STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Avtar Singh,

S/o Shri Sant Singh,

105, Walia Enclave,

Opposite Punjabi University,
 Patiala.







          
Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Patiala.








 Respondent

AC - 1133/2010

Present:
Shri  Avtar Singh. Appellant,  in person.


None is present on  behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The  information vide letter No. nil and dated nil has been supplied to the Appellant with a copy to the Commission, which has been received in the Commission on 11.02.2011 against Diary No. 2502. The Appellant states that he has not received the information so far.
2.

The written submission of Shri D. S. Virk, D.D.P.O. in response to the show-cause notice issued to him on the last date of hearing has not been received so far. While giving one more opportunity, he is directed to send his written submission before the next date of hearing.
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3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh
4.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

Shri D. S. Virk, District Development and Panchayat Officer,



Patiala.
                       


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pardeep Kumar,

S/o Shri Inderjit Singh,

R/o H.No. 67-C, Gali No. 17, 

New Pawan Nagar, Amritsar.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Amritsar Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.,

Rajasansi Branch, Amritsar.





 Respondent

CC - 3732/2010

Present:
Shri Pardeep Kumar, Complainant, in person.
Shri Kanwar Madanjit Singh, Branch Manager and Shri Parminder Singh, former Branch Manager, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Parminder Singh states that he has since been transferred from Rajasansi Branch, Amritsar and posted at Bhala Pind Branch. 

2.

Shri Kanwar Madanjit Singh, present Branch Manager places on record a copy of the requisite information, which is taken on record. He hands over one copy of the information to the Complainant in the court in my presence. 
3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Shri Arjan Singh,

V.P.O.: Harpalpur,

Tehsil: Rajpura, District: Patiala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC - 3617/2010

Present:
Shri Bhagwan Singh,  Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The  Complainant states that the wrong and mis-leading  information has  been supplied to him. 
2.

No written submission has been received from the PIO in response to the Show-cause Notice issued to him on the last date of hearing for the delay in the supply of information and for supplying wrong and mis-leading information. 3.

Since none is present  on behalf of the Respondent, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 11.03.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Registrar,
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 Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector: 17, Chandigarh to direct the Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Patiala to attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing alongwith  his written  submission and the correct information.
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

The Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, 



Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
                       


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kewal Krishan,

R/o # 2547(First Floor),

Phase-XI(Sector: 65), Mohali.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

Sector:62, Mohali.







 Respondent

CC - 88/2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent, one more opportunity is given to them to pursue their case and the case is fixed for hearing  on 11.03.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raghbir Singh,

S/o Shri Naranjan Singh,

Village: Bamna, Tehsil: Samana,

District: Patiala.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC - 3577/2010
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent, one more opportunity is given to them to pursue their case and the case is fixed for hearing  on 11.03.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner          

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pala Singh, Nambardar,

S/o Shri Ujjagar Singh,

R/o Village: Jhanda Bagga Nawan,

P.O. Fatehgarh Panjtoor, 

Tehsil & District: Moga.






Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Makhu.








 Respondent

CC - 3699/2010
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

Two letters dated 07.01.2011 and 24.01.2011  have been received from Shri Pala Singh, Complainant.  Vide  one letter he has informed that a letter meant for the Respondent has been received by him in the envelope meant for him, which he has sent back to the Commission for further passing on  to the Respondent.  Vide second letter he has informed that due to severe cold he is not able to attend the proceedings and has requested that the case may be adjourned and fixed after 15th February, 2011. 

2.

On the request of the Complainant, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second  floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

House No. 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC - 304/2009
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant. 

Shri M. S. Augla, CTP; Shri Sukhdev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO and Shri Manjeet Singh, Senior Assistant of the  office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, vide orders dated 22.06.2010,  a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed upon Shri M. S. Aujla, Chief Town Planner of Local Government Department, Punjab,  for the delay in the supply of information and a compensation of Rs. 10,000/- was awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 
2.

