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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhdev singh, S/o Sh. Balwant Singh,

VPO Chak Sherewala, Teh & Distt. Sri Mukatsar Sahib.


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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o Principal,

Shaheed Baba Deep Singh Para Medical College,

New Dharam Nagar, Street No. 1, Malout Road, Abohar, 

District Ferozepur.






    -------------Respondent.
CC No.  2272   of 2011

Present:-
Shri Sukhdev Singh complainant in person.

None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:



None has appeared on behalf of the respondent.  
2.

The complainant states that the information has still not been furnished by the respondent-college.  The complainant further states that an inquiry is being conducted by the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Mukatsar which is still pending.

2.

Issue fresh notice to the respondent-Principal. A copy of this order shall also be endorsed to the Deputy Commissioner, Mukatsar to place on record a copy of the inquuiry report conducted by the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Mukatsar.
3.

Notice be also issued to the Director Animal Husbandry, Punjab, Chandigarh to make appearance on the next date of hearing and file a report on the status of the respondent-college.

4.

To come up on 23.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                           Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab cc
1.

The Deputy Commissioner, Mukatsar 

2.

The Director Animal Husbandry, Punjab, Chandigarh 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurinder Pal Monga c/o Lucky Tele Links,

Balmiki Chowk, Jandiala Guru, 

Tehsil and District Amritsar.


     



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




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer

o/o Ramgarhia Institute of Engineering and Technology,

REC Complex, Satnampura, Phagwara.




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

CC No. 1127 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.
Shri Arjun Shaura, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:



The complainant has sent a fax message stating that the information has still not been furnished by the respondent.

2.

The counsel for the respondent, however, states that the information was furnished to the complainant.

3.

Let the respondent file a written reply furnishing a photocopy of the information furnished to the information-seeker.

4.

To come up on 20.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Bhupinder Singh, #B-1/127/MCH,

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur-146001 (Punjab).


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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

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

FAA- the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), 
Punjab, Chandigarh.
     




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

AC No. 964  of 2011

Present:-
Dr. Bhupinder Singh appellant in person alongwith Shri Jagat Singh.

None on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER:



Notice was issued to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh. However, none has appeared nor has any written reply been filed.  The notice issued to the PIO/Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab Chandigarh has not been returned by the Postal authorities. Therefore, it is presumed that it was duly received at that end.
2.

Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply even after receipt of due notice amounts to willful denial of the information.  Therefore, following orders are passed:-

(i)
Notice be issued to the PIO/Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh to show cause why penalty should not be imposed under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for willful denial of the information which was asked for by the present appellant vide an application dated 18.7.2011.

(ii)
Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply has unnecessarily caused loss of time and effort to the appellant and the case had to be adjourned due to the absence of the PIO.  Hence, a compensation of Rs.500/- is imposed under Section 19(8)(6) of the Act ibid on the public authority-the office of the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh shall pay it at the time of hearing on the next date by way of a crossed cheque in favour of the appellant.

3.

To come up on 5.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011




                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Bhupinder Singh, #B-1/127/MCH,

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur-146001 (Punjab).


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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

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

Department of Education, Chandigarh.

FAA- the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Education, Chandigarh.



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

AC No. 965  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Bhupinder Singh appellant in person.

Smt. Jit Kaur, Superintendent Education-6 on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER:



In response to the notice, representative of the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of School Education, Chandigarh has appeared.  The matter, however, pertains to the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Higher Education.  Therefore a fresh notice be issued to the Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Higher Education, Chandigarh for 5.12.2011.

2.

To come up on 5.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.






            



         
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Bhupinder Singh, #B-1/127/MCH,

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur-146001 (Punjab).



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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o DAV College, Hoshiarpur.

FAA- DAV College, Hoshiarpur.





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

AC No. 966  of 2011

Present:-
Dr. Bhupinder Singh appellant in person alongwith Shri Jagat Singh.

None on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER:



Notice was issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur. However, none has appeared nor has any written reply been filed.  The notice issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur has not been returned by the Postal authorities. Therefore, it is presumed that it was duly received at that end.

2.

Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply even after receipt of due notice amounts to willful denial of the information.  Therefore, following orders are passed:-

(i)
Notice be issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur to show cause why penalty should not be imposed under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for willful denial of the information which was asked for by the present appellant vide an application dated 18.7.2011.

(ii)
Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply has unnecessarily caused loss of time and effort to the appellant and the case had to be adjourned due to the absence of the PIO.  Hence, a compensation of Rs.500/- is imposed under Section 19(8)(6) of the Act ibid on the public authority- DAV College, Hoshiarpur shall pay it at the time of hearing on the next date by way of a crossed cheque in favour of the appellant.

3.

To come up on 5.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.
:






      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Bhupinder Singh, #B-1/127/MCH,

Gali Gobindgarh, Hoshiarpur-146001 (Punjab).



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






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o DAV College, Hoshiarpur.

FAA- DAV College, Hoshiarpur.





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

AC No. 967  of 2011

Present:-
Dr. Bhupinder Singh appellant in person alongwith Shri Jagat Singh.

None on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER:



Notice was issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur. However, none has appeared nor has any written reply been filed.  The notice issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur has not been returned by the Postal authorities. Therefore, it is presumed that it was duly received at that end.

2.

Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply even after receipt of due notice amounts to willful denial of the information.  Therefore, following orders are passed:-

(i)
Notice be issued to the PIO/DAV College, Hoshiarpur to show cause why penalty should not be imposed under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for willful denial of the information which was asked for by the present appellant vide an application dated 18.7.2011.

(ii)
Absence of the PIO and non-filing of any reply has unnecessarily caused loss of time and effort to the appellant and the case had to be adjourned due to the absence of the PIO.  Hence, a compensation of Rs.500/- is imposed under Section 19(8)(6) of the Act ibid on the public authority- DAV College, Hoshiarpur shall pay it at the time of hearing on the next date by way of a crossed cheque in favour of the appellant.

3.

To come up on 5.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri C.L. Pawar, Kothi No.599.

Phase-2, Mohali.






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

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

Chandigarh.







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

CC No. 2903  of 2011

Present:-
Shri H.P.Sharma on behalf of the complainant.

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

ORDER:



The complainant had moved an application dated 12.7.2011 under the Right to Information Act, 2005 addressed to the PIO/Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Chandigarh seeking information on seven issues.  The first five issues relate to the Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.  However, Sr. No.6 and 7 relate virtually to the entire Government establishments and departments under it.
2.

The plea of the respondent is that since the queries at Sr. No.6 and 7 were not clear as to which public authority held the required information, the request for information could not be dealt with.  The plea of the respondent is that under the Right to Information Law, there is no obligation on the part of the PIO to transfer a request for information to multiple public authorities.  The information-seeker is legally bound to address his request for information to the PIO of the public authority, which holds the information.  In case, however, the information is held by a public authority,  other than to which the request has been made, it is to be transferred under Section 6(3) of the Act ibid to the public authority concerned. When, however, the information is held by multiple public authorities, there is no obligation to transfer it to such multiple PIOs under Section 6(3) of the Act ibid.
3.

The plea of the information-seeker on the other hand is that the PIO was legally bound to transfer his request for information to all concerned public authorities.  He has relied on a decision of the Central Information Commission and produced a photocopy of a news-report, which appeared in the Indian Express dated 18.6.2011.  It has been reported in this news-item that Central Information Commission in a judgment struck down a Government circular issued by the D.O.P.T., which had put a cap on number of public authorities to which an RTI application was required to be transferred under Section 6(3) of the Act ibid.  This news-item refers to a decision of the Central Information Commissioner Shri Shalaish Gandhi.

4.

I have heard the parties.  A question of law is involved as to whether a PIO is under legal obligation to transfer a request for information to multiple public authorities under Section 6(3) of the Act ibid.  In my opinion, this issue calls for determination by a Larger Bench.  Hence, the matter be placed for constitution of a Larger Bench by the Registry.

5.

To cut short the delay, the parties are directed to appear before the Larger Bench, for which fresh notice will be issued by the Deputy Registrar.

6.

To come up on 19.12.2011 at 1.00 P.M. before the Larger Bench.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mandeep Gaur s/o Shri Mahesh Inder Sharma, 

Sharda Colony, Thuhi Road, Nabha (Patiala)-147201.

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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, Public College,

Samana, District Patiala.





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

CC No.  2941 of 2011

Present:-
Shri Mandeep Gaur complainant in person.

Shri Harbans Singh Nagi, Acting Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:



The complainant admits that he has received the information and he is satisfied with the reply.  His grouse, however, is that a copy of the office-note dated 16.5.2011 put up by Dr. Jarnail Singh, Principal and Shri Daljit Singh, Secretary to the Chairman of the Managing committee was given to him without signatures of the Principal and the Secretary.  This deficiency has now been removed, as photocopy of the duly signed document has been given.  The plea of the complainant is that initial copy sent to him, which did not bear signatures was an intentional effort on the part of the PIO to give misleading information.

2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It is admitted by the complainant that his queries stand answered.  The respondent’s plea is that a copy of unsigned office-note was given due to a clerical mistake and that the contents of both the documents are same.

3.

Accepting the plea of the respondent, I nevertheless feel it appropriate to issue a caution to the PIO to be careful in future while furnishing the information under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The PIO is required to give true copy of the document after duly attesting the same.  Hence, the complaint case is closed.







      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raju Ram s/o Shri Chander Bhan,

Villae Dhabi Gujjran, Tehsil Patran, District Patiala.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the District Mandi Officer, Patiala.




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

CC No. 2938  of 2011

&

Shri Raju Ram s/o Shri Chander Bhan,

Villae Dhabi Gujjran, Tehsil Patran, District Patiala.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the District Mandi Officer, Patiala.




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

CC No. 2940  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Rajinder Gupta, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Gurbhajan Singh Aulakh, District Mandi Officer, Patiala on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:



Information being asked in both these cases, the complainant and the respondents are the same and therefore, these cases were taken up for hearing together.

2.

The information-seeker states that he has received partial information.  The deficiencies in the information were pointed out to the respondent who undertakes to remove the same.

3.

The information-seeker has come directly to the Commission without exploring the efficacious remedy of First Appeal.  The respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies within 15 days failing which the complainant shall file First Appeal before Shri S.S.Randhawa, General Manager (Enforcement)-cum-First Appellate Authority.

4.

With these directions, these complaint cases are closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

November 14, 2011



                        Chief Information Commissioner








  

 Punja
