

The case was listed for hearing on 17.12.2019 but was reserved to be
pronounced.

2. The brief of the case is that the appellant filed the RTI application with the Public
Information Officer to seek the following information :-
" 1. 998 NIGATT I T TG JUEET T IH [IH FH € IIHTSE § MU HE ©
JaH T 3fg3 fAR U39 It Afimr famr 3, 87 S9HgGT @7 &0 w3 8 U39 <t
IACISHTT @¢ Ut HIE T J9=et A< |
2. XI5 MEgATT 29T T TH6 SURE @ oH fAR JgHTIT 3% fam &y <F
niret. 3t &9 disT 7w I, 87 »iet.st. €7 aTH Wi 399 Hags ™ JaeTfent A< |
3. fITIS MEAT oI & Id6 SURE ©F IH AR S9HTIr @& oisT Aer J,
BrdT gdt fouae < IATEHETT @@ St HIe ™ JI<et A< |
4. fIT98 WigAT c9a T 96 URE ©F oM AR J9Hg&t @& o3 AeT J,
83 I9 faus fagz =e3dt aH a9s & nmy i @8 yTredt fest It I, @R aHf ©
YTTadt U3TT Tt IACTAHTT 8¢ andtft NS aerentt A7z |
5. fIST98 nigA™d 2JT &7 TH6 URE ©F IH fAA JgHTTT @& 3T A7er J,
A U39 It iy 7 €8 29 27 Ir6 TUTET T oM M3 YITadl B © Bl AJaTd
TASRAT 3 JASHI I6 © niftarg fest famr I, 8F U39 € IACIaHer @ it

HIST IS A< |
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6. g8 nigATg fist 1.5.2019 3 & & 20.6.2019 3 d® fdd I & THS
TUTE I, 9K © A6 fIH IgHTS ©F miret St few Tue g, €/ nret st S

IUCeTEH It © 3997 T BITT I WGAT fBHAC HIEMT JI<Tet A=< |

7. fIXTIS WieAT 29T &7 6 URE & oH A JIHaaT &% 3T 7w ?r,

8r<t gwdt far IfrAeg few &=t At I, 87 Ifmeg & W3t 112018 ¥ &

20.6.2019 3 F IACIIATT e anﬂ)-ﬁre?waae@rﬂﬂ@

8. fgaras wigAd fiHE 1.5.2019 3 & o 20.6.2019 3 2 & IOT IT A6

AN 7 fog9s dfuBest 8 Ao &St famm, R AW foa9s it sAeianer &2

Sttt Haghor gaeet 71 |

9. fI98 »igHS 29 & e06 TURE &el faus I3 TAZ=H Agdr 3¢ Irdie

I3, feust gu <9 Hoghr gggerfent A< "
3. During the hearing on 17.12.2019, the appellant stated that the respondent
authorities are not providing the complete information to him. However, the
representative of the respondents stated that the information sought by the appellant
has been provided vide No.RTA/1496 dated 16.12.2019, copy of the same letter along
with the information has been given to the appellant during the course of hearing with a
copy to the Commission, which has been taken on record. He further stated that
whatever information available in the office concerning the RTI application of the
appellant the same has been provided. The representative of the respondents also
stated that the similar information has been asked by the appellant from almost all the
Regional Transport Authorities of Punjab State.
4, The representative of the respondents also referred the instructions of DOPT
circulated vide their letter dated 1/18/2011/IR dated 16.09.2011 stating that “the
undersigned is directed to invite attention to this Department's O.M.No.1/4/2009-IR
dated 5.10.2009 whereby a guide on the Right to Information Act, 2005 was circulated
para 10 of Part 1 of the Guide, inter alia, stated that only such information can be
supplied under the Act which already exists and is held by the public authority or held
under the control of the public authority. The Public Information Officer is not supposed
to create information; or to interpret information; or to solve the problems raised by the
applicants; or to furnish replies to hypothetical questions.

