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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 565 of 2013

Date of decision 20.06.2013
Sh. Hardev Singh Galwatti, 

R/o Near  SDM Kothi,

Nabha Distt. Patiala-147201.           

………………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Nabha.  





……………..……………Respondent

Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.  



For the respondent: Sh. Pardeep Singh Bains Tehsildar, Nabha. 

(9855800024)

ORDER

1.
 The RTI application of the information seeker is dated 24.08.2012 whereby the information has been sought on status of mutation on the basis of civil court decree applied through an application dated 12.03.2012 given to Tehsildar Nabha. On not getting the information he filed complaint in the Commission on 26.01.2013. 

2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 12.03.2013 in the Commission. 

3.
During the hearing on 12.03.2013 and 08.04.2013 the complainant stated that the information has not been provided to him and the revenue staff was harassing him by not providing the information and therefore action as per provisions of the RTI Act may be taken against the PIO.

4.
The respondent was issued Show Cause Notice under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act. Sh. Pardeep Singh Bains Tehsildar –cum-PIO office of Tehsildar, Nabha submitted reply to the Show Cause Notice on 17.05.2013 and also availed the opportunity of 
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personal hearing. During the course thereof he mentioned that on the RTI application dated 24.08.2012 the information had been sought about action on application dated 03.07.2012 qua mutation on the basis of a decree. The information seeker was intimated by Tehsildar Nabha vide letter no. 1063/OK dated 07.09.2012 that his application has been sent to the Field Kanungo Nabha. He further stated that on receiving the Notice of the Commission the reply was submitted vide letter no. 113/OK dated 11.03.2013 and copy thereof was sent to the complainant indicating therein that the decree of civil court is of the year 1989 and that the khasra numbers have not been mentioned in the said decree and that the mutation is not possible on the basis of said decree because the decree is not about the ownership rather it is about the possession. The applicant had been visiting the office a number of times and he has been told repeatedly by him and the Naib Tehsildar that the mutation cannot be entered/sanctioned. In the end the PIO requested that since the complainant has been given the requisite  information the instant complaint may be disposed of.

5.
After hearing both the parties and going though the record available on file it is observed that the complainant had given an application on 03.07.2012 to the Tehsildar Nabha for entering mutation on the basis of a decree of civil court obtained in the year 1989. The complainant sought information vide his RTI application dated 24.08.2012 from the PIO office of SDM, Nabha about action taken on application given for mutation on the basis of decree. The PIO office of SDM, Nabha transferred the same to APIO-cum-Tehsildar, 
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Nabha on 24.08.2012 and intimation thereof was endorsed to the complainant. The Tehsildar Nabha intimated to the information seeker vide his letter no. 1063/OK dated 07.09.2012 that his application has been sent to the Field Kanungo, Nabha vide dispatch no.950 dated 26.07.2012. It is further observed that the complainant is an aged person who has been frequenting the office of Tehsildar Nabha for getting a mutation sanctioned on the basis of a civil court decree of the year 1989. The mutation on the basis of the said decree cannot be sanctioned on account of the reason stated in letter no. 113/OK dated 11.03.2013 and the complainant understands that he has been harassed. The explanation tendered by the PIO-cum-Tehsildar Nabha during the personal hearing and reply to the Show Cause Notice submitted by him indicate that there is no willful delay on his part in providing information to the complainant and therefore the Show Cause Notice given to the PIO –cum-Tehsildar Nabha is hereby discharged. The complainant however is at liberty to take up the issue of sanctioning mutation with competent authorities regarding the authenticity/applicability of the said civil court decree. In view of aforementioned, the case is closed and disposed of. 

6.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

            

 
Sd/-  
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054







Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 978 of 2012
Sh. Amar Nath Bansal, Advocate,
R/o #20, Dhaliwal Colony, Near Jagdish Ashram,

Patiala.




           ………………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.





……………..……………Respondent
Present: 
None present for the complainant. 

For the respondent: Sh. Shakti Sagar Bhatia,STP-cum-PIO, Municipal Corporation, Patiala. 

ORDER 
1. Sh. Shakti Sagar Bhatia,STP-cum-PIO, Municipal Corporation, Patiala submits reply to the Show Cause Notice which is taken on record. 

