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Dalbir Singh Urf Gora

S/o Sh. Dara Singh,

Village – Bohru Block Attari,

Teh. & Distt. - Amritsar



         


 ..…Complainant
Vs
Sh. Surinder Pal,

Block Dev. &

Panchayat Officer, 

Attari (Amritsar)

Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Distt. Dev. &

Panchayat Officer, 

Amritsar 







   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2162 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Dalbir Singh,   complainant  in person.
 Sh.  Rajesh Kumar, Panchayat Secretary,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

The RTI application is dated  24.08.2012.  The information demanded pertains to  

The complaint with the Commission is dated  11.06.2013.

Sh.  Rajesh Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, Village – Bohru Block Attari, who 

appeared on behalf of the respondent, in today’s hearing, states that substantial information  has already been supplied to the complainant - Sh. Dalbir Singh.  He also hands over the remaining information   to the complainant during the hearing via Video Conference today.
The complainant is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to 
him by the respondent-PIO, in writing and the respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.

Sh. Surinder Pal, who is B. D. P. O., Attari is directed to file his status report, in the 

shape of an affidavit, regarding action taken by him on the RTI request filed by the applicant which must be accompanied with supporting  documents  as per official–record before or on the next date of hearing.      

The case is adjourned to  17th September, 2013 (Tuesday) at 11:00 A. M. 
through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Jaswant Singh

S/o Sh. Bahadur Singh,

16/17, Khalsa College Avenue.

P. O. - Khalsa College,

Mehnga Singh Road,


Amritsar – 143002




         


 ..…Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Deputy Commissioner

of Police, Punjab, Amritsar





   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2170 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Jaswant Singh,   complainant  in person.
i) Sh. Harjit Singh, A. C. P. ;
ii) Sh. Kulwant Rai. A. S. I., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
  Heard via Video Conference.

 
  The RTI application is dated  07.05.2013.  The information demanded pertains to FIR  No. 12 dated 18.01.2012,P.S.-Kotwali, Amritsar. The complaint with the Commission is dated  11.06.2013.

The complainant – Sh. Jaswant Singh, who appeared in person at Chandigarh 

alleges that no information has been supplied to him by the respondent-PIO.

Sh. Harjit Singh, A. C. P. and Sh. Kulwant Rai. A. S. I., who appeared on behalf of 
the respondent in today’s hearing, states that  a reply has been given to the complainant – Sh. Jaswant Singh  on 20.06.2013 stating that the relevant documents in connection with the information has been sought for by the complainant is lying in the custody of court of  Sh. G. S. Bakshi, Addl. District and Sessions Judge, Amritsar and hence the same could not be supplied to him. He added that the applicant has been asked to take the information from the court of Sh. G. S. Bakshi, Addl. Session Judge, Amritsar.


As per Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, Sh. Harjit Singh, A. C.P.,  was bound to transfer that RTI application of the complainant to the PIO of the office of Addl. Session Judge, Amritsar but in this case the respondent-PIO has failed to do so.

 The respondent-PIO is directed to explain that why he failed to fulfil  his 

responsibilities  assigned  to him under section 6(3) of the RTI Act.  He is also directed to file status report regarding the action taken by him on the RTI application of the complainant -Sh. Jaswant Singh.                                                                                             Contd..2/-
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The case is adjourned to  17th September, 2013( Tuesday)at 11:00 A. M. 
through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Surinder Singh

S/o Mehar Singh,

59-A, Rani Ka Bagh,

Near Mata Ka Mandir,

Amritsar





         


 ..…Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Commissioner

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar







   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2179 of 2013

Present :
None on behalf of the  complainant.
i) Sh. Sanjeev Devgan, Building Inspector ;
ii) Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard via Video Conference
The RTI application is dated  07.05.2013.  The information demanded pertains to 
action taken report on letter dated 18.02.2013 given vide Diary No. 7687 dated  18.02.2013. The complaint with the Commission is dated 12.06.2013.

Sh. Sanjeev Devgan, Building Inspector and Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate, who 

appeared on behalf of the respondent in today’s hearing, states that similar application of the complainant – Sh. Surinder Singh has already been taken up for hearing and was disposed of vide orders dated 29.01.2013 in C. C. No. 3366 of 2012 by the undersigned. A copy of the order dated 29.01.2013 is taken on record.