5. The representative of the respondents further stated that the same issue has
been elaborated by the Supreme Court of India in the matter of Central Board of
Secondary Education & Anr. Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors (Civil Appeal No.6454 of
2011) reported as 2011(3)RCT(Civil) as follows:-

“At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act.
The RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This
is clear from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’
and ‘right to information’ under clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a
public authority has any information in the form of data or analysed data, or
abstracts, or statistics, an applicant may access such information, subject to the
exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But where the
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information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where
such information is not required to be maintained under any law or the rules or
regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon the
public authority, to collect or collate such non available information and then
furnish it to an applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish
information which require drawing of inferences and/or making of assumptions. It
is also not required to provide ‘advice’ or ‘opinion’ to an applicant, nor required to
obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ to an applicant. The reference to

‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of ‘information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only

refers to such material available in the records of the public authority. Many

public authorities have, as a public relation exercise, provide advice, guidance
and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary and should not be
confused with any obligation under the RTI Act.”

Hon’ble Apex Court further held that “The RTI Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development
and integration, or to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its
citizens-- Nor should it be converted into a tool of oppression or intimidation of
honest officials striving to do their duty-National does not want a scenario where
75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collection and
furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties----
Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure
of all the sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the
functioning of public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counter-
productive as it will adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result
in the executive getting bogged down with the non-productive work of collecting
and furnishing information”.

6. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the
Appellant/information seeker has sought the information which needs to be
created/manufactured and collated for supplying the same directly to the information-
seeker. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has time and again said that the information
envisaged under the Act is that which is available on the records of a public authority.
Their Lordships held that though an information-seeker is entitled to all the information
available on the records of public authority. No public authority is supposed to create or
manufacture information for the benefit of the information seeker. This is a crux of the
judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme court of India.

In some points the information-seeker has sought information by raising
guestions, how many, how much etc. which is not available on the record of the public
authority and cannot be supplied by the PIO as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

Information sought by the appellant is voluminous and is to be collected from
other public authorities working under its control is exempted under Section 7(9) of the
RTI Act, 2005, which speaks, “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the

Contd..P/4



Appeal Case No. 3770 of 2019
-4-
form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of
public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in
guestion.

7. The representative of the respondents further drawn the attention of the
Commission towards the decision in ICAl v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC781 the
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that:-

"39. We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to
information intended to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to
reduce corruption, falling under Sections 4(1)(b)and (c) and other information
which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing corruption. The
competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach
unmanageable proportions affecting other public interests, which include efficient
operation of public authorities and the Government, preservation of confidentiality
of sensitive information and optimum use of limited fiscal resources."

8.  After hearing both the parties, and having examined the information sought for by
the appellant, and the information so provided by the respondents, and considering the
judicial decisions as mentioned herein, and as per the provisions of the RTI Act, the
Commission is of the view that no further cause of action is left in this case, hence, the
case is disposed of and closed.

sd/-
Dated: 14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.
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Sh. Bhupinder Punj,

r/o # 186, village Luhara,

District Ludhiana. ....Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Ludhiana

First Appellate Authority

o/o State Transport Commissioner, Pb.

SCO 177-78, 1% Floor, Sector 17,

Chandigarh. ....Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3750 of 2019

ORDER

The case was listed for hearing on 17.12.2019 but was reserved to be
pronounced.

2. The brief of the case is that the appellant filed the RTI application with the Public
Information Officer to seek the following information :-

“ 1. 398 nigAg nicnfed sTTEtfedr 2AC 29 3 TH3T 1.1.2019 T & & 20.6.2019 3
NeAT AfUGeIET fSHE HIET FI<Tet A< |

2. I8 MagAT Mehfed 39EHed 2AC 29 3 Ud ®feHAT © 2Ac faA
ITHTTI/FTET niedt mjed &t »iEt st It &2 a2, 87 JoHgl/Eer miedt miyeg &
a™H W3 niret 3. 399 foust qu ffg HIESh JaefanT A< |

3. {993 nigHT wiehféar STEEd S oF 3 MUSAeT & uE »ir & oHe eI,
fBu=t gu <9 HIEMIT gaerfent A< |

