STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. R.K.S.Dhawan,

# 2, Sun View, Arjun Nagar,

Jalanhdar-144001.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I.(SE),Pb,

SCO-95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1771 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 
(ii) Smt. Rajinder Kaur Bains, Sr. Assistant and Smt. Veena Rai, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Respondent states that the copy of Notification/Circular demanded by the Complainant is not traceable in their office. She further states that information demanded by the Complainant relates to the office of Secretary Education, Punjab. Since, this Notification/Circular has been issued by the Secretary, Education (Punjab), Complainant is advised to file separate application with the office of Secretary Education.
3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
s

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ram Nath Chopra,

Sabka Senior Sahayak (Retd.),

Senior Citizen, # 14, Vikas Vihar,

Ferozepur Shahir-152002.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o. DPI (SE), Pb,

SCO-95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (S),

Ferozepur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1837 of 2011

Present:           (i) Sh. Ram Nath Chopra, the Complainant
                      (ii) Sh.Harish Sharma, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.       Respondent states that the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant.  Complainant states that he has received the same and is satisfied.  Copy of the same is taken on record.  Since, the information stands supplied.  The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. R.K.S.Dhawan,

# 2, Sun View, Arjun Nagar,

Jalanhdar-144001.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I.(SE),Pb,

SCO-95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1772 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 
(ii) Sh. Bimal Dev, Sr. Assistant and Smt. Tirlochan Kaur, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent  

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that the sought for information has already been sent to the Complainant. Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence. 

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Mehanga Ram,

RTI Activitise Federation Punjab,

V & P.O.Dhalwaha,

Tehsil and Distt-Hoshiarpur.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur.

…………………………..Respondent

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur
CC No. 1792 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Mehanga Ram, the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Jagdish  Lal, SDO, O/o PPCB, Jalandhar 
ORDER

Heard

2.
The Complainant had filed a RTI application with the PIO on 27.04.2011 for certain information. He received a reply dated 16.08.2011 from the PIO, which he found unsatisfactory. The Complainant filed a Complaint with the Commission on 01.06.2011 under Section 18 of the RTI Act.
3.
It must be noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that the Complainant has failed to avail the same in the instant case. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the chance to review the PIO’s decision as envisaged under the RTI Act.
Contd..P-2
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4.
In view of the aforesaid, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

5.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 07.03.2011 to the Complainant. 

6.
If not satisfied with the information provided on his appeal, Complainant –Sh. Parminder Singh will be free to move a second appeal before the Commission as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.
7.
In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint dated 01.06.2011;

2. Copy of RTI application dated 27.04.2011 ; and:

3. Copy of PIO’s reply dated 16.08.2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajesh Chohan,

MBA, LLB, Advocate,

District Courts,

Gurdaspur.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Sarpanch,

Gram Panchayat, Village-Chaunta,

Distt-Gurdaspur.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Gurdaspur.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 561 of 2011

alongwith 

AC No. 562 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant 
(ii) Sh. Gulzar Singh, Sh. Yashpal Singh, Sarpanch and Sh. Uttam Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Appellant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Sh. Yashpal Singh, Sarpanch appeared and states that in response to the application of the Appellant dated 06.09.2010, the sought for information was sent by registered post on 05.10.2010. Respondent has further submitted the copy of confirmation of the postal department that the said letter was delivered on 06.10.10.
3.
In view of the facts stated by the Respondent, the case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th August, 2011

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

Sh. Gurdev Singh,

S/o Sh. Ram Singh,

R/o Village-Saedpura,

Tehsil.Khamano, 

istt-Fatehgarh Sahib.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Khamano, Distt-Fatehgarh Sahib.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1788 of 2011

Present:           (i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
                       (ii) Sh. Jagdeep Singh, Panchayat Secy., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.        Respondent states that the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant by hand.  Complainant is absent.  He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing.  It is presumed that he has received the information.  In case, Complainant is not satisfied with the information provided, he is advised to file an appeal with the First Appellate Authority.
3.          In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Janak Singh,

Present Member Panchayat,

Village-Roopa, Block-Samrala,

P.O.Dahiru, Distt-Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Samrala, Distt-Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1795 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Janak Singh, the complainant 

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied.