2. The respondent is directed to provide copy of reply to the Show Cause Notice to the complainant by registered post within one week. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 
3.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 810 of 2013 
Sh. Sukhdev Singh

(Retired AFSO)

S/o Sh. Bant Singh, 

Near Gurudwara Ravidas Sahib, 

VPO Dakha, Distt. Ludhiana.

PIN-141102






……………………….Appellant
Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food Supply Controller & Consumer

Affairs, D-Zone Municipal Corporation Building 

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Secretary, Department of Food, Civil Supplies & 

Consumer Affairs, Room No.222/2, Mini Secretariat

Punjab, Chandigarh. 



             .……………Respondents
Present:
Sh. Sukhdev Singh appellant in person.  
For the respondent: Smt. Balbir Kaur DFSO, Ludhiana (94170-01331) and Smt. Damanjit Kaur AFSO, Ludhiana (98726-53879) 
ORDER
1.
The appellant has sent letter dated 31.05.2013 received in the Commission at diary no.12875 dated 04.06.2013 copy of the same has been provided to the respondent today in the Commission itself.  

2.
Smt. Balbir Kaur DFSO, Ludhiana states that she will go through the letter dated 31.05.2013 and file written submission for which an adjournment may be given. 

3.
Accepting the plea of the respondent, the matter is adjourned for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 
4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 




Sd/-    
 
Chandigarh






        
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013

               

         State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1017 of 2013 

Sh. Gurdip Singh Bathla,

R/o H.No. 30-A, Village Chotti Karore,

Near Gurdwara Naya Gaon, P.O. Naya Gaon,

Tehsil Kharar, Distt. S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali. 

……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretariat Establish Branch-1, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Sector-1,

Chandigarh.  

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Under Secretary, Secretariat Administration, 

Room No.1, 8th Floor, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Sector-1,

Chandigarh. 






..……………Respondents
Present: 
Sh. Gurdip Singh Bathla appellant Assisted by Sh. V.B. Khanna.

(90232-45250)
For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Kumar, Superintendant-cum-PIO and Sh. Kulwinder Singh Senior Assistant-cum-APIO, office of General Administration Department, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Sector-1, Chandigarh (94639-15602)
ORDER

1. The appellant states that the contention taken by the PIO office of General Administration Department, Punjab Civil Secretariat that the information pertains to third party is not in consonance with the spirit of Section 11 (1) of the RTI Act. He further states that there is nothing personal about the information sought by him and therefore the PIO should be directed to provide the information on all the 17 points enumerated in the RTI application. 

2.
The respondent PIO states that vide memo no. 8/24/2012-2E 1/1354 dated 20.12.2012 the information seeker has already been intimated that in view of Section 11(1) of the RTI Act, Sh. Jaswant Singh to whom the information related has not consented and therefore the information cannot be provided. He further states that the information sought by the appellant is personal and third party information and that is why the request was declined.  
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3. 
Both the parties have taken distinct stand and the mist was cleared in the light of ruling in order dated 03.10.2012 of Hon’ble Supreme Court in Special Leave Petition (Civil) No. 27734 of 2012 in Girish Ramchandra Deshpande versus Central Information Commission & others. Relying upon this ruling it emerges that information on point no. 7 to 17 construes to personal information and disclosure thereof has no relationship with public interest and that it would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of individual and hence cannot be provided under Section 8 (1) (j) of the RTI Act. However, the disclosure of information on point no. 1 to 6 of the RTI application is in no manner personal information. Therefore, PIO is directed to provide information held on record on point no. 1 to 6 of the RTI application dated 24.11.2012 by post within 3 weeks from today. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1021 of 2013 
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan S/o Late Sh. Kuldip Raj Mahajan,

President of Anti Corruption Council, Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market Mission Road, Pathankot. 

……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director of Factories,

Hoshiarpur.

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Director of Factories. 






SCO No. 87-88, Sector-17-D, 

Chandigarh.






..……………Respondents
Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Narinder Singh, Deputy Director of Factories,

Hoshiarpur. (98145-06414)

ORDER
1. The appellant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. However, a letter has been received in the Commission at diary no.12873 dated 04.06.2013 stating therein that incomplete information has been received from the PIO who should be directed to supply the information as per RTI Act/application and seeks an exemption from attending hearing on account of shortage of funds. 

