STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. S.K. Sharma

Prashar Niwas,

No. 1088/5,

New Gautam Nagar,

Una Road,

Hoshiarpur-146001.






   …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General School Education,

Sarv Sikhia Abhiyan, Punjab,

SCO No. 104-06, Sector 34-A, 

Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)


Punjab, Chandigarh. 




  …Respondents
CC- 994/11
Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Thakral, clerk (94170-76700)



Vide application dated 14.12.2010, the complainant sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: 

“1.
Copy of Punjab Govt. instructions / rules regarding appointment of Shiksha Karmi against coordinator, DRP / BRP and name the source of salary fund for Shiksha Karmi; 

2.
Adv. No. of advertisements of these recruitments given in newspaper, name of the newspaper and date; 

3.
Total No. of Shiksha Karmi working in the State of Punjab in November, 2010;

4.
Total No. of Shiksha Karmi whose home village is different from the school where his first appointment as Shiksha Karmi is made (i.e. where his residence is different from school where their appointment as Shiksha Karmi was made).

5.
Information regarding Shiksha Karmi of District Hoshiarpur, Nawanshahr, Jalandhar, Gurdaspur and Rup Nagar in the given format.”



The instant complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 23.03.2011, received in the office on 29.03.2011 when no information was provided.  



It is noted that the original application seeking information was addressed to the Director General School Education Sarv Sikhia Abhiyan Authority, SCO No. 104-06, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh but the respondent present states that this was not received in his office and that he came to
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know of the case upon receipt of notice of hearing dated 19.04.2011.  He further submitted that vide letter dated 27.04.2011, the DPI (SE) was requested to provide the information and attend the hearing before the Commission today. 



A copy of the application seeking information along with a copy of the complaint is also handed over to Sh. Rajesh Kumar who is present from the office of Director General School Education.



Complainant is not present nor has any communication been received.



Since the respondent present states the information sought is available with the office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh, it is directed that PIO, office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh be impleaded as a respondent.



In the next hearing, both the PIOs – office of Director General Education; and DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh shall appear in person and complete and relevant information should also be provided to the applicant-complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 12.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94178-70777)

Col. R.S. Sohi (Retd.)

97, Lal Bagh,

Street No. 6,

P.O. Threekay Baddowal,

Ludhiana-142021 






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, 

Chandigarh







    …Respondent
CC- 963/11
Order

Present: 
Sh. Tejinderjit Singh for the complainant (94632-86897)


None for the respondent.



Vide request dated 18.11.2010, the complainant sought the following information from PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala:

“1.
The copies of experience certificate of following teaching fellows re-appointed after rejection along with others: -

a)
Kirti Singla d/o Jawahar Lal (Gen. Cat.) 99-D, Model Town, Patiala;

b)
Sanjiv Kumar son of Shri Om  Parkash, 174/2, IKTA Vihar, Anand Nagar-B, Patiala;

c)
Satish Kumar son of Dev Raj, VPO Pinjola, Tehsil & Distt. Patiala;

d)
Rajinder Kaur d/o Piara Singh, VPO Kartarpur Charason, Tehsil & Distt. Patiala.

2.
The above seems to have been done under pressure form high-ups.  Kindly provide all the noting sheets where decisions have been taken by the Govt. of Punjab with all connected documents, so that matter may be placed before the Court to have equality before law and equality of opportunity  in matter of public employment under Art. 14 and 16 respectively of our Constitution.  In this connection, CWP No. 16683 of 2009 filed in the High Court of Punjab and Haryana, Chandigarh may be referred.”



Vide communication dated 01.12.2010, Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Patiala informed the complainant to obtain the information from the education department as it pertains to it.   Complainant wrote to the Chief Secretary, Punjab vide letter dated 10.12.2010 for intervention, who, in turn, wrote to the Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab vide letter
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dated 04.01.2011 to provide the information. A copy of letter dated 10.12.2010 from the complainant was also endorsed to the Director General School Education, Punjab (Sarv Sikhia Abhiyan).   It is also observed that office of State Project Director, Sarv Sikhia Abhiyan, Punjab, Chandigarh transferred the request of the applicant to the DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.



Office of the Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Patiala, vide letter no. 2057 dated 22.12.2010 transferred the request of the applicant to the Distt. Education Officer (EE) & SE under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 24.03.2011 when no information was provided.  



Complainant submits that no information has been provided to him so far.



None is present on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.