3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Janak Singh,

Present Member Panchayat,

Village-Roopa, Block-Samrala,

P.O.Dahiru, Distt-Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Samrala, Distt-Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

O/o District Development Panchayat Officer

Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana
CC No. 1812 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Janak Singh, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Dharam , PIO, the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
The Complainant had filed a RTI application with the PIO on 07.03.2011 for  certain information. But he has not received any reply from the PIO. The Complainant therefore filed a Complaint with the Commission on  13.06.2011 under Section 18 of the RTI Act. 

4.
It must be noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that the Complainant has failed to avail the same in the instant case. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the chance to review the PIO’s decision as envisaged under the RTI Act.
Contd..P-2

-2-

5.
In view of the aforesaid, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

6.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 07.03.2011 to the Complainant. 
7.
In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint dated 13.06.2011;


   2.         Copy of RTI application dated 07.03.2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Janak Singh,

Present Member Panchayat,

Village-Roopa, Block-Samrala,

P.O.Dahiru, Distt-Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Samrala, Distt-Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

O/o District Development Panchayat Officer

Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana
CC No. 1804 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Janak Singh, the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Dharam , PIO  and Sh. Sikander Singh, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
The Complainant had filed a RTI application with the PIO on 05.03.2011 for  certain information. But he has not received any reply from the PIO. The Complainant therefore filed a Complaint with the Commission on  13.06.2011 under Section 18 of the RTI Act. 

4.
It must be noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that the Complainant has failed to avail the same in the instant case. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the chance to review the PIO’s decision as envisaged under the RTI Act.
Contd..P-2
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5.
In view of the aforesaid, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

6.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 05.03.2011 to the Complainant. 

7.
If not satisfied with the information provided on his appeal, Complainant –Sh. Janak Singh will be free to move a second appeal before the Commission as per Section 19(3)  of the RTI Act 2005.
8.
In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint in the Commission dated 13.06.2011;


   
2.         Copy of RTI application dated 05.03.2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Parminder Singh,

# 1087. Street No.1,

Tripuri Town, Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Bhunerheri, Distt-Patiala.

………………………………..Respondent

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Bhunerheri, Distt. Patiala 
CC No. 1791 of 2011

Present:
Nemo for the parties
ORDER


The Complainant had filed a RTI application with the PIO on 11.04.2011 for  certain information. On not receiving the information, Complainant filed a Complaint with the Commission on  10.06.2011 under Section 18 of the RTI Act. 
2.
It must be noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that the Complainant has failed to avail the same in the instant case. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the chance to review the PIO’s decision as envisaged under the RTI Act.
3.
In view of the aforesaid, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

4.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, 
Contd…P-2
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the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 14.02.2011 to the Complainant. 
5.
If not satisfied with the information provided on his appeal, Complainant –Sh. Parminder Singh will be free to move a second appeal before the Commission as per Section 19(3)  of the RTI Act 2005.
6
In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint in the Commission dated 10.06.2011;


   
2.         Copy of RTI application dated 11.04.2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Arora Ram,

S/o SH. Kanhaiya Ram,

R/o Parjiya Kalan,

Shahkot, Distt-Jalandhar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Jalandhar.

………………………………..Respondent

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar
CC No. 1793 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Arora Ram, the complainant 

(ii) Sh. Lakhpal Singh, P.S. on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
The Complainant had filed a RTI application with the PIO on 20.04.2011 for  certain information. He received a reply dated 26.04.2011 from the PIO, which he found unsatisfactory. The Complainant therefore filed a Complaint with the Commission on  13.06.2011 under Section 18 of the RTI Act. 

4.
It must be noted that there is an alternate and efficacious remedy of First Appeal available under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act. It appears that the Complainant has failed to avail the same in the instant case. Consequently, the First Appellate Authority (FAA) has not had the chance to review the PIO’s decision as envisaged under the RTI Act.
Contd..P-2
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5.
In view of the aforesaid, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

6.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 20/04/2011 to the Complainant. 
7.
If not satisfied with the information provided on his appeal, Complainant –Sh. Arora Ram will be free to move a second appeal before the Commission as per Section 19(3)  of the RTI Act 2005.
8.
In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint dated 13.06.2011;