2. The respondent submits reply to the Notice of the Commission vide endorsement no. 5677 dated 17.06.2013 which is taken on record. He further states that the requisite information on all the three points has been provided to the appellant vide letter no. 187 dated 29.04.2013 and that no more information is now pending with the office of the PIO.
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3.
Last opportunity is given to the appellant to follow up his case in the Commission failing which ex-parte decision shall be taken. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1027 of 2013
Sh. Harish Kumar 

R/o RZ-213-L/17, Tughlakabad Extension,

Near Tara Apartments, New Delhi-110019

……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jagroan.

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (G),

Ludhiana.





…..……………Respondents
Present: 
Sh. Harish Kumar appellant in person.(9717755827)
For the respondent: Sh. Manmohan Kumar, Naib Tehsildar , Jagraon. (9501000777)

ORDER

1. The appellant states that he had filed another RTI application for seeking information about caste certificate of one Sh. Gian Singh S/o Sh. Pritam Singh issued by the office of SDM, Jagraon vide no. 4478 for the year 1979. Infact on not getting satisfactory reply from the PIO he has filed the present RTI application dated 23.09.2011.  

2. The respondent states that the particular of this certificate were not earlier provided. He further states that the information on the caste certificate shall be provided to the appellant before next date of hearing. 

3.
The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1029 of 2013
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

R/o 1722, Sector-14,

Hisar. (Haryana)

PIN -125001,






……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh.





…..……………Respondents
Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant. 
For the respondent: Sh. Nirmal Singh Senior Assistant office of Chief Secretary, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 

ORDER

1.
The appellant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. No intimation has been received from him about reason of absence.   

2.
Sh. Nirmal Singh Senior Assistant office of Chief Secretary, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh states that the reply to the appellant has been already given vide memo no. 7/104/2013-GC (4)/2339 dated 27.02.2013 . He further states that the point wise information shall be provided to the appellant within two weeks for which an adjournment may be granted. 

3.
Accepting the plea of the respondent, the matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1030 of 2013
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

R/o 1722, Sector-14,

Hisar. (Haryana)

PIN-125001






……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, Food Supplies &

Consumer Affairs, Punjab. 

Jeevandeep Building Sector-17, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Commissioner, Food Supplies &

Consumer Affairs, Punjab.


Jeevandeep Building Sector-17, Chandigarh
…..……………Respondents
Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant. 
For the respondent: Sh. Jagroop Singh Senior Assistant (98146-35485) 

and  Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Junior Auditor office of Commissioner, Food 
Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab. 
ORDER

1.
The appellant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. No intimation has been received from him about reason of absence.   

2.
The respondent states that reply to the Notice of the Commission has already been sent vide memo no.2FD(090) -2013/1085 dated 18.06.2013 whereby it has been mentioned that the RTI application was received on 07.01.2013 and appellant has been asked to deposit the assessed fee of Rs. 90 vide letter dated 28.01.2013. 

3.
The respondent should have been intimated about the assessed fee to the appellant within 10 days from the receipt of the application as per rule 4(4) of the Punjab Right to Information Act 2007. Under the circumstances the respondent is directed to provide the requisite information to the appellant free of cost within one week from today. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   
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4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1045 of 2013
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

R/o 1722, Sector-14,

Hisar. (Haryana)

PIN-125001






……………………….Appellant 

Vs

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation Zone -D, 

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellant Authority, 

O/o Municipal Corporation, 

Ludhiana.





…..……………Respondents
Present: 
None present. 

ORDER
1.
Neither the appellant nor the respondent is present in the Commission. No intimation has been received from either about reason of absence. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

2.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com

COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1356 of 2013 
Sh. B.N. Jasuja 

Warehouse(Retd.)

H. No. 1172, Street No. 1,

Jain Nagari, Abohar,

Distt. Fazilka. 





……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director, 

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

Sector-17-B, Chandigarh.




   ………..……………Respondent

Present:
None for the complainant. 
For the respondent: Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Technical Assistant –cum-APIO O/o Managing Director, Punjab State Warehousing Corporation, Chandigarh.

ORDER
1. The complainant is not present at today’ hearing. However a letter has been received from ld. counsel for the complainant that an adjournment may be given as he is busy in a case in Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court. 
2. The respondent states that complete information has already been provided to the complainant vide letter no.1546 dated 22.04.2013 through registered post. 