Since the information pertains to the office of DEO (EE) Patiala, it is directed that PIO, office of DEO (EE) Patiala should be impleaded as respondent.



In the next hearing, both the PIOs – office of DPI (EE) Punjab, Chandigarh and DEO (EE) Patiala shall appear in person and explain the matter. 



Since the information sought pertains to third party, the complainant is directed to make written submissions as to how the information sought is of public interest since it has already been declined under section 8(j) of the Act. 



DEO (EE) Patiala is also directed to follow the procedure laid down in Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005 and also state as to how the information sought is not of public interest as per section 8(j) of the Act. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 12.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.   
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Harwinder Singh

s/o Sh. Karam Singh,

r/o Udham Singh Road,

Near Sukha Singh Dharamshala,

Ward No. 18,

City Sunam (Distt. Sangrur)




    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary Local Govt. Punjab, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh





    …Respondent
CC- 984/11
Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Taranjit Singh, Local Govt.-III Branch (94652-23582)



Vide form ‘A’ dated 25.01.2011, the applicant sought the following information: -

“Date, month and year from which the Notification No. 10/09/2007-2L.G. (3)/95 dated 12.03.2008 is considered to be in force (a copy of the notification is annexed).  Vide this notification, it was notified that the Municipal Committee, Sunam has been declared to be of Class ‘A’ from the date it is published in the Punjab Government Gazette.”



The present has been filed with the Commission on 28.03.2011 when no information was provided.



Respondent submits that vide their communication dated 25.02.2011, the relevant information along with a copy of the notification had already been supplied to the complainant and that upon receipt of notice of hearing, another copy of the same was again sent to him on 03.05.2011 by registered post.   He also submitted that the notification has come in force w.e.f. date of its publication. 


Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received.  It appears he is satisfied. 



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99146-38785)

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

VPO Rasulpur (Mallah)

Tehsil Jagraon (Distt. Ludhiana) – 142035


        …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary




  …Respondents
AC - 323/2011
Order

Present: 
Sh. Sukhdev Singh for the appellant (99155-66505)


For the respondent: Sh. Sanjay Kumar, Sr. Asstt. (94171-50492)



Vide form ‘A’ dated 28.10.2010, the appellant sought the following information from the office of Hon’ble Deputy Chief Minister, Punjab: 

“Action taken report against the complaint No. 44/10 dated 24.07.2010 (copy attached).”



Vide letter dated 04.11.2010, the application of the appellant along with the Postal Order was forwarded to the Secretary Local Govt. Punjab.



First appeal was filed with the office of Secretary Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh on 07.02.2011.  The instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 25.03.2011 when no information was provided.  



Respondent present submits that the complaint was forwarded by the CMO on 04.11.2010 to the Secretary Local Govt. but he is not aware of the fact as to whom the same has been marked for the enquiry by the Secretary.  He further said that it could have been marked either to the Director Local Govt. or the CVO or any other authority. .



Respondent has been directed to enquire about this fact from the Secretary and inform the Commission.  He is also directed to follow up the matter with the concerned authority and provide relevant information to the appellant at the earliest.   He has also been advised that in case of non-receipt / non-availability of the complaint No. 44/10 dated 24.07.2010 in their office (about which the information has been sought in this case), the necessary process may be initiated on the basis of a copy of the same, which has been provided to him in the court today. 
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Appellant laments that he had submitted the complaint on 12.07.2010 and the matter has already been delayed a lot.  When complete information is provided to the appellant, this point shall be taken up.



For further proceedings, to come up on 12.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gian Chand

s/o Sh. Wadhawa Ram,

r/o Japuwal,

Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur-143520. 



   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO No. 61-62, Sector 17-C, 

Chandigarh







    …Respondent
CC- 981/11
Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Jasbir Singh, Inspector (84277-54007) along with Gurbachan Singh, Sr. Assistant (0172-2702201)


Vide form ‘A’ dated 23.10.2009, the applicant sought the following information: -

“Upon application dated 12.02.2009, about two months back, an enquiry was conducted against the Depot Holder Ramesh Mehta son of Jagpal Singh resident of Japuwal wherein affidavits were submitted by Surta Singh, Dhir Singh, Gian Chand, Satya Devi, Om Parkash, Jagir Singh, Satya Devi (2), Soma Devi, Lakhwinder etc. residents of Japuwal.   Please provide me a photocopy of the above enquiry report along with attested copies of the affidavits submitted by the above said persons.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 29.03.2011 when no information was provided. 