Shri M. S. Aujla filed an  application on 01.07.2010 to review the orders dated 22.06.2010 on the ground that the application was filed by the Appellant with the PIO of the office of Director Local Government(L.G.-1 Branch) 
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and the entire information was available with him. What-ever information was available in his office was supplied to the PIO of the office of Director Local 
Government. Shri Aujla also submitted that he remained PIO of the office of Town Planning Wing of the Local Government Department from 02.06.2009 to 20.11.2009 and he cannot be held responsible for the delay which occurred on part of the PIO of the office of Director Local Government. 
3.

On the representation of Shri M. S. Aujla submitted to the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, the C.I.C.  vide his order dated 23.07.2010 ordered to keep in abeyance the  orders dated 22.06.2010 till the disposal of review application dated 01.07.2010 as the under-signed  was on Ex-India Leave.

4.

During consideration of  the review application of Shri M.S. Aujla,  a number of new facts have come to the notice which were never submitted before. After considering the review application I have arrived at the conclusion that what-ever information was demanded from the office of Shri M. S. Aujla, that was immediately provided to the PIO of the office of Director Local Government  who was responsible to supply the information to the Appellant. The entire responsibility for the delay rests with  the PIO of the office of Director Local Government  and accordingly show-cause notices have been issued to the PIOs namely Shri Bhajan Singh, Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi and Smt. Meenakshi Bagga. 
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5.

It has been brought to the notice of the Commission that all these officers remained as PIOs for very short durations. More-over, Shri Bhajan Singh and Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi have since retired and Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is seriously ill and not in a position to make her written submission.  Thus  it is difficult to singled out the PIO, who is responsible for the delay. Therefore, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon any of  them. 
6.

In view of the facts/documents  submitted  by Shri Aujla in his defence,  which have been found to be true, I  am convinced that Shri Aujla cannot be held   responsible for the delay  in the supply of the information.  Therefore, I withdraw the order of imposition of penalty of Rs. 25,000/-(Twenty five thousand only)  upon Shri M. S. Aujla, C.T.P. 
5.

As regards the payment of compensation to the Appellant, the Respondents submits a photo copy of the Demand Draft for Rs. 10,000/-(Ten thousand only)  in favour of the Appellant. 

6.

In the circumstances narrated above, the  Principal Secretary Local Government may issue necessary instructions to ensure the smooth disposal of RTI applications by supplying the information within stipulated period as per the provisions of RTI Act and take necessary steps to streamline the working in the Department of Local Government. 
7.

Since the information stands provided and orders of the
Contd……p/4
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 Commission have been complied with,  the case is disposed of.

8. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 22. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

1.
The Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab,




Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.

2. Shri M. S. Aujla, Chief Town Planner, 

Office of Local Government Department, Punjab,

  Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board,

Sector:27, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.                     


  


      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ram Saran Dass,

House No. 2849, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instruction (Secondary Education),

Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

AC No. 178 /2007

Present:
Shri Ram Saran Dass, appellant, in person.



Shri Charanjit Singh, Superintendent, office of DPI(SE) and 


Shri Vidya Mohan, Clerk, SD(Boys) High School, Nabha, on 


behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, Shri Ram Saran Dass, appellant, has given his observations on the information supplied to him in the court on 01.02.2011.  He has accepted the information relating to para No. 1, 2,3,4 and 6. However, he has written his observation regarding the date of birth of Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj, for which the respondent, on behalf of DPI, places on record a photocopy of Character Certificate issued by the Principal of Ram Bilas M.P.H.S. School, Bermi (Hazaribagh) in which the date of birth of Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj has been written as 12.02.1952. Copy of rules of grant-in-aid to  Government Aided Schools has also been supplied. 

2.

With regard to serial No. 5, Shri Vidya Mohan, Clerk, S.D. (boys) 
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High School, Nabha, who is appearing on behalf of respondent of S.D.(Girls) High School, Nabha states that the information relates to record more than 20 years old and the list of candidates, who applied for the post of Mathematics and Social Studies teachers, along with their applications, is not available in the domain of S.D. (Girls) High School, Nabha.  He further states that no merit list is available in the record.