3. Accepting the plea of the counsel for the complainant, the matter is adjourned for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 



  
 Sd/-  
Chandigarh






        
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013

               

         State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(WWW.infocommpunjab.com) 
Appeal Case No. 1685 of 2012
Date of decision 20.06.2013

Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotia

(RTI Activist & Whistle Blower), Secy PPCC,

R/o H. No. 60/35-P/330, St. No. 8, 

Maha Singh Nagar, Daba Lohara Road, 

P.O. Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana-141014.



    
      …Appellant 

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Civil Supplies Controller, Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
                

 …Respondents

Present: 
Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotia appellant in person. (9888490039)

For the respondent: Sh. Amandeep Singh Inspector and Sh. Mukul Garg, Inspector office of District Food & Civil Supplies Controller, Ludhiana. (98153-33720)

ORDER
1. Vide his application  dated 01.09.2012 the information seeker sought information from PIO office of Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana on following 3 points pertaining to LP Gas oil companies:- 

(a).
The total number of Gas Agencies of Bharat, HP and Indian Co. alongwith their addresses, name of the owners and their addresses.

(b).
Whether all above owners supply Gas on home delivery basis or through means of individual lines at the agencies? How many domestic and commercial connections are with each of them? What is the price of full cylinder for domestic and commercial connection supply and the weight of the gas therein? How much commission the agency owner gets for each domestic or commercial cylinder. If the home delivery is made through rikshaw, then is the owner entitled for additional charges from the consumer? 










Cont….p2

Appeal Case No. 1685 of 2012 
(c).
The formalities for obtaining new connection and whether or not the agency owners have displayed it on the notice board in their offices.  What is the cost of new connection, RC, cylinder, gas stove and other accessories? Which accessories are given with the new connection and what is the time limit and frame work for providing second cylinder and whether its price is charged at the time of giving new connection or at a later stage? The separate price of all equipments kept by the agency owners and whether the same has been displayed on their notice board ? Who were issued the new connections in the last one year and whether the owners can supply the cylinders through trolley in vacant plot or on road/street?    

On not getting the requisite information within 30 days, as stipulated in section 7 (1) of the RTI Act, from the PIO the appellant filed appeal with the First Appellate Authority office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on 13.10.2012 and then second appeal with the Commission  on 20.11.2012 under Section 19 of the Act.

2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing through video conference on 17.01.2013 and thereafter in the Commission. 
3. While hearing the case through video conference on 17.01.2013 the appellant stated that incomplete information has been received by him from the concerned oil companies of district Ludhiana. During the hearing on 07.03.2013 in Commission, the appellant stated that the incomplete information has been received from Indian Oil Corporation on 16.12.2012 and from Bharat Petroleum on 20.12.2012, whereas Hindustan  Petroleum  has denied vide  letter  dated 14.12.2012  mentioning  that  the 
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information be obtained directly from the PIO office of Hindustan Petroleum, Ludhiana. He further submitted that Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana and DFSC, Ludhiana were bound to provide the information to him as Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana is in charge of the whole District. He further submitted that in case the PIOs office of Deputy Commissioner and DFSC, Ludhiana could not provide him the information they should have intimated him about their inability instead of transferring it to the PIOs of oil compaines. He also mentioned that he had sought information in public interest but he waited for 6 months to get only 10% of the information whereas the complete information should have been provided to him. He further pointed out that his application was not even responded to by FAA office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and had FAA considered the appeal, the matter would have been sorted out there at Ludhiana itself. Reiterating his contention the appellant filed written submissions on 14.05.2013 mentioning therein that for the delay the DFSC, Ludhiana should be fined and for the inconvenience caused he should be compensated by the DFSC and complete information should be provided to him. He further pointed out that when oil companies are not providing the information through DFSC then will they provide to him if he seeks it directly from them? In the end he mentioned that DFSC and FAA are completely responsible for this delay and inconvenience.    