4. fIards "iaATd meHfex SIEHedr eAC 2o 3 U 3TEifed »fernt © 2Ae fan
YWEHd M3 JIHIIT & THdY S8 % T A%, ©F MeEHT W3 IIHTST T &TH M3 niger
fBu=t qu <9 HIEMIT gaerfent A< |

5. fIaTds MiaATd MeHfex STEHedr eAC 2 3 Ud STEIf<dr HITEAAT € AT & &
% € BUT AATT T 5% o ALALZLE. T &T T I8, fagt € It ¢ 3 9% It a9 =t
JfsGaret gt I, 8F a9 &t foaafsar =St 1.1.2019 3 20.6.2019 3x <t ALSt. feo

fJATIS AJo HISHT FI<Tet A< |
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6. fIaas nighg St 1.1.2019 3 & F 20.6.2019 § nieHfed IR <& 3 A7 U STEHa
BTERAT ¥ 3¢T Mgt MYed | &T I CAC UA/SS © deH T’ SATISHTT @ it Hagh
FIeEmt AE |
7. fITIs NiEAT Mehfex SIEHRA SAC S 3 I'eT Micat MeT I3 BT IT U SIet<d
SferAt © cAc AN fEed9 @8 7 »udtars <OH BT IR, B8F »udtans godt i it
1.1.2019 3 & X 20.6.2019 3 Tt IATIIHET @ Uit HIEMT Igereit 71E |
8. fIATIs MgHT MeHfed ST SAC o 3 U SIEH<dr BTERA Adr &I6 3 Ufos 7
I3 ' gATfEct T AIdede fadarg I& Hfamr Afer I, 8F AIdtfede et fifst 1.1.2019 &
20.6.2019 3 A9 AGT 13 U IEfedr FTEAAT @ &% &d AdcHede o IACIaHeT &2
ot HIEhT et ArE | ”

He filed the similar application to almost all the Secretary, Regional Transport,
Authorities of the Punjab state.

3. During the hearing on 17.12.2019, the appellant stated that the respondent authorities
are not providing the complete information to him. However, the representative of the
respondents stated that the information sought by the appellant has been provided vide No.
10422 dated 16.12.2019, copy of the same letter along with the information has been given to
the appellant during the course of hearing with a copy to the Commission, which has been taken
on record. He further stated that whatever information available in the office concerning his RTI
application the same has been provided, except that in which the information has to be created.
Regarding the rest of the information, the representative of the respondents stated that it is not
maintained in their office and the office has to create the same and is a voluminous, which is not
according to the provisions of the RTI Act.

4, The representative of the respondents also referred the instructions of DOPT circulated
vide their letter dated 1/18/2011/IR dated 16.09.2011 stating that “the undersigned is directed to
invite attention to this Department’s O.M.No.1/4/2009-IR dated 5.10.2009 whereby a guide on
the Right to Information Act, 2005 was circulated para 10 of Part 1 of the Guide, inter alia,
stated that only such information can be supplied under the Act which already exists and is held
by the public authority or held under the control of the public authority. The Public Information
Officer is not supposed to create information; or to interpret information; or to solve the
problems raised by the applicants; or to furnish replies to hypothetical questions.

5. The representative of the respondents further stated that the same issue has been
elaborated by the Supreme Court of India in the matter of Central Board of Secondary
Education & Anr. Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors (Civil Appeal N0.6454 of 2011) reported as
2011(3)RCT(Civil) as follows:-

“At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act. The
RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear
from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’ and ‘right to
information’ under clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any
information in the form of data or analysed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant
may access such information, subject to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But
where the
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information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where
such information is not required to be maintained under any law or the rules or
regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon the
public authority, to collect or collate such non available information and then
furnish it to an applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish
information which require drawing of inferences and/or making of assumptions. It
is also not required to provide ‘advice’ or ‘opinion’ to an applicant, nor required to
obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ to an applicant. The reference to

‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of ‘information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only

refers to such material available in the records of the public authority. Many

public authorities have, as a public relation exercise, provide advice, guidance
and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary and should not be
confused with any obligation under the RTI Act.”