3.

The appellant states that the school has supplied the copies of letters from the file of that period i.e. cuttings of newspapers and other concerned correspondence made for the appointment of mathematics and social studies teachers, but the list of candidates who appeared for the interview and their merit list, has not been supplied. He further pleads that an enquiry be got conducted from DPI by a senior officer of the department, as no merit list of candidates, who appeared in the interview, has been prepared and Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj has been appointed by back door entry.  He further states that he filed his application for information on 22.01.2007 and Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj was the Headmistress-cum-PIO at that time and she has been delaying the information intentionally and with malafide intention as the proper procedure has not been adopted by the Managing Committee of S.D. Girls High School in appointing Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj.  He also brings to the notice of commission that a letter dated 09.06.2007 has been written by Ms. Kamelsh 
Bhardwaj to the address of Punjab State Information commission with a copy to 
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the Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab, DPI (School education), Circle Education Officer, Nabha, District Education Officer (Secondary education), Patiala, in which she has stated for favour of information that:


 “the supply of the information in the case may be withheld till the decision 
of my appeal  by the Hon’ble Commission. No information pertaining to my 
person may be disseminated to the complainant, a convict, Mahant of 

Dera and still Junior Engineer of Irrigation as it is prohibited under the Act 
as it invades into my privacy and is aimed at settling personal scores and 
still further not abuse but prostitution of the process of the Act.


 In case my representation is rejected by the Commission, I shall be liable 
to compensate the Department  for the damages suffered by it. “ 

4.

 The case was transferred from the bench of Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, Ld. Information Commissioner and the Ld. Commissoner had observed that there is a family dispute between the appellant and Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj.  In the instant case, Shri Ram Saran Dass has demanded information from the S.D. Girls High School, Nabha, which is a government-aided privately managed school and Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj, being the Headmistress and PIO of the public authority, has been delaying the information intentionally and with malafide intention as there is no information which is covered under Section 8(1)(j) i.e. third party information.  Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj, being the Head and PIO of the school, a show cause notice is issued to her as to why a penalty be not imposed 











Contd..p/4

AC-178/2007




-4-

upon her for not supplying the information in time and appellant be not compensated under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

5.

I am also of the view that Director, Privately Aided Schools, Punjab may get an enquiry conducted from a senior officer of the department with regard to the working of management of S.D.Girls High School, Nabha during the interview conducted by the management on 29.08.1983 as per the advertisements issued in the Indian Express and daily Hind Samachar newspapers. If there is no record available, the management of S.D.Girls High School, Nabha will submit an affidavit saying that no merit list has been prepared and nothing is available on the domain of public authority, i.e. S.D.Girls High School, Nabha. It is directed that the copy of orders passed by the commission today, will be supplied to Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj by Shri Vidya Mohan, Clerk, of S.D. Boys High School, Nabha. The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
6.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 

Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner




CC:
(i)
Director, Privately Aided Schools, Punjab, o/o 




DPI(SE),Sector 17, Chandigarh.

(ii) Ms. Kamlesh Bhardwaj, Headmistress (retd) S.D. Girls High School, Nabha.

    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhpal Singh Khaira, MLA,

House No. 6, Sector-5, Chandigarh.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Dhilwan, distt. Kapurthala.






 Respondent

CC No. 3551 /2010

Present:
Shri Aminder Singh, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.

`

Shri Bhupinder Singh, BDPO, Dhilwan, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, the Ld. Counsel has submitted his observations as per deliberations held in the court but the same has not been received in the commission office till today. The respondent states that they have received the observations on 17.02.2011 only and he cannot get them clarified from the Panchayats of Block Dhilwan.  The ld. Counsel states that the sarpanches of gram Panchayats from whom they have sought information, may also be made party in the instant case.  Since the BDPO is compiling the information supplied by the gram Panchayats, there is no need to make sarpanches parties at this stage. The BDPO is directed to compile the information as per observations made by the complainant and to supply clarified / any documents to the complainant within a period of one month. 
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 2.