2.
Copy of PIO’s reply dated 26.04.2011; and

3.
Copy of RTI application dated 20.04.2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. R.K.S.Dhawan,

# 2, Sun View, Arjun Nagar,

Jalanhdar-144001.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I.(SE),Pb,

SCO-95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1787 of 2011

Alongwith 

CC: 1773 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 

(ii) Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant filed two complaints with the Commission seeking information from DPI(SE), Punjab as in all the two complaints, the  Complainant and the PIO is the same so both the cases has been clubbed together. Respondent states that the sought for information has already been sent to the Complainant. He further states that he has brought another copy of information to personally deliver it to the Complainant today in the Commission, which is taken on record. Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Respondent is directed to send the information to the Complainant by registered post. Copy of the inforamtion submitted by the Respondent be sent to the Complainant alongwith this order.
3.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Ram Kumar Singla,

# 1731, Phase-5, Mohali.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o. DPI (S),

Sector-17/D, Punjab,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1790 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Bimal Dev, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant filed application for inforamtion to PIO, O/o DPI (School). On not receiving any information, he filed a complaint with the Commission. Respondent appearing on behalf of the PIO states that applications are dealt by various branches on the basis of designation or district-wise. Since, Complainant has not mentioned complete particulars, it is not possible to provide the sought for information.
3.
Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Complainant is advised to file fresh application for information giving complete details.

4.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the complaint is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Inder Kumar Sekhri,

Managing Director,

Abhinav Cotspin Ltd.,

Village-Said Mubark,

Amritsar Road,

Batala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Assistant Exercise and Taxation Commissioner,

Mukatsar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1368 of 2011

Present:        (i) Raj Kumar Sharma on behalf of  the Complainant
                     (ii) Sh. Harmeet Singh, ETI on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER


Heard

2.       As directed by the Commission, in the hearing dated 02.08.2011, Respondent has submits the copy of the stay order of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court today in the Commission.  Copy of the same is taken on record.  Complainant has authorized Sh. Raj Kumar Sharma to appear on his behalf for today’s hearing.  Copy of the stay order is handed over to him today in the Commission.  
3.    In view of the above, the case is, therefore, adjourned sine die.  Any of the parties can request for hearing only after the decision has been fully pronounced by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.       


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Naresh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Ram Lubhyia,

B-34-39/37, Mai Road,

Sandhu Nagar, Near Mandal Gurudwara,

Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Nurpur Bedi.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1343  of 2011

Present:        (i) Sh. Naresh Kumar, the Complainant
                    (ii) Sh. Gurminder Singh, Panchayat Secy., on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard

2
Complainant filed application for inforamtion to DDPO, Ropar on 31.01.2011 seeking inforamtion regarding grants received by the Gram Panchayat, Village Lakhno from 01.01.99 to 31.12.2010 and also expenditure incurred on Community Centre. The PIO, O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer (DDPO) has transferred this application to the concerned public authority i.e. Block Development and Panchayat Officer (BDPO), Noorpur Bedi  as per section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005 but it was wrongly dispatched to BDPO, Ropar who vide his letter dated 05.05.2011, returned it to the BDPO, Noorpur Bedi. 
3.
On not receiving the inforamtion, Complainant filed his complaint with the Commission and the first hearing was fixed on 02.06.2011. In the hearing dated 02.06.2011,  it was observed that no information has been provided by the BDPO, Noorpur Bedi. Accordingly, Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Noorpur Bedi  was directed to file an affidavit in response to the order showing cause.
4.
In the hearing dated 02.08.2011, Respondent has failed to file an affidavit in response to the order showing cause and last opportunity was given to Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, BDPO to submit his reply. But, today again neither he is present nor he has submitted reply in response to the order showing cause. It is observed that he is not careful while dealing with the RTI applications. 
5.
As the information is to be supplied within 30 days of the making of information request, there is a delay of more than 06 months on the part of the Respondent. The facts and circumstances of the case justify the imposition of penalty upon Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Nurpur Bedi.  Accordingly, I impose a penalty of Rs. 5,000/- (Rs. Five thousand only) on the Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi. This amount shall be paid by the Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi as his personal liability. District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ropar shall ensure that this amount of penalty is deducted from the salary of Sh. Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi and deposited in the Treasury under the relevant head.