After examining the RTI application placed in C. C. No. 3366 of 2012, it was found that the contents of the application is different than that of application  moved in the present case  C. C. 2179 of 2013.

The respondent-PIO is directed to file a status report file his status report 
regarding action taken by him on the RTI request filed by the applicant which must be accompanied with supporting  documents  as per official–record before or on the next date of hearing.

The case is adjourned to  18th September, 2013( Wednesday)  at 10:30 A. M. 
in Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh.  
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
    SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Baldev Singh Sirsa

S/o Sh. Rasaal Singh,

Village -  Khanwal,

P.O. – Sarangdev ,

Tehsil – Ajnala,

Distt. - Amritsar




         


 ..…Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Distt. Controller,

Food Civil Supplies and

Consumer Affairs, Pb.,

Amritsar







   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2204 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa,   complainant  in person.
 Ms.  Harbans Kaur, Supdt.,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

The RTI application is dated  29.04.2013.  The information demanded pertains to 
tenders for loading and unloading of food grains on Grain Markets of  Tehsil Ajnala. The complaint with the Commission is dated 13.06.2013.

Ms.  Harbans Kaur, Supdt.,  who appeared on behalf of the respondent in today’s 

hearing,  states that the substanial information has been supplied to the complainant - Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa vide letter no. 2082 dated  27.05.2013.
      
The complainant - Sh. Baldev Singh Sirsa states that incomplete information has been supplied to him by the respondent-PIO. He also alleges that the respondent-PIO is harassing him deliberately and causing the delay in supplying the requisite information to him.

In view of the above,  PIO – Dr. Rakesh Kumar Singla, Distt. Controller of Food and 

Supplies, Amritsar will show cause under Section 20 (1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for willful delay/denial in supplying the information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the information-seeker under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.




In addition to his submission, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity under 
Section 20(1) provision, thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.
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He may note that in case he does not file his submission and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex-parte. 
He is also directed to file his status report regarding action taken by him on the 

RTI request filed by the applicant which must be accompanied with supporting  documents  as per official–record before or on the next date of hearing.
 
The case is adjourned to  12th September, 2013( Thursday)  at 10:30 A. M. in 
Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh.  
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
CC ;
Dr. Rakesh Kumar Singla, 
(Regd. Post0

Distt. Controller,

Food Civil Supplies and

Consumer Affairs, Pb.,

Ram Tirath Road,

Amritsar
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
    SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Gurbaksh Singh Shergill,

177, S. G. Enclave, Phase - 1,

P. O. – Pandori Waraich,

Majitha Road, Amritsar



         


 ..…Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Commissioner

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar







   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2221 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Gurbaksh Singh Shergill, complainant  in person.
i) Sh. Parminder Singh, Building Inspector ;
ii) Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

The RTI application is dated 31.01.2013.  The information demanded pertains to  
building plan of five storey building in Street – Kashmir Plaza, Amritsar. The complaint with the Commission is dated 14.06.2013.

Sh. Parminder Singh, Building Inspector and Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate, who 

appeared on behalf of the respondent, in today’s hearing states that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant - Sh. Gurbaksh Singh Shergill vide letter no. 640 dated  11.03.2013. A copy of the same is taken on record.  They also state that information in connection with point no. 3, 4 and 5 regarding building plan could not be supplied to the complainant as it is not in the possession of the PIO concerned. 
I have gone over the queries raised by the applicant - Sh. Gurbaksh Singh Shergill 

in his RTI request and the response given by the respondent-PIO concerned, I found it satisfactory.



In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
    SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Harish Patney, Advocate 

S/o Sh. Joginder Kumar,

HL – 102, PUDA Colony,

Green Avenue, 

Amritsar




         



 ..…Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  C. E. O.,

Zila Parishad,

Court Complex,

Amritsar







   
    ..…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  2251 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Harish Patney, complainant  in person.
i) Sh. Kirpal Singh, Deputy Chief Executive Officer, in person ;

ii) Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate,, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

The RTI application is dated  03.05.2013.  The information demanded pertains to 
attendance record of Sh. Rakesh Pal son of Sh. Baldev Raj, B.D.P.O. The complaint with the Commission is dated  30.05.2013.