The ld.counsel also places his observations with regard to utilization certificates, income from lease of Panchayat/ shamlat land, house tax,  details of funds from 12th Finance Commission for the year 2008-09, NAREGA  funds for the year 2008-09.  BDPO, Dhilwan is directed to supply copies of utilization certificates and copies of information which has been supplied by the sarpanches. 

3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 in court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhpal Singh Khaira, MLA,

House No. 6, Sector-5, Chandigarh.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Nadala, distt. Kapurthala.






 Respondent

CC No. 3613 /2010

Present:
Shri Aminder Singh, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.

`

Shri Bhupinder Singh, BDPO, Dhilwan and Shri Mohinder  


Singh, Panchayat Officer, Nadala, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, the Ld. Counsel has submitted his observations as per deliberations held in the court but the same has not been received in the commission office till today. The respondent states that they have received the observations on 17.02.2011 only and he cannot get them clarified from the Panchayats of Block Nadala.  The ld. Counsel states that the sarpanches of gram Panchayats from whom they have sought information, may also be made party in the instant case.  Since the BDPO is compiling the information supplied by the gram Panchayats, there is no need to make sarpanches parties at this stage. The BDPO is directed to compile the information as per observations made by the complainant and to supply clarified / any documents to the complainant within a period of one month. 
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 2.

The ld.counsel also places his observations with regard to utilization certificates, income from lease of Panchayat/ shamlat land, house tax,  details of funds from 12th Finance Commission for the year 2008-09, NAREGA  funds for the year 2008-09.  BDPO, Nadala is directed to supply copies of utilization certificates and copies of information which has been supplied by the sarpanches. 

3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 in court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhwinder Singh s/o Sh. Mangat Singh,

Village: Motemajra,

Tehsil and Distt. SAS Nagar.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Agriculture, Punjab,

SCO No. 85-88, Sector 34A, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 3578 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Gurvider Singh, Legal Officer, office of Punjab Health 


systems Corporation, Shri Iqbal Singh Sethi, Superintendent, 


office of Director, Food and supplies and Shri D.P.Mangla, 


Superintendent, office of Director Agriculture, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing,  Shri Iqbal Singh Sethi, Superintendent, office of Director, Food and Supplies states that they  procure food grains – wheat and rice – and wheat flour only. The Department of Food and Supplies has no knowledge about sanghara and they have never made purchases of sanghara flour from the market. 

2.

Shri Gurvinder pal Singh, Legal Officer office of Punjab Health Systems Corporation states that the information is not available with them. The same might be available with the Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana. 
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3.

Shri D.P.Mangla, Superintendent, office of Director Agriculture also states that their office has no information available  regarding sanghara atta and further pleads that the complainant be directed to file a new application with the Panjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana.

4.

Since the information is not available with the public domain of office of Director Agriculture, Director Food and Supplies and Punjab Health Systems Corporation, the case is disposed of with the direction that the complainant should file a new case/ application with the Vice Chancellor, Panjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana for getting the requisite information.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner




CC:
(i)
PIO office of Director, Food & Supplies, Punjab,




Jeevan Deep Building, Sector-17, Chandigarh.

(ii) PIO office of Punjab Health Systems Corporation,


Phase-6, SAS Nagar; and

(iii) PIO of office of Director, Agriculture, Punjab,


SCO No. 85-88, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh. 

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Shamsher Singh s/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

VPO: Otalan, Distt. Ludhiana.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Offier,

Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.






 Respondent

CC No.3752  /2010

Present:
Shri Shamsher Singh, complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of respondent.

2.

The respondent BDPO is not present in the court neither he has submitted his written submission as directed on the last date of hearing. . One more chance is given to Shri Barjinder Singh Grewal, BDPO, Samrala to be present, in person,  along with written submission as to why a penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information in time as the information is late by more than six months. 