Hon’ble Apex Court further held that “The RTI Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development
and integration, or to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its
citizens-- Nor should it be converted into a tool of oppression or intimidation of
honest officials striving to do their duty-National does not want a scenario where
75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collection and
furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties----
Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure
of all the sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the
functioning of public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counter-
productive as it will adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result
in the executive getting bogged down with the non-productive work of collecting
and furnishing information”.

6. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the
Appellant/information seeker has sought the information which needs to be
created/manufactured and collated for supplying the same directly to the information-
seeker. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has time and again said that the information
envisaged under the Act is that which is available on the records of a public authority.
Their Lordships held that though an information-seeker is entitled to all the information
available on the records of public authority. No public authority is supposed to create or
manufacture information for the benefit of the information seeker. This is a crux of the
judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme court of India.

In some points the information-seeker has sought information by raising
guestions, how many, how much etc. which is not available on the record of the public
authority and cannot be supplied by the PIO as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

Information sought by the appellant is voluminous and is to be collected from
other public authorities working under its control is exempted under Section 7(9) of the
RTI Act, 2005, which speaks, “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the
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form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of
public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in
guestion.

7. The representative of the respondents further drawn the attention of the
Commission towards the decision in ICAI v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC781 the
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that:-

"39. We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to
information intended to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to
reduce corruption, falling under Sections 4(1)(b)and (c) and other information
which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing corruption. The
competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach
unmanageable proportions affecting other public interests, which include efficient
operation of public authorities and the Government, preservation of confidentiality
of sensitive information and optimum use of limited fiscal resources."

8. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the appellant has failed
to establish any public interest for seeking such voluminous information from all the
Secretary, Regional Transport Authorities including the Ludhiana, therefore, he requests
for the closure of the case.

9. After hearing both the parties, and having examined the information sought for by
the appellant, and the information so provided by the respondents, and considering the
judicial decisions as mentioned herein, and as per the provisions of the RTI Act, the
Commission is of the view that no further cause of action is left in this case, hence, the
case is disposed of and closed.

sd/-
Dated: 14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.
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PUNJAB STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
Red Cross Building, Near Rose Garden,
Madhya Marg, Sector 16, Chandigarh.
Ph: 0172-2864100-101, Fax 0172 2864110

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com, Email:pcic20@punjabmail.gov.in

Sh. Bhupinder Punj,

r/o # 186, village Luhara,

District Ludhiana. ....Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Patiala

First Appellate Authority

o/o State Transport Commissioner, Pb.

SCO 177-78, 1% Floor, Sector 17,

Chandigarh. ....Respondents

Appeal Case No. 3768 of 2019

ORDER
The case was listed for hearing on 17.12.2019 but was reserved to be pronounced.

2. The brief of the case is that the appellant filed the RTI application with the Public
Information Officer to seek the following information :-

“1.  fI93 nigAT wiehfed 39EEar 2AC c9a 3 3t 1.1.2019 3 & & 20.6.2019 3T U

sfugearety fwAe HIET J9<Tet A< |
2. fISTI8 WIGHTT TR STTEIedl 2AC 29 3 U BERAT & ZAC for JgHgTgI/3TeT niedt

mMed ©f el 3. It BT IE, 87 JgHTTS/ETeT miedt niied T &H i el st S99 feust
U fEg HIEM Fa<fent /< |

3. a8 nigHg nrenféar sTeifar S ¢d 3 MudlaeT € ye i J <re fe3, feust gu
fRT HIE™ IgefenT A< |
4. fI98 AT nieHfed STEHEa 2re ¢ 3 Ud STEtfd fErAT € 2Ae fam nigha ni3

IIHEST EF Tudy 9 BT ¥ He, TH WEAT N3 JIHTGT & 3TH WS niger feusit gu <9
HIET F3efam™ A< |

5. faargs viaATg nieHfex 3TEedr 2Ae 2 3 U SIEifedr SfERAT © 2AC & I8 oo ©
8uUd AATT ¥ 5% 7 ALAL.ETE. T BT T Is, figt € It ¢ 3 9% I a9 & AfsEaret Jet
3, B a9 &t fgarafSar i3t 1.1.2019 3 20.6.2019 3 &t Ar.3t. feg foargs 9 HIEM Fg<eT
e
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6. fIaas nighg St 1.1.2019 3 & F 20.6.2019 § nieHfed IR <& 3 A7 U STEHa
BTERAT T 3¢T Mt MYed | &T I SAC UA/SS © deH T SATIIHTT @¢ it Hagmr
FIeEmt AE |
7. fITIs NiaAT Mehfex SIEHRA SAC S 3 I'eT Micat MeT 28 BT IT U SIet<d
SferAt © cAc AN fEed9 @8 7 »udtars <OH BT IR, B8F »udtans godt i it
1.1.2019 3 & X 20.6.2019 3 it IATIAHET @ it HIEMT Ig=reit 71E |
8. fIATIs MgHT MeHfed ST SAC o 3 U SIEH<dr BTERA Adr &I6 3 Ufos 7
I3 ' gATfEct T AIdifede fadarg 2% Hfamr Afer I, 8F AIdtfede Tt fifst 1.1.2019 &
20.6.2019 3 AG AGT 13 U ITEfedr FTEAAT @ &% Sd AICHede dnff IACareT @2
ot HIEhT et ArE | ”

He filed the similar application to almost all the Secretary, Regional Transport,
Authorities of the Punjab state.

3. During the hearing on 17.12.2019, the appellant stated that the respondent authorities
are not providing the complete information to him. However, the representative of the
respondents stated that the information sought by the appellant is voluminious and the office is
not maintaining the information as sought by the appellant, hence, showed his inability to
provide the information. He further stated that the information concerning his RTI application is
not maintained in their office and the office has to create the same, which will be a clear
violation of the provisions of the RTI Act.

4, The representative of the respondents also referred the instructions of DOPT circulated
vide their letter dated 1/18/2011/IR dated 16.09.2011 stating that “the undersigned is directed to
invite attention to this Department’s O.M.No.1/4/2009-IR dated 5.10.2009 whereby a guide on
the Right to Information Act, 2005 was circulated para 10 of Part 1 of the Guide, inter alia,
stated that only such information can be supplied under the Act which already exists and is held
by the public authority or held under the control of the public authority. The Public Information
Officer is not supposed to create information; or to interpret information; or to solve the
problems raised by the applicants; or to furnish replies to hypothetical questions.”

5. The representative of the respondents further stated that the same issue has been
elaborated by the Supreme Court of India in the matter of Central Board of Secondary
Education & Anr. Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors (Civil Appeal No0.6454 of 2011) reported as
2011(3)RCT(Civil) as follows:-

“At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act. The
RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear
from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’ and ‘right to
information’ under clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any
information in the form of data or analysed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant
may access such information, subject to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But
where the
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information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where
such information is not required to be maintained under any law or the rules or
regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon the
public authority, to collect or collate such non available information and then
furnish it to an applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish
information which require drawing of inferences and/or making of assumptions. It
is also not required to provide ‘advice’ or ‘opinion’ to an applicant, nor required to
obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ to an applicant. The reference to

‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of ‘information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only

refers to such material available in the records of the public authority. Many

public authorities have, as a public relation exercise, provide advice, guidance
and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary and should not be
confused with any obligation under the RTI Act.”

Hon’ble Apex Court further held that “The RTI Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development
and integration, or to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its
citizens-- Nor should it be converted into a tool of oppression or intimidation of
honest officials striving to do their duty-National does not want a scenario where
75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collection and
furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties----
Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure
of all the sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the
functioning of public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counter-
productive as it will adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result
in the executive getting bogged down with the non-productive work of collecting
and furnishing information”.

6. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the
Appellant/information seeker has sought the information which needs to be
created/manufactured and collated for supplying the same directly to the information-
seeker. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has time and again said that the information
envisaged under the Act is that which is available on the records of a public authority.
Their Lordships held that though an information-seeker is entitled to all the information
available on the records of public authority. No public authority is supposed to create or
manufacture information for the benefit of the information seeker. This is a crux of the
judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme court of India.