6.
It is observed that Sh. Gurminder Singh, Panchayat Secy. is also responsible for the delay in providing the inforamtion. 
7.
In view of the foregoing, Sh. Gurminder Singh, Panchayat Secy is directed to show as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

8.
Sh. Gurminder Singh, Panchayat Secy is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. Sh. Gurminder Singh, Panchayat Secy. and BDPO, Nurpur Bedi are directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

9.
To come up for confirmation and compliance on 27.09.2011 (11.00 AM). Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Nageena Singh,

S/o Sh. Mehar Singh,

Vill:-Dapar, Dera Bassi,

Mohali.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Nagar Panchayat, Lalru,

Tehsil-Derra Bassi,

SAS Nagar.

Public Information Officer

O/o Block Development and Panchayat officer,

Dera Bassi

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 986  of 2011

Present:              (i) Sh. Nageena Singh, the Complainant
                          (ii) Smt. Ritu, Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.       In the hearing dated 02.08.2011, Respondent/PIO was directed to show cause for not supplying the information to the Complainant.  Respondent/PIO has not filed his written reply in response to the order showing.  It is observed that Respondent/PIO has not complied with the order of the Commission.

3.
In view of the foregoing, I do not find any substance in request for the imposition of penalty. However there are glaring systemic deficiencies in the office of Executive Officer, Nagar Panchayat Lalru, SAS Nagar. Appropriate mechanism has not been provided to keep the record properly by the public authority due to which the information / request under RTI Act, 2005 are not being served properly. I am of the considered view that instead of penalizing the PIO, it would be in the fitness of thing that public authority be ordered to compensate the Complainant on account of expenditure incurred by him in attending hearings in the Commission.
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4.
In the facts and circumstances of the case, I award a sum of Rs.2000/-(Rupees Two Thousand Only) to the Complainant as compensation for attending the hearings in the Commission. The compensation shall be paid by the Public Authority i.e O/o Block Development and Panchayat Office, Dera Bassi. within 15 days from the receipt of this order under intimation to the Commission

5.
 In the last hearing, PIO was also directed to conduct an enquiry regarding loss of file, if need be, FIR be got registered.  He is again directed to submit the report of the enquiry and take action against the officer/official for the loss of record. 
6.
Adjourned to 27.09.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post.






Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Parminder Singh,

(Retd. S.S.Master),

VPO:-Kukarpind,

Jalandhar.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I.(S), Pb,

SCO:95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o D.P.I.(S), Pb,

SCO:95-97, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No.463  2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Appellant 

(ii) Smt. Harbhajan Kaur, Assistant on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent has brought information to personally deliver it to the Appellant today in the Commission. Appellant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing. Respondent is directed to send the sought for inforamtion to the Appellant through registered post. 
3.
In the hearing dated 21.07.2011, Respondent-PIO was directed to file an affidavit. Today, Respondent has filed an affidavit in response to the order showing cause, which is taken on record. Keeping in view all the facts mentioned in the affidavit the show cause notice is hereby dropped. 
4.
In view of the above, no further cause of action is left and the appeal is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Mehanga Ram,

Member RTI Activities Federation Punjab

VPO Dholewala

Tehsil and Distt. Hoshiarpur 

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Hoshiarpur

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1008 of 2011

COMPLAINT REMANDED TO : 


First Appellate Authority

Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur
Present:
(i) Sh. Mehanga Ram, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Ravi Kumar, Executive Engineer, Hoshiarpur on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant sought information from the PIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur vide his application dated 14.02.2011. The PIO , O/o Deputy Commissioner transferred RTI application to the concerned public authorities as per section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005 i.e. Office Incharge, DRA(M), 2. SE, Dolwaha Dam, , Hoshiarpur 3. Naib Tehsildar, Bhunga.

3.
Respondent, O/o Naib Tehsildar, Bhunga submitted that information is to be provided by the office of Executive Engineer, Kandi Area Dam, Maintenance Division, Hoshiarpur. Respondent O/o Executive Engineer submits that sought for inforamtion relates to Deputy Commissioner’s office. 

4.
In the hearing dated 14.07.2011, Sh. Ravi Kumar, Executive Engineer, O/o Kandi Area, Dam Maintenance Division, Hoshiarpur was directed to file an affidavit in response to the order showing cause. Today, Sh. Ravi Kumar, Executive Engineer has filed an affidavit , which is taken on record. Keeping in view all the facts mentioned in the affidavit the show cause notice is hereby dropped.