Complainant submitted a letter dated 07.04.2010 received from the respondent wherein it was stated: -

“Reference your application dated 23.10.2009 and in furtherance to this office letter no. 9274/VB, S-14 dated 19.03.2010.


Your application dated 12.02.2009 in complaint no. 33/09-Gurdaspur against Ramesh Mehta, Depot Holder, village Japuwal, Tehsil & District Gurdaspur, after registration, has been sent for investigation to SSP Vigilance Bureau Range, Amritsar and is pending.   The points raised by the Head Office
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have not been clarified and the same along with the investigation is still pending.  Hence due to non-availability, the same cannot be provided.”

  

Now the respondent has presented a letter no. 13420 dated 03.05.2011 which is addressed to the Commission and states as under: -

“The complaints / enquiry reports in the Vigilance Bureau are got investigated from various offices of the Bureau in the district / Range.  Various offices of the Bureau in the State have range offices and all the SSPs in the Range Offices are PIOs as well.   In regard to the application dated 23.10.2009 received from the complainant, the position has already been made clear and conveyed to the complainant vide this office letter dated 07.04.2010.   Once the earlier application has been dealt with you, he could apply afresh and seek information.  But he has, instead, preferred a complaint which is not permissible under the Act.  In view of the facts, the present complaint case may kindly be closed.”
 

It has now come on record that the investigation into the complaint of the complainant is on the way and has not been concluded as yet.   



Respondent is directed to intimate the outcome of the investigation as and when it is over, with a copy to the Commission.  


Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.  Accordingly, he will inform the Commission within a fortnight if he is satisfied with the response.   If nothing is heard from him, it shall be construed that he is satisfied and the matter shall accordingly be disposed of. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 12.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(90416-45596)

Sh. Manjeet Kumar Mangla,

S/o Sh. Babar Chand,

H. No- 596,

Sector-9,

Panchkula, Haryana.





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o A.D.G.P.

Chief Director Vigilance Pb.

Chandigarh. 
 






    …Respondent
CC- 1283/11
Order

Present: 
Complainant  Sh. Manjeet Kumar Mangla in person. 
For the respondent: S/Sh. Jasbir Singh, Inspector (84277-54007) along with Gurbachan Singh, Sr. Asstt. 



Vide application dated 23.01.2011, the complainant had sought a copy of letter no. 1417 dated 14.01.2011 concerning FIR No. 6 dated 06.08.2010.  It has further been submitted that vide letter dated 31.03.2011, the information has been declined in terms of Section 8(h) of the RTI Act.



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission dated 17.04.2011 (received in the office on 27.04.2011).

 

Today, the respondent has presented a letter dated 16.05.2011 which is addressed to the Commission and states as under: -
“The response to the application dated 17.04.2011 submitted by the complainant is as follows: -

1.
It is correct that the complainant Sh. Manjit Kumar Mangla, under the RTI Act, sought a copy of letter no. 1417 dated 14.01.2011 concerning FIR No. 6 dated 06.08.2010 PS Vigilance Bureau, Phase-I, Mohali;

2.
The matter was considered by the Head Office.  Investigation report in this regard was obtained from the Investigating Officer from office of Sudpt. of Police, Vigilance Flying Squad-1, Unit-I.  It has been reported that the matter is under investigation and in terms of Section 8(1)(h), the information cannot be provided and the complainant was informed of this vide this office letter no. 10317/VB, S-14 dated 31.03.2011.  It is pertinent to mention here that the complainant is an accused in Case No. 6 dated 06.08.2010 PS VB Phase I, Punjab (Mohali) and as per the report from the Investigating Officer, in terms of Section 8(1)(h) of the Act, which provides –
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“Information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders” and on the basis of the same, the complainant was advised vide this office letter no. 10317/VB, S-14 dated 31.03.2011.”



Sh. Jasbir Singh, Inspector who was present on behalf of the respondent has put up written submission as under: -



“Regarding Case No. 6/10 –

Cancellation report has been submitted in the Court of ld. Additional Sessions Judge, Mohali on 20.04.2011.  The next date now fixed is 21.05.2011.”

 

As per the above statement of the Respondent present, the circumstances have changed now, and the enquiry is no longer pending. 



Keeping in view the changed circumstances, respondent is directed to provide the document sought by the complainant i.e. copy of letter no. 1417 dated 14.01.2011 concerning FIR No. 6 dated 06.08.2010, positively before the next date of hearing which is now fixed as 24.05.2011. 