4. During the hearing of the case through video conference on 17.01.2013 the PIO office of DFSC, Ludhiana stated that the RTI application of the appellant was transferred by the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on 04.09.2012 which was further transferred under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act, to the respective PIOs of the 
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oil companies who held the information. The PIO office of DFSC, Ludhiana submitted reply to the Notice of the Commission vide memo no. PP-2013/1229, dated 06.02.2013 and additional submission vide memo no. PP-2013/3292 dated 08.04.2013 alongwith enclosures mentioning therein that after receiving the  RTI application of the appellant, the 3 concerned oil companies, who held the information, were written vide memo no. PP-2012/6968, dated 19.09.2012 to provide information directly to the applicant who was sent copy thereof. It has further been stated that on not getting any reply from the oil companies another reminder vide memo no. PP-2012/7992 dated 30.10.2012 was issued and intimation thereof was again endorsed to the appellant. 
5. After hearing arguments advanced by both the parties and going through the record available on file it is revealed that the information sought qua the oil companies by the appellant was not available on record of the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana as well as that of DFSC, Ludhiana. The PIO office of Deputy Commissioner and then that of DFSC, Ludhiana had timely transferred the application of the information seeker under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act to the respective PIOs of the oil companies who held the information. The record on the file shows that the PIO office of Indian Oil Corporation provided requisite information to the appellant on 11.12.2012 mentioning therein that if aggrieved by the order appeal may be preferred before the Appellate Authority. Similarly, the CPIO office of Bharat Petroleum Corporation provided requisite information to the appellant on 12.12.2012 mentioning therein that appeal may be filed with the appellate authority if wanted. Likewise, the CPIO office of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation also intimated to the appellant that the information sought is held 
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by three oil marketing companies and drew the latter’s attention to DOPT circular no.10/2/2008-IR dated 12.06.2008. The contentions of the appellant that FAA did not hear the appeal and that the Deputy Commissioner being head of the District was duty bound to provide him the information and if it was not possible his application should have been returned to him are not tenable. The FAA office of Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana, as a matter of fact, was not competent to hear the first appeal because the information was not held by the SPIO office of DFSC. The information was held with the CPIOs of the respective oil companies who have their independent First Appellate Authorities. Though Deputy Commissioner is head of the district but he has no de-jure control over the CPIOs of other public authorities under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The other contention of the appellant that the DFSC may be penalized for the delay and compensation to him may be paid for causing harassment is misplaced because the DFSC is not found to be custodian of the information qua the three oil companies in question. In view of aforementioned the instant appeal is closed and disposed of.    

6.  Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.
 
       








Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


                             State Information Commissioner  

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1717 of 2013 

Sh. Hariom Parkash,

C-37, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana-14001.





……………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 






   ………..……………Respondent
Present: 
Sh. Hariom Parkash complainant in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Kulwinder Singh, Head Draftsman, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

ORDER

1.
The complainant has not attended today’s hearing. However, he has intimated on telephone that the complete information has not been provided to him by the PIO. 

2.
A fax has been received from APIO Zone-D, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana stating therein that the information has been received by the complainant on 19.06.2013. The respondent further states that the information as available on record has been provided to the complainant. 

3.
Last opportunity is provided to the complaiannt to follow up his case in the Commission failing which it shall be presumed that information has been provided to him by the PIO. The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1742 of 2013 

Sh. Jora Singh S/o Sh. Naranjan Singh

R/o Ram Nagar, House No. 169,

Gali No.4, Patiala. 





……………………….Complainant 

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust, 

Patiala.  






   ………..……………Respondent
Show Cause Notice

CC:
Sh. Gora Lal, 







(Regd.Post)

Executive Officer -cum-PIO
Office of Improvement Trust,

Patiala.

Present: 
Sh. Jora Singh complainant in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Basant Singh Superintendant, O/o Improvement Trust, Patiala.

ORDER
1. The complainant states that he has been provided information after a delay of 9 months. He further states that penal action against the PIO may be taken for providing information after considerable delay as per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

2. After hearing both the parties and perusing the record available on file it appears that PIO has delayed/ denied in providing the information to the complainant. In view of the above, PIO- Sh. Gora Lal, EO-cum-PIO office of Improvement Trust will show cause in writing or through affidavit 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. 
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In addition to his submission, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso, 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. 

3.
The matter to come up for further hearing on 29.07.2013 at 2:00 P.M.   

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









        Sd/-  
Chandigarh






          (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 20.06.2013


                             State Information Commissioner