5.
It is observed that all the PIO’s to whom the application was transferred by the D.C. Hoshiarpur  has failed to provide the inforamtion. Since, sought for information can only be provided at the level of the D.C. Hoshiarpur and he is also the First Appellate Authority, the instant matter is remanded to the FAA. The Commission hereby directs the D.C. Hoshiarpur to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act after giving all concerned parties an opportunity to be heard.

6.
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of. In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information in reply to the RTI application dated 14.02.2011 to the Complainant. 
7.
If not satisfied with the information provided on his appeal, Complainant –Sh. Mehanga Ram will be free to move a second appeal before the Commission as per Section 19(3)  of the RTI Act 2005.
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In view of the above, the case is disposed of. Copies of this decision be sent to the parties through registered post.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

               State Information Commissioner
Enclosed:  
1. 
Copy of Complaint in the Commission dated 01.04.2011;


   
2.         Copy of RTI application dated 14.02.2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurbax singh

S/o S. Bakhat Singh

H.No. 16C, Dr. Kitchlu Nagar

Rajpura, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief E.O. Zila Parishad

Behind Old Courts

Ludhiana

First Appellate Authority

O/o Chief E.O. Zila Parishad

Behind Old Courts

Ludhiana

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 373  of 2011

ORDER

The judgment in this case was reserved vide my order dated 14.07.2011.

2.
In this case, the Appellant Sh. Gurbax Singh, seeks information regarding the action taken on his complaint dated 08.11.2010, whereby he had sought the termination of services, recovery of pay and initiation of prosecution against certain E.T.T. teachers on the basis of an alleged enquiry report by ADC (G), Mohali. These E.T.T teachers, according to the Appellant, were appointed in the sports category in the year 2006, on the basis of forged, fabricated and illegal documents.  In this backdrop, the Appellant alleges that the information in question would further public interest inasmuch as it would bring to light wide spread irregularities and corruption prevalent in the departments of the government. The Appellant submits that on his application, information sought has not been supplied and that the first appeal also has not been satisfactorily dealt with. It is in these circumstances that the Appellant has approached the Commission by way of  the instant second appeal.  

3.
Responding to this appeal, the Chief Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Ludhaina, vide his written communication dated 13.07.2011, has stated that the enquiry report which the Appellant as demanded cannot be supplied to him as the same is under the 

consideration of the government. It is also averred that the Appellant is accustomed to demand  such type of reports as these demands are in relation to the employment of certain E.T.T. teachers stemming from a personal dispute with one Sukhwinder Kaur, his daughter-in-law (with whom he and his son are having strained relations). It is also alleged that  court cases are also pending between Gurbax Singh and his daughter-in-law. One Jaspreet Singh, brother of Sukhwinder Kaur has also made an application before the Commission seeking the dismissal of the instant appeal on the ground that at their instance certain criminal and civil cases are pending against Gurbax Singh and his family members.  In order to forestall these proceedings, Gurbax Singh is resorting to these extra judicial methods. He is making one application after another in various departments seeking initiation of enquiries against his sister  and others who according to Gurbax Singh sympathize with his sister. It is also alleged that nothing has come out of the complaints made by Gurbax Singh and that the innumerable complaints / appeals filed by him before the RTI Commission have only resulted in undue harassment of the Respondents and the family members of Sukhwinder Kaur. This has also resulted in wastage of lot of precious time.

4.
The RTI Act 2005 was enacted with a view to promote transparency and accountability in the working of public authorities so that the corruption in the working of government is contained and the government and its instrumentalities are held accountable to the people. The RTI Act 2005 was not meant to provide a handle to the unscrupulous for causing harassment with a view to further their parochial interests.  It would be a clear misuse of the statute if people are permitted to use it as a tool to browbeat those with whom they have litigation into submission or gain an unfair advantage over them. Such a misuse of the statute would thwart the course of justice instead of furthering it. In this manner, the whole objective of the RTI Act would be defeated. It is a well established canon of interpretation of statutes that the purpose / objective of the statute is a very important factor to be kept in view while delineating the precise scope and width of a statutory provision. Construed in this manner, I am of the considered view that where an information seeker is shown to have taken recourse to the 
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remedies provided under the RTI Act 2005 only with view to further his personal interests,  the resort to the Act would be a mis-user of the Act which is impermissible in law. In such a situation, it would be highly unjust to exacerbate the agony of the victim of the information seeker’s wrath. Put differently it means that such attempts on the part of information seeker are required to be nipped in the bud and the complaint/appeal under the RTI Act would require to be dismissed.

5.
The facts and circumstances of the instant case leave no manner of doubt that the complaints and appeals, including the present appeal, preferred by the Appellant herein are a mere misuse of the machinery set up under the RTI Act 2005 for vindicating legitimate claims. The instant appeal, therefore, deserves to be dismissed on this ground alone. I order accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.




`





Sd/-

                                                                                               (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th August, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Harvinder Singh,

M.D.Sangil, Eng. Enterprises Pvt. Ltd.

# 3047, Phase-7, Mohali.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Small Industries

Corporation, Ltd, Sector-17/D,

Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Small Industries

Corporation, Ltd, Sector-17/D,

Chandigarh.

…………………………..Respondent

AC No. 542 of 2011
Present:
(i) Sh. Harvinder Singh, the Appellant


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER

Heard

2.
As directed by the Commission, in the hearing dated 12.08.2011, Respondent has provided the photocopy of the file to the Appellant. Appellant has received the same. Since, the information stands supplied.  The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Rajiv Lohat Baddi

Chamber No. 592,

District and Session Courts,

Patiala 

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

 Pakhowal, Tehsil and Distt. Ludhiana 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1130 of  2011

Present:                (i) Sh. Rajiv Lohatbaddi, the Complainant

                            (ii) Sh. Avtar Singh, Junior Engineer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

Heard

2.      In the hearing dated 02.08.2011, BDPO, Pakhowal was directed to conduct an enquiry regarding loss of record and to take action against the erring official, if need be, FIR be got registered and to submit compliance report on the next date of hearing.  It is observed that BDPO, Pakhowal has not submitted any enquiry report regarding the persons responsible for the loss of record.  He has also not made any efforts to provide the information to the Complainant. 
3.      In view of the above, Block Development and Panchayat Office, Pakhowal, is directed to show cause why penalty should not be imposed on him for not providing the inforamtion.  PIO O/o Block Development and Panchayat Office, Pakhowal is also directed to file an affidavit in this regard on the next date of hearing.  He should be personally present alongwith the complete information and the names of erring officials responsible for loss of record. Sh. Surinder Singh, BDPO, Sh. Avtar Singh, Junior Engineer and Sh. Hardev Singh, Clerk is directed to be personally present alongwith the written replies that all the sought for information has been supplied.  Some of the information is provided by the Respondent to the Complainant today in the Commission.  Complainant is advised to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to the Respondent within a week.
4.         Adjourned to 27.09.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

                                                                      
Sd/-
  (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th  August, 2011

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

Sh. Robin Bansal,

Member Hindu Welfare Board,

R/o Patel Street, Near Delhi Gate,

Malerkotla.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Malerkotla.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1445 of 2011

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


  (ii) Sh. Ranbir Singh, PIO, the Respondent.

ORDER

Heard

2.
Sh. Ranbir Singh, PIO appears on behalf of the Respondent states that the sought for information has already been provided to the Complainant on 17.08.2011.  Copy of the same is taken on record.  Complainant is absent.  He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today’s hearing.  In the hearing dated 21.07.2011, PIO was directed to show cause.  In today’s hearing, Sh. Ranbir Singh, states that he has recently joined and Sh. Manvir Singh Gill, Executive Officer was the PIO at the time of filing RTI application of the Complainant.  Now he has been posted at Lehregaga as the Executive Officer, O/o Municipal Council, Lehregaga.   It is observed that Sh. Manvir Singh Gill has not complied with the order of the Commission dated 21.07.2011. He has not filed affidavit  in response to the order showing cause. One more opportunity is given to Sh. Manvir Singh Gill, Executive Officer, O/o MC, Lehregaga to file an affidavit on the next date of hearing. 
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4.
Adjourned to 27.09.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 






Sd/-
                                                 (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th August, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner
Note:-       After the hearing, Sh. Manvir Singh Gill, appeared and states that he has not received the order of the Commission, as he was transferred at Lehregaga.  He further states that he has left the charge on 28.07.201 and has also not received the application of the Complainant. In view of the statement and submission given by Sh. Manvir Singh Gill, Executive Officer, Lehregaga, the case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                 (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 18th August, 2011

                    State Information Commissioner

CC:-       Sh. Manvir Singh Gill, Executive Officer, Municipal Corporation, Lehregaga.