 It is also observed that vide letter dated 07.04.2011, the respondent wrote to the complainant, as under: -

“This is with reference to your application for information dated 23.02.2011 and this office letter no. 9044/VB, S-14 dated 22.03.2011.  Your attention is drawn to this office letter no. 9044/VB, S-14 dated 22.03.2011 wherein it was conveyed that the same will be provided shortly.   It is also pointed out that you had opted to collect the information ‘Personally’ and instead of doing so, you have filed a complaint before the Hon’ble State Information Commission.   Now it is advised through is letter that the information can be collected from this office / RTI Cell on any working day.”



In the next hearing, PIO is directed to appear in personally and explain the contents of the letter dated 07.04.2011 as well.



Respondent PIO to ensure that the document demanded by the complainant is provided forthwith. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 24.05.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



State Information Commissioner 

 

A copy of this order is forwarded to Sh. S.S. Saini, ADGP, to look into the matter.  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurdeep Singh, 

100, Upkar Nagar,

Factory Area,

Patiala.







  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Principal,

Govt. Girls Senior Secondary School,

Budhlada (Mansa)






    …Respondent
CC- 280/2011
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 06.04.2011, it was recorded: -

“Complainant is directed to intimate specific shortcomings, if any, in the information provided to him by registered post.

If no objections to the information are communicated by the complainant till the next hearing, it shall be presumed he is satisfied and the matter will accordingly be closed.”



Today the complainant is not present nor have any discrepancies been communicated.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied.



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Dhal Singh Pawar, 

Social Worker,

W-2/408, Jaito,

Faridkot







 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jaiton








  …..Respondent

CC- 3454/10
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Sandhura Singh, Naib Tehsildar (98157-28727)



In the earlier order dated 11.04.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present states that complete information has already been provided to the complainant.  However, vide letter dated 10.02.2011, Sh. Dhal Singh Pawar has informed the Commission that incomplete information has been provided with which he is not satisfied.

Complainant is directed to point out specific deficiencies in the information provided, so that the same can be rectified by the respondent.”



No deficiencies in the information have been communicated out by the complainant either to the Commission or to the respondent.   Complainant is also not present today.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94172-49132)

Sh. Sudesh Kumar

s/o Sh. Dasaundhi Ram

B-1, 1422,

Ram Nagar,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.







 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.



                                    
  …..Respondent

CC- 2555/2010

Order

Present:
Sh. Balbir Aggarwal (94636-66155) for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, DTO (98555-60511)



Submissions of both the parties taken on record.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 12.07.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94780-28554)

Kumar Keshav

s/o Sh. Anil Kumar

Plot No. 8,

Jaswal Complex,

Opp. Central Jail, Tajpur Road,

C Bhamian,

Ludhiana.







 …..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.





                   
  …..Respondent

CC- 3010/2010

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, DTO (98555-60511)



In the earlier hearing dated 19.04.2011, the complainant was directed to visit the office of DTO Ludhiana on 19.04.2011 at 11.00 A.M. for getting the pending information. 



Respondent DTO Sh. Ashwani Kumar has submitted copy of a letter wherein complainant has, subject to checking, acknowledged receipt of the pending information.  


Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received.  When contacted over the telephone, he stated that for the information regarding staff working in the office of DTO, the list provided is different from the one already in his possession.    He has been advised that since complete information stands provided, he should take up the matter with the higher competent authority for challenging variation in the list provided, and with this, he was satisfied.


Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98724-39347)

Sh. Sanjay Kumar Mishra,

1224, Sector 19,

Panchkula 







      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Amritsar-I 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar





       
…..Respondents

AC- 1067/10

Order



In the instant case, in response to the original application for information dated 03.07.2010, respondent, vide communication dated 08.09.2010, demanded photocopying charges amounting to Rs. 560/- for supply of information containing 280 pages.  Applicant, in the meantime, had preferred first appeal before the First Appellate Authority - Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar on 25.08.2010.  Vide letter dated 11.09.2010 addressed to the First Appellate Authority, the appellant took objection to the demand of charges.   The final outcome of the first appeal has not been brought on record and it appears during pendency of the same, the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission, on 23.11.2010.