3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for hearing on 22.03.2011 in court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing is over, Shri Sikander Singh Superintendent and Shri Navtej Sharma, PIO-cum-VDO are present in the court and submit that the requisite information is available with the SDO, Panchayati Raj and Junior Engineer, who maintains the Measurement Book.

2.

No doubt the works are executed by the SDO, Panchayati Raj, but the payments are made by the office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer concerned.  It is, therefore, directed that the respondent-PIO will get the requisite information from the concerned SDO/Junior Engineer and will supply the same to the complainant.

 









Sd/-
 Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


                 State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Deepak Mudgil,

Military Station Road, opp. Chankya School,

Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.








 Respondent

CC No. 78 /2011

Present:
Shri Deepak Mudgil, complainant, in person.



Shri Subhash Chander, DRO-cum-APIO, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Deepak Mudgil filed an application with the PIO of office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur on 20.11.2010 and asked information on 8 points. The Deputy Commissioner, vide his letter dated 22.11.2010 referred the case to concerned branches of his office, to supply the requisite information. After getting no information he filed a complaint with the commission dated nil which is received in the commission office on 15-01-2011 against diary No. 2130.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

The complainant places on record his written submission vide letter dated 22.02.2011 with a copy to the respondent. The respondent states that the information is not available on the public domain of the public authority. He 











Contd…p/2

CC-78/2011




-2-

further states that, as and when, the relevant record is traced out, the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant. The complainant states that he has contacted the military officers stationed at Fazilka, who have given  notices to those people, who’s houses fall in the 500 meter dia of the military station and they have to pull down their houses as per the military rules and notification issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.  The complainant also places on record a copy of the notification issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, with a copy to the respondent.  The respondent pleads that the case may be adjourned for 15 days.  

3.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurvinder Singh s/o Sh. Puran Singh,

Village: Hakim Baig. PO: Samra via

Fatehgarh Churian, Distt. Gurdaspur.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Education Officer (Elementary Edu.),

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No. 3569 /2010

Present:
Shri Gurvinder Singh, complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The complainant states that he has received one letter No. IG-IC/2011/3273, dated 28.01.2011 from the PIO-cum- DEO(EE), Patiala.  He further states that the information supplied by the PIO is incomplete. He has asked information about three teachers; namely Ms. Rajinder Kaur d/o Sh. Piara Singh, Ms. Keerti Singla d/o Sh. Jawahar Singh and Shri Satish Kumar s/o Shri Dev Raj working in various schools of Block Patiala.

2.

As none was present on behalf of respondent in the last two hearings, a show cause notice was issued to the respondent-PIO to submit his written submission within a period of 15 days. The respondent is neither present in the court nor he has submitted his written submission today. 

3.

Now it is directed that Shri Jarnail Singh, Deputy District Education
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Officer (Elementary Education), Patiala, will submit his written submission as to why a penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) for not supplying the information in time and suitable compensation be not paid to the complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005. He is also directed to supply the remaining information to the complainant by 25.02.2010.

4.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Angrej Singh s/o S. Dilbagh Singh,

VPO: Khalchian, Distt. Amritsar- 143111.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Rayya, Distt. Amritsar.






 Respondent

CC No. 3076 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Amrik Singh, BDPO, Naushehra Pannuan, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, Shri Amrik Singh, the then Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Rayya, now BDPO,  Naushehra Pannuan, is present in the court along with his written submission. He states that he has already supplied the information which was demanded by the complainant on 30.08.2010. BDPO, Rayya, Shri Baljit Singh, has also supplied the information to the complainant vide letter No. 72, dated 12.01.2011 again and on which Shri Angrej Singh, complainant has written as under:-



“ i' ;{uBk w?A wzrh ;h T[j w?B{z fwb rJh j? fJ; s/ w?A ;zsf;N jK. 








;jh$-  Angrej Singh
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2.

I am satisfied with the written submission made by Shri Amrik Singh, the then BDPO, Rayya, now BDPO, Naushehra Pannuan. Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 


3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yogesh Mahajan, 

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.