Sh. Kirpal Singh, Deputy Chief Executive Officer and Sh. S. K. Sharma, Advocate, 

who appeared in person, in today’s hearing submits a letter no. 3566 dated 053.08.2013 stating that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant - Sh. Harish Patney vide letter dated 18.06.2013. A copy of the same is taken on record. They also produce a written-note signed by the complainant as an acknowledgement of having received the requisite information. It is taken on record.      

Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
         SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Suwinderjit Singh

S/o Sh. Swaran Singh,

162, Ajit Nagar,

Sultanwind Road,

Amritsar







      
          ..…Appellant







Vs




Public Information Officer 

O/o  The  Commissioner

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar

First Appellate Authority

O/o The  Commissioner

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar





     

          

  ..…Respondent





      Appeal  Case No. 1364 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Suwinderjit Singh,   appellant  person.

i) Sh. Suraj Parkash, Assistant ;
ii) Sh. Tehal Chand, Record Keeper, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

The RTI application is dated  04.01.2013.  The information demanded pertains to 
water supply and sewerage connection to Medical Enclave, Circular Road, Amritsar .The first appeal made to F.A.A. on 07.02.2013. The second appeal with the Commission is dated 05.06.2013.



The appellant - Sh. Suwinderjit Singh alleges that no information has been supplied to him by the respondent-PIO concerned so far.
Sh. Suraj Parkash, Assistant, and Sh. Tehal Chand, Record Keeper, who appeared 

on behalf of the respondent in today’s hearing, could not explain the reasons for non-supplying the requisite information to the appellant.
    After examining the documents placed on record, it emerges that there is a delay 

of more than seven months in supplying the requisite information to the information-seeker.
In view of the above,  PIO - Sh. Tilak Raj, Asstt. Commissioner (Tech.), M. C., 

Amritsar, will show cause under Section 20 (1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for wilful delay/denial in supplying the information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the information-seeker under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.
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In addition to his submission, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity under 
Section 20(1) provision, thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on 

the next date of hearing.



He may note that in case he does not file his submission and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex-parte. 
He is also directed to file his status report regarding action taken by him on the 

RTI request filed by the applicant which must be accompanied with supporting  documents  as per official–record before or on the next date of hearing.

The case is adjourned to  12th September, 2013( Thursday)at 10:30 A. M. in 
Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh . 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   







            (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
CC ;
Sh. Tilak Raj, 
Asstt. Commissioner (Tech.), 
(By Regd Post)            

 O/o The  Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar
         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
         SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Krishan   Kumar   Kaushik

S/o Sh. Ram Saroop,

Mohalla Mallian, Ward – 4,

ZIRA (Ferozepur)






      
          ..…Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer 

O/o  The Principal,

Govt. Girls Sr. Sec. School,

Zira (Ferozepur)

First Appellate Authority

O/o The Distt. Education Officer(S),

Ferozepur




     

          

  ..…Respondent





      Appeal  Case No. 1593 of 2013

ORDER



To be heard via Video Conference.

Today, the hearing in this  appeal case could not be held through Video 
Conference due to some technical reasons.

The RTI application is dated 17.04.2013.  The information demanded pertains to 

seven points regarding attendance record of Sh. Roop Singh, Teacher,  Govt. Girls Sr. Sec. School,  Zira from 01.04.2012 to 31.03.2013.  The first appeal is dated 20.05.2013.  The second appeal  with the Commission is dated 17.07.2013.



Ms. Kulwinder Kaur,  Principal, Govt. Girls Sr. Sec. School, Zira,  (Ferozepur),  who is the respondent PIO concerned, has  informed the Commission vide her letter  No. 2236 dated 30.07.2013, which has  been received in the Commission vide Diary No. 18389 dated 07.08.2013, that  since the information sought for by the appellant relates to third party, the same has been denied. She  also intimated that consents of the third party has also been taken under Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005.  Smt. Davinderpal Kaur, wife of Sh. Roop Singh, Teacher, vide her letter dated 22.04.2013 has  written to the PIO that no  information regarding the service  record of her husband be given to any body.