The intimation regarding photocopying charges amounting to Rs. 560/- has been sent to the appellant by the respondent on 08.09.2010 and the original application for information is dated 03.07.2010, which, according to the respondent, was received in their office on 06.07.2010.   Upon exclusion of prescribed time limit of 30 days, there is a nominal delay and keeping in view the day-to-day working of the Public Authorities, finding fault with the same cannot be justified and hence condoned.



In the first hearing dated 03.01.2011, it was recorded as under: 

“Complete information to his satisfaction has been provided to the appellant by the respondent present.  Sh. Mishra states that in a case of somewhat similar nature i.e. AC 305/10 which was decided / closed by the Commission on 10.06.2010 on the statement of the respondent, the version of the SDM quoted in the said order was erroneous.   Sh. Rishi states that there was a minor omission in the letter dated 09.06.2010 submitted before the Commission and the same has since been rectified. 
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However, Sh. Mishra seeks compensation and states that penalty be imposed on the respondent for the delay in providing the information sought.” 

  

Sh. Sandeep Rishi, PIO, office of SDM, Amritsar-I was issued a show cause notice for the delay caused in providing the information and the case was posted to 14.02.2011.  However, due to administrative reasons, it could be further taken up on 11.04.2011 when appellant Sh. Sanjay Mishra came present and his submissions were taken on record.  For pronouncement of the order, the matter was posted to date i.e. May 19, 2011.



It has come on record that the present appeal was received in the Commission on 23.11.2010 and on the very first hearing before the Commission, on 03.01.2011, complete satisfactory information stood provided.  It is also revealed that no document was handed over by the respondent to the applicant on the said date, meaning thereby that even before 03.01.2011, complete information to the satisfaction of the applicant had already been provided. 



Reply to the show cause notice has been submitted by the PIO vide communication dated 07.02.2011 wherein it has been asserted: 

“1.
The complainant Sanjay Kumar Mishra made an application for information from Public Information Officer, o/o SDM, Amritsar vide his application dated 03.07.2010 which was received in the office of the undersigned on 06.07.2010 (Annexure-1).  The complainant sought information regarding an application of Mahant Ram Saran Dass pending in the court of the undersigned.   The information was involving a court case pending in the court of criminal jurisdiction of the undersigned.  The providing of information would have interfered in disposal of application filed by Mahant Ram Saran Dass.  When he was not given any response to his application received in this office, he field first appeal dated 25.08.2010 in the first appellate authority i.e. Worthy Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar who issued a notice to the undersigned dated 02.09.2010 (Annexure-2). The undersigned sent a letter dated 08.09.2010 vide dispatch no. 1920 (Annexure-3) to the complainant for depositing the copying agency fee.  But the undersigned did not get any response from the complainant regarding payment of copying agency fee.  Again in the next hearing on 14.09.2010 with the first appellate authority, complainant did not appear to deposit the fee.  Again a letter was sent to the complainant vide no. 1986 dated 29.09.2010 (Annexure-4) for depositing the fee which he again ignored.  The appellant Sanjay Kumar Mishra then filed a complaint before Hon’ble Commission on 18.10.2010.    Subsequently, notice was issued to the undersigned for 03.01.2011 by the Hon’ble Commission and on that date, after discussing with the appellant Sanjay Kumar Mishra, he was provided the required information.








Contd……3/-

-:3:-

The appellant was earlier demanding documents on file which could be given only after deposit of copying agency fee for which he was duly informed (Annexure-3 and 4); so there was no delay on the part of the undersigned in providing the information, as the charges of information were conveyed to him when first appeal was filed and he deliberately did not deposit the requisite fee.   

2.
The appellant is demanding compensation for harassment and financial loss.  He has not been able to prove what financial loss he has incurred due to non-supply of information.  Rather he has tried to harass a criminal court by filing a complaint to browbeat the judicial officer to issue favourable order in favour of his relative. 

3.
In view of above discussion, I humbly request the Hon’ble Commission to drop the show cause notice keeping in view the real motive of the complainant for getting a favourable decision for his relative in the court case, from the undersigned.  The information stands provided as per Hon’ble Court’s order and you are again requested to take a lenient view and file this show cause notice.”



Upon thoughtful perusal of the facts of the case and taking into consideration the respective submissions made by both the parties, this court is of the view that it is hardly a case fit for award of any compensation or for imposition of any penalty on the respondent.  Whatever delay was caused, cannot be termed as deliberate or intentional.   

 

Complete information to the satisfaction of the applicant already stands provided. 



Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby closed and disposed of.  

 

 Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.05.2011



    State Information Commissioner