      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Executive Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Provincial Division, Ferozepur.

(ii) FAA: Superintending Engineer, B&R,

Ferozepur Circle, Ferozepur.





 Respondent

AC No. 1162 /2010

Present:
Shri Yogesh Mahajan, appellant, in person.



Shri Om Parkash, SDC, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

From the perusal of the application filed by the information seeker, Shri Yogesh Mahajan, it reveals that he has asked the information on the proforma prepared by him.  The information seeker must keep in mind the objectives of the RTI Act as outlined in the Preamble to the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent states that the information seeker demands information only in the proforma prepared by him for which they have to create the information and have to divert their resources.  Due to shortage of man-power, it is not possible for the Department to create the information as per the demand of the appellant in the proforma appended by him in the application form. So as per the RTI Act, the 











Contd..p/2

AC-1162/2010



-2-

diverse and lengthy information sought by information seeker seems to be designed only to put public authority under undue and un-called for pressure. In such cases, the commission appreciates the efforts put in by the public authority to collect and provide as such information as possible for frivolous and inconsequential information. Such type of information demanded covers the  entire gamut on the functioning of the government/ public authority.  The information seeker should ask for specific information which would not cause enormous time and efforts to collect and furnish the same within the stipulated period of time i.e. 30 days as per RTI Act. The meaning of  information and its coverage is in section 2(f) and right to access information is determined in section 2(j), right to access is the information which is held or under the control of a public authority. The Act does not make it obligatory on the part of the public authority to create information for the purpose of its dissemination as per the demand of the information seeker in the proforma. 

2.

Prima facie, RTI is an inclusive one but still it has to be information that is available and existing. It must also be either held or under the control of the public authority concerned. Non existence of information is no information. 

3.

The beneficient provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, are not meant to be misused by the information- seekers. Conferment of a right under a statute 
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pre-supposes that it shall be exercised in a proper and fair manner. Misuse of a right is by itself a negation of the right. No legal right can brook its being misused to the detriment of the person supposed to discharge his duties correlatively to the legal right in question. The RTI Act does not confer any right to seek advice or reasons or views.  A citizen has a right to only seek copies of papers/ documents etc. held on record. RTI is not a remedy for all our problems, some of which are well entrenched in the system of governance. However, it certainly is a 

tool that can support to reach the authentic resolution of the problems. The Act is also  clearly public interest –oriented and is not meant to promote or sub-serve narrow personal interests or considerations. The appellant has not been able to justify as to what larger public interest/ activity would be served were the information to be provided to him.  The only purpose appears to be to harass the public authority. 

4.

The respondent states that the Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, PWD(B&R), Ferozepur has written letter No. 5152/MC, dated 21.02.2011 to the Commission along with letters written to Shri Yogesh Mahajan. He also places on record a photocopy of letter through which Shri Yogesh Mahajan was requested to deposit Rs. 31590/- towards the cost of documents running into 15795 papers.  He further states that the information is ready with 
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him, the appellant can deposit the money and take the information from him. 

5.

Should the appellant deposit the requisite amount of Rs. 31595/- towards the cost of documents , the respondent shall be duty bound to supply the same.  The case is, therefore, disposed of. 
6.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yogesh Mahajan, 

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.


            Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Executive Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Electrical  Division, Jalandhar..

(ii) FAA: Superintending Engineer, B&R,

Chandigarh Circle, SCO No. 39, Sector 7C,

Chandigarh.


.





 Respondent

AC No. 1160 /2010

Present:
Shri Yogesh Mahajan, appellant, in person.