The appellant-  Sh. Krishan   Kumar   Kaushik, in his appeal, has stated that it  is mandatory for the PIO to supply the requisite information, which is purely  a public record , is not confidential and  the same cannot be denied.
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The respondent-PIO concerned is directed to appear in person on the next date of 

hearing to establish the fact that the information sought for by the appellant relates to third party as it lies in public domain.
The case is adjourned to  18th September, 2013( Wednesday)at 10:30 A. M. 
in Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh . 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
          STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
         SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Gurwant Singh,

10904, Basant Road,

Ind. Area – B,

Miller Ganj, Ludhiana - 141003






            ..…Appellant






Vs




Public Information Officer 

O/o  The Civil Surgeon,

Civil Hospital,

Ludhiana

First Appellate Authority

O/o The Civil Surgeon,

Civil Hospital,

Ludhiana 





     

          

  ..…Respondent





      Appeal  Case No. 1164 of 2013

Present :
Sh. Gulshan Kumar,  on behalf of the appellant. 

Sh.  Maheshwar Lal, Supdt, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard via Video Conference.

On the last date of hearing held on 16.07.2013  via Video Conference, the 

respondent-PIO offered inspection of office-record to the appellant so that he could identify the information and take certified copy of the same. Both the parties are mutually agreed to visit in the office of respondent-PIO on 19.07.2013 at 11:00 A. M. 



 Sh.  Maheshwar Lal, Supdt, who appeared on behalf of the respondent in today’s hearing states that neither the appellant nor his representative visited the office of respondent-PIO for inspection.


The respondent-PIO is directed to bring the office-record into the Commission on the next date of hearing so that the appellant identify the information and take certified copy of the same.
The case is adjourned to  12th September, 2013( Thursday)at 10:30 A. M. 
in Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh . 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





   













   (Chander Parkash)

 14th August, 2013              
                                       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Prabodh Chander Bali,

16 – Shiv Nagar,

Batala Road,

Amritsar - 143001
   
             
       
                    
 
   ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  SE/DS Suburban Circle,

Pb. State Power Corporation ltd.,

Green Avenue, Amritsar




         

   ..…Respondent


      
      Complaint  Case No.  3368 of 2012 
ORDER
The judgment in this complaint case was reserved on 04.04.2013.

Briefly, the facts of this case are as follows :

The RTI application is dated  23.04.2012.  The information demanded pertains to 
eight points  regarding electricity consumers.  The complainant with the Commission is dated 01.06.2012.



On the first date of hearing held on 20.12.2012 via Video Conference, the complainant - Sh. Prabodh Chander Bali, alleged that he was supplied information in connection with his RTI application dated 23.04.2012, on 19.12.2012 at his residence by  a representative of the respondent-PIO concerned.  He also states that the respondent-PIO wrote a letter to him on 13.06.2012 demanding fee to supply the requisite information despite the fact that respondent is bound to ask for fee within ten days from the date of receipt of the RTI application as per  Punjab Right to Information Rules, 2007. 

He further stated that he wrote a letter to the respondent-PIO that he should be 
supplied the information ‘free of cost’ as the respondent-PIO failed to demand the requisite fee from him within the stipulated period. 

He demanded that penal action should be taken against the respondent-PIO as per 
provisions of the RTI Act for causing inordinate delay in supplying him the requisite information . Subsequently, a show-cause was issued to Sh. Narinder Singh Bal, Chief Engineer, PSPCL, Amritsar under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act.
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On the hearing, held on 29.01.2013, Sh. Vijay Kumar,  S. D. O., who appeared on behalf of the respondent, submitted that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant – Sh. Prabodh Chander Bali.

 Sh.  Surendera M. Bhanot, who appeared on behalf of the complainant - Sh. 
Prabodh Chander Bali, stated that the complainant had received the requisite information.


But Sh. Narinder Singh Bal, Chief Engineer-cum-PIO, Suburban Circle, Pb. State 
Power Corporation ltd.,  Amritsar failed to submit his reply to show-cause issued to  him vide orders dated 20.12.2012.