In some points the information-seeker has sought information by raising
guestions, how many, how much etc. which is not available on the record of the public
authority and cannot be supplied by the PIO as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

Information sought by the appellant is voluminous and is to be collected from
other public authorities working under its control is exempted under Section 7(9) of the
RTI Act, 2005, which speaks, “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the
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form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of
public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in
guestion.

7. The representative of the respondents further drawn the attention of the
Commission towards the decision in ICAI v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC781 the
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that:-

"39. We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to
information intended to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to
reduce corruption, falling under Sections 4(1)(b)and (c) and other information
which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing corruption. The
competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach
unmanageable proportions affecting other public interests, which include efficient
operation of public authorities and the Government, preservation of confidentiality
of sensitive information and optimum use of limited fiscal resources."

8. Further, the representative of the respondents stated that the appellant has failed
to establish any public interest for seeking such voluminous information from all the
Secretary, Regional Transport Authorities including the Patiala, therefore, he requests
for the closure of the case.

9. After hearing both the parties, considering the judicial decisions as mentioned
herein, and as per the provisions of the RTI Act, the Commission is of the view that the
respondents must provide the total number of driving test taken for the issurance of
permanent licence, the name of officer and official incharge of test track to the appellant
within 7 days from the issuance of this order. With these observations, the present case
is disposed of and closed. However, the liberty is granted to the appellant to revert
back due to non receipt of the same within 10 days from the issuance of this order.

sd/-
Dated: 14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.
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Sh. Bhupinder Punj,
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Appeal Case No. 3761 of 2019

ORDER
The case was listed for hearing on 17.12.2019 but was reserved to be pronounced.

2. The brief of the case is that the appellant has sought the following information in the
instant case along with almost all of the Secretary, Regional Authorities of the Punjab State.

fgaras nigA™g ST 11.03.2019 3° & & 20.3.2019 3 nifAASE 2IAUde nierd, fedayud
& fawr fedmug @ 3T nitd IHITAMIS ST &t ST Ifcdr €97 1 ISt © o7& o2
e, Hd 3 1 gIHET H®NT famim, &3erg 39y nigA™g o2 I I&aT €t w3 7 HA 3
AIHTST THE IIX THTET St aret, Bat dhrf & wFterg 39T nigATE @ andnrt fagift
Wwﬁﬂ%@wwmﬁgmﬁaﬂwmw €8x 39 oz T Quat Tt
%’TWB@HW%‘E’WWWWH&%ﬁWZWWW%
A=Ett arstort, B3terg d99 nigAg faodt faost a8t faos faoz g feo faost faost
I § g€ 13T e, foa9s nigAS feust gu 99 foAe HaghT gaeret A< w3 fegt de
St e foo3 foas dadwmmﬁwmﬁwmmwﬁ
% I a9 &3t gt WWW@%@&?WWWWE%
S IAdtaReT a3t As | Ifdr €976 | Agarg dist & @93 i3t aret, AdardT dist =
IMACHS 399 »3 &1 g ©F < BIILT I NigHT ac st ffst 7 »iz Ifcar g%
faoz faoz ufsR yemH »= AIXST JoHE S & Hgedt R Ifdar ISt aretl ufsA
HBHHT »13 AT IHTGMT & &7 foust gu 99 Hogh J9ee A’
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3. During the hearing on 17.12.2019, the appellant states that the respondent
authorities are not providing the complete information to him. However, the
representative of the respondents submits the copy of the letter bearing No. 1497/RTA-
Hoshiarpur dated 16.12.2019, which is taken on record, in which it is submitted that
“gg39l 998 migAg nifAree »ia.2t.e. gfmiayus =% 3T 11.03.2019 3 20.03.2019
3 fragr gfimaug & IT nieg aHIr® dghet & Jamer Ifdar &t st argt1”

4. After going through the submissions of the appellant as well as the respondents
Commission is of the view that no cause of action is left in this case, hence, the case is
disposed of and closed.

sd/-
Dated: 14.2.2020 (Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner,
Punjab.