Shri Rajinder Singh, XEN,  on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

From the perusal of the application filed by the information seeker, Shri Yogesh Mahajan, it reveals that he has asked the information on the proforma prepared by him.  The information seeker must keep in mind the objectives of the RTI Act as outlined in the Preamble to the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent states that the information seeker demands information only in the proforma prepared by him for which they have to create the information and have to divert their resources.  Due to shortage of man-power, it is not possible for the Department to create the information as per the demand of the appellant in the proforma appended by him in the application form. So as per the RTI Act, the 
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diverse and lengthy information sought by information seeker seems to be designed only to put public authority under undue and un-called for pressure. In such cases, the commission appreciates the efforts put in by the public authority to collect and provide as such information as possible for frivolous and inconsequential information. Such type of information demanded covers the  entire gamut on the functioning of the government/ public authority.  The information seeker should ask for specific information which would not cause enormous time and efforts to collect and furnish the same within the stipulated period of time i.e. 30 days as per RTI Act. The meaning of  information and its coverage is in section 2(f) and right to access information is determined in section 2(j), right to access is the information which is held or under the control of a public authority. The Act does not make it obligatory on the part of the public authority to create information for the purpose of its dissemination as per the demand of the information seeker in the proforma. 

2.

Prima facie, RTI is an inclusive one but still it has to be information that is available and existing. It must also be either held or under the control of the public authority concerned. Non existence of information is no information. 

3.

The beneficient provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, are not meant to be misused by the information- seekers. Conferment of a right under a statute 


pre-supposes that it shall be exercised in a proper and fair manner. Misuse of a 
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right is by itself a negation of the right. No legal right can brook its being misused to the detriment of the person supposed to discharge his duties correlatively to the legal right in question. The RTI Act does not confer any right to seek advice or reasons or views.  A citizen has a right to only seek copies of papers / documents etc. held on record. RTI is not a remedy for all our problems, some of which are well entrenched in the system of governance. However, it certainly is a 

tool that can support to reach the authentic resolution of the problems. The Act is also clearly public interest –oriented and is not meant to promote or sub-serve narrow personal interests or considerations. The appellant has not been able to justify as to what larger public interest/ activity would be served were the information to be provided to him.  The only purpose appears to be to harass the public authority.

4.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing,  the respondent has brought the information, as per observations of appellant,  but Shri Yogesh Mahajan left the court proceedings during hearing and did not see the information brought by the respondent.  He also said that he will not join the court proceedings tomorrow also.  Since the information is ready with the respondent-PIO, he is directed to send the same through registered post. The case is, therefore, disposed of.  

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 









Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




                Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


                 State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yogesh Mahajan, 

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.


      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Executive Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Electrical Division, SCO 39, Sector 7C, Madhya

Marg, Chandigarh.

(ii) FAA: Superintending Engineer, B&R,

Electrical Circle, SCO No. 39, Sector 7C,

Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

AC No. 1161 /2010

Present:
Shri Yogesh Mahajan, appellant, in person.



Shri Gurcharan Singh, SDO, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

From the perusal of the application filed by the information seeker, Shri Yogesh Mahajan, it reveals that he has asked the information on the proforma prepared by him.  The information seeker must keep in mind the objectives of the RTI Act as outlined in the Preamble to the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent states that the information seeker demands information only in the proforma prepared by him for which they have to create the information and have to divert their resources.  Due to shortage of man-power, it is not possible for the Department to create the information as per the demand of the appellant in the proforma appended by him in the application form. So as per the RTI Act, the 
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diverse and lengthy information sought by information seeker seems to be designed only to put public authority under undue and un-called for pressure. In such cases, the commission appreciates the efforts put in by the public authority to collect and provide as such information as possible for frivolous and inconsequential information. Such type of information demanded covers the  entire gamut on the functioning of the government/ public authority.  The information seeker should ask for specific information which would not cause enormous time and efforts to collect and furnish the same within the stipulated period of time i.e. 30 days as per RTI Act. The meaning of  information and its coverage is in section 2(f) and right to access information is determined in section 2(j), right to access is the information which is held or under the control of a public authority. The Act does not make it obligatory on the part of the public authority to create information for the purpose of its dissemination as per the demand of the information seeker in the proforma. 

2.

Prima facie, RTI is an inclusive one but still it has to be information that is available and existing. It must also be either held or under the control of the public authority concerned. Non existence of information is no information. 

3.