Another opportunity was given to Sh. Narinder Singh Bal, Chief Engineer-cum-PIO, 
Suburban Circle, Pb. State Power Corporation ltd.,  Amritsar to file his reply to show-cause issued to  him vide orders dated 20.12.2012.

On the hearing, held on 05.03.2013, Sh.  Narinder Singh Bal,  C. E.-cum-PIO 
submitted his reply to the show cause issued to him vide  his memo. No. 4485 dated 01.03.2013.



In that reply, he pointed-out that information sought for by Sh. Bali through his RTI request was connected with four different offices of the PSPCL.



He added that information was collected from all the offices concerned and same was supplied to the information-seeker ‘free of cost’. Whatever delay has been caused in supplying the requisite information to Sh. Bali is due to the fact that lot of time was  consumed on the searching of relevant record and subsequently preparing the information sought for by Sh. Bali. 

In continuation of reply filed  through letter no. 4485 dated 01.03.2013, he filed 
another reply through memo no. 4611 dated 05.03.2013 during the hearing in the Commission on the same day. In that reply, he claimed that he has written to Sh. Manohar Singh, Addl. S. E. (West Commercial) on 14.05.2012 and 18.06.2012 by treating him as deemed PIO. Sh. Manohar Singh was directed to supply the information to information-seeker.



Similarly, S. D. E. (Commercial East Division), Amritsar has also written memo no. 1350 dated 12.12.2012 to Sr. Executive Engineer(Commercial East Division), Amritsar that information in connection with point no. 1, 3, 6, 7 is being supplied. As the information in connection with point no. 2, 4 and 5 is not available in the office and that same information is available in the office  of S. D. O. Suvidha Centre, Majitha Road, Amritsar and hence the same information has been supplied to Sh. Bali by Sh. Manohar Singh after taking the same from the office of Sr. XEN, East Commercial Division, Amritsar.



He states that remaining information was also supplied to the information-seeker.


 A copy of this reply was handed over to Sh. S. M. Bhanot, who appeared on behalf of the complainant – Sh. Bali and sought  some time to file a rejoinder to the  written reply  submitted  by  Sh.  Bal,  C.E-cum-PIO. The permission to file a rejoinder was allowed.
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On the hearing, held on 04.04.2013, Sh. Manohar Singh, Sr. Executive Engineer, who appeared on behalf of the respondent PIO,  submitted  a reply vide no. 7172 dated 02.04.2013 in which the respondent PIO has submitted his status report regarding action taken by him on the RTI request filed by the applicant. It was taken on record. 

Sh.  Bhanot, who appeared on behalf  of the complainant, also submitted a  
rejoinder  dated 08.03.2013 in response to the reply submitted by the respondent vide letter dated 01.03.2013. It was taken on record.



In that rejoinder, Sh. Bali states that the respondent-PIO admitted that he  forwarded his RTI request dated 23.04.2012  on 14.05.2013. As such the RTI matter was very sensitive and time bound process, the PIO took 21 days only for forwarding the RTI application to the concerned officer. 

On this score, the PIO proved to be totally unwilling to give right approach to RTI 
matters hence liable for penal action U/s 20.

He further stated that  first reminder was sent  by PIO on 18.06.2013 to APIO i. e. 
more than a month. The PIO was never serious to supply the information in time, otherwise he could have reminded within three four days interval to APIO to arrange information as duty bound to arrange and dispatched the information to the information-seeker.  The PIO has not made any reason for asking cost of Rs. 392/- on 13.06.2012 after fifty days while he was to do it within ten days as per rule 4 (4) of Punjab RTI Rules, 2007. How the PIO took fifty days for a job of ten says, is not explained by PIO.
The PIO has also not explained about the fate of letter dated 22.06.2012 wherein he 
made him aware that he was bound to provide the information free of cost. That letter was never replied and the PIO nor has explained for the reasons that why he did not supply the information when he became freshly aware his dutiful liability. 
The PIO presented the information on very first date of hearing at  video 
conference centre at Amritsar on 20.12.2012,  i. e. after eight months. The PIO has not explained the non supply of information for further 22.06.2012 to 20.12.2012 i. e. six months for sitting on information which was available and  ready with him. He has only woken up on 12.12.2012 and that too after the receipt of Notice from S. I. C., Punjab for appearance. 

The PIO has also failed to appear before the Commission reluctantly on 04.03.2013 
and that too after strict warning of the Commission. He has not explained that why he remained absent on previous dates when was desired by Commission.
I have gone over the reply dated 01.03.2013 submitted by  Sh.  Bal,  C. E-cum-PIO, I 
found that the explanation given by him is genuine. In view of the explanation, the show-cause issued to him is dropped. I also found that it is not a fit case to impose penalty upon the respondent-PIO.
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As the Complainant –  Sh. Bali has suffered a lot of detriments  on account of 
attending hearings in the Commission for getting information, a compensation of Rs. 2000/- (Rupees Two Thousand only) is awarded to him, which shall be paid by the public authority concerned by way of crossed cheque/Demand Draft to Sh. Bali and not from the bank account of any individual official. The respondent-PIO is also directed to produce a copy of the same in the Commission on the next date of hearing to establish the fact that order of the Commission has been complied with.

A copy of this order be sent to  C. E., Pb. State Power Corporation, Amritsar, to  
ensure  compliance  of  the  order.
The case is adjourned to 11th  September,  2013(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M. 
in Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh . 

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


   







       (Chander Parkash)

 14th  August, 2013              
                                

State Information Commissioner
CC :

The Chief Engineer, 

Pb. State Power Corporation, 

Amritsar
     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054








Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sardar Boota Singh

S/o Sh. Ram Saran Singh,

V. P. O. – Jandir Via Bhogpur,

Distt. - Jalandhar        
          

         




 ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Director,

S. C. E. R. T. Punjab,

6th Floor, P. S. Ed. B. Building,

Sector 62, Chandigarh




   

   
 ..…Respondent



       Complaint  Case No.  3793  of 2012
ORDER 


The judgment in this case was reserved on 22.05.2013.

The RTI application is dated  24.04.2012.  The information demanded pertains to 
criteria for the selection of the post of PTI in Education department. The complainant with the Commission is dated  05.12.2012.

On the first date of hearing, which was held on 10.01.2013, a show-cause was 
issued to the respondent-PIO office of S. C. E. R. T., Pb., Chandigarh under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for willful delay/denial of the information to the RTI applicant and as to why the compensation be not awarded to the information-seeker under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

On the second date of hearing, which was held on 12.02.2013, Ms. Rupali Tondon, 
Sr. Asstt., appeared on behalf of the respondent and promised in writing that complete information would be supplied to the complainant.

On this hearing,  Ms. Pankaj Sharma, the respondent-PIO was directed to file her 
reply to show-cause issued to her vide orders dated 10.01.2013 alongwith status report regarding action taken on the RTI request filed by the complainant.

On the third date of hearing, which was held on 13.03.2013, Ms. Pankaj Sharma, 
Deputy Director (School Administration) office of D. P. I. (S.E.), Pb., filed action taken report  through Ms. Rupali Tondon on the RTI request of the complainant – Sardar Boota Singh. The information, sought for by Sardar Boota Singh, has also been supplied to him.



However, Ms. Pankaj Sharma, failed to file a reply against the show-cause issued to her. She was given another opportunity to file reply to the show-cause issued to her. Apart from it, an interim compensation of Rs. 5000/- was awarded to the complainant for causing delay in supplying the requisite information to him by the respondent-PIO concerned due to his evasive attitude. 
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On the next date of hearing, which was held on 16.04.2013, Ms. Pankaj Sharma, 
through a reply dated 15.04.2013 submitted that  the present complaint earlier came up for hearing before Hon’ble State Information Commission on 18.03.2013 and now fixed for 16.04.2013. That in this regard, it is submitted that the complainant has sought information under the RTI Act pertaining to the selection process for the post of PTI’s vide advertisement dated 21.10.2006 and the counseling done in the year 2011 in its furtherance.
 The Hon’ble State Information Commission vide its order dated 13.03.2013 has 
directed the respondent-PIO to pay an interim compensation of Rs. 5000/- to be paid by the public authority concerned and not complying with the orders if the Commission and not for appearing in person on the date of hearing in this case. 
That the complainant had sought information vide application dated 24.04.2012 
from the Principal Secretary, School Education. His application was transferred vide RTI Act Rules 6 (3) to the DPI(SE) on 11.05.2012, which was received in the concerned branch on 24.05.2012. This application was again transferred to the Chairman-cum-Director, SCERT as the whole record regarding the selection rested with the Chairman.



The Hon’ble State Information Commission had sent  a notice of hearing in this case dated 12.02.2013 to the PIO Director, SCERT, Punjab who further has sent this notice with the required information in the concerned branch on 04.02.2013. Thereafter, the information was sent to the complainant vide registered letter on 05.02.2013. Hence, the delay in proving information was not made by the respondent-PIO.



It is submitted that Director, SCERT, Punjab is a separate Directorate and they have separate PIO. The Chairman of the Selection Committee has retired. Thereafter, Ms. Surjit Kaur, Deputy Director(Vocational) was appointed as Chairman. She was not handed over any record by the Ex-Chairman, Mrs Neelam Bhagt, Ms. Surjit Kaur procured the record on her own level and sent it to the concerned branch before her retirement.



The concerned branch has very insufficient record in this regard. She is working on the post of Deputy Director, School Administration in the office of DPI(SE), Punjab. On the date of hearing, in this case, she had to attend hearings in the court room no. 2 and 3 of Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in COCP No. 472/2013 – Meenakshi Devi, COCP No. 95 of 2013 – Harpreet Sharma and COCP No. 2965 of 2012 – Kamaljit Kaur. So she could not attend the hearing in the Commission. Hence, there is no delay on her part and the required information was sent to the complainant within one day.



The answering deponent holds this Hon’ble Commission in its highest esteem and can not even think of disobeying any order of this Hon’ble Commission or any other court. In case, any order of this Hon’ble Commission has not been understood in its true perspective, she tenders unconditional and unqualified apology for the same. 
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In view of the submissions made here in above, it is humbly prayed to kindly 
exempt the deponent department to pay the compensation of Rs. 5000/- to the complainant. It is further submitted that PIO in this case is PIO in the office of SCERT, Punjab.



Apart from it, she claimed that PIO in this complaint case was PIO of office of SCERT, Punjab.

Ms. Inderbir Kaur, Deputy Director-cum-PIO O/o SCERT, Pb, submitted a reply 
dated 16.04.2013 stating that she was appointed as PIO in September, 2012 and this case came to her notice on 29.01.2013 and the same was transferred to D.P.I(S.E.) on 04.02.2013. She was directed to file an affidavit. 


On the next date of hearing, which was held on 22.05.2013, Ms. Inderbir Kaur, Deputy Director O/o SCERT, Pb, who appeared in person, submitted contents of the reply dated 16.04.2013 in the shape of an affidavit dated 22.05.2013, which was taken on record.

In that affidavit, she stated that Ms. Neelam Bhagat, Director, SCERT, Punjab was 
the PIO in SCERT office before the answering respondent. The answering respondent has been appointment as PIO in the office of SCERT on 14.09.2012. The case of the complainant has came to the notice of the answering respondent on 29.01.2013 and the same has been transferred to D.P.I.(SE) on 04.02.2013 as the information has to be supplied by D.P.I.(SE) office. The answering respondent can not even think to disobey the Hon’ble Commission order. Keeping in view, the position explained  above it is therefore respectfully prayed that the present complaint case no. 3793 of 2012 may kindly be dismissed qua answering respondent.
I have gone over the contents of the complainant - Sardar Boota Singh and replies 
filed by Ms. Pankaj Sharma  and Ms. Inderbir Kaur and found that the explanations given by them are genuine. In view of the explanations, the show-causes issued to them are dropped.

In view of the above fact, the order dated 13.03.2013, awarding compensation of Rs. 5000/- to the complainant is withdrawn and the case is disposed of and closed.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.








 
      (Chander Parkash)

 14th  August, 2013              
                                

 State Information Commissioner