The beneficient provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, are not meant to be misused by the information- seekers. Conferment of a right under a statute 


pre-supposes that it shall be exercised in a proper and fair manner. Misuse of a 
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right is by itself a negation of the right. No legal right can brook its being misused to the detriment of the person supposed to discharge his duties correlatively to the legal right in question. The RTI Act does not confer any right to seek advice or reasons or views.  A citizen has a right to only seek copies of papers/ documents etc. held on record. RTI is not a remedy for all our problems, some of which are well entrenched in the system of governance. However, it certainly is a 

tool that can support to reach the authentic resolution of the problems. The Act is also  clearly public interest –oriented and is not meant to promote or sub-serve narrow personal interests or considerations. The appellant has not been able to justify as to what larger public interest/ activity would be served were the information to be provided to him.  The only purpose appears to be to harass the public authority. 

4.

The respondent states that he has information ready with him and the appellant can see the same before it is handed over/ supplied to him.  But the appellant does not cooperative with the respondent and left the court, during hearing, without seeing the information and by saying that he will not join the court proceedings tomorrow also.  The information is ready with the respondent which can be supplied to the appellant. The respondent is directed to send the same through registered post and the case is disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 










Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




                    Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


                State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yogesh Mahajan, 

Anti Corruption Council,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.


      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Executive Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Construction Division No.1, Ludhiana.

(ii) FAA: Superintending Engineer, B&R,

Ludhiana  Circle, Ludhiana..





 Respondent

AC No. 1164 /2010

Present:
Shri Yogesh Mahajan, appellant, in person.



Shri Gurvinder Singh Bedi, SDO, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

From the perusal of the application filed by the information seeker, Shri Yogesh Mahajan, it reveals that he has asked the information on the proforma prepared by him.  The information seeker must keep in mind the objectives of the RTI Act as outlined in the Preamble to the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent states that the information seeker demands information only in the proforma prepared by him for which they have to create the information and have to divert their resources.  Due to shortage of man-power, it is not possible for the Department to create the information as per the demand of the appellant in the proforma appended by him in the application form. So as per the RTI Act, the 
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diverse and lengthy information sought by information seeker seems to be designed only to put public authority under undue and un-called for pressure. In such cases, the commission appreciates the efforts put in by the public authority to collect and provide as such information as possible for frivolous and inconsequential information. Such type of information demanded covers the  entire gamut on the functioning of the government/ public authority.  The information seeker should ask for specific information which would not cause enormous time and efforts to collect and furnish the same within the stipulated period of time i.e. 30 days as per RTI Act. The meaning of  information and its coverage is in section 2(f) and right to access information is determined in section 2(j), right to access is the information which is held or under the control of a public authority. The Act does not make it obligatory on the part of the public authority to create information for the purpose of its dissemination as per the demand of the information seeker in the proforma. 

2.

Prima facie, RTI is an inclusive one but still it has to be information that is available and existing. It must also be either held or under the control of the public authority concerned. Non existence of information is no information. 

3.

The beneficient provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, are not meant to be misused by the information- seekers. Conferment of a right under a statute 
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pre-supposes that it shall be exercised in a proper and fair manner. Misuse of a right is by itself a negation of the right. No legal right can brook its being misused to the detriment of the person supposed to discharge his duties correlatively to the legal right in question. The RTI Act does not confer any right to seek advice or reasons or views.  A citizen has a right to only seek copies of papers/ documents etc. held on record. RTI is not a remedy for all our problems, some of which are well entrenched in the system of governance. However, it certainly is a 

tool that can support to reach the authentic resolution of the problems. The Act is also clearly public interest –oriented and is not meant to promote or sub-serve narrow personal interests or considerations. The appellant has not been able to justify as to what larger public interest/ activity would be served were the information to be provided to him.  The only purpose appears to be to harass the public authority. 

4.

The respondent places on record  a written submission in which it has been stated that all the information available on the record of public authority has been supplied in the court and no other information is available. Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of.   

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 22-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner
