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

Sh. Narinder Kumar,

S/o Sh. Nirmal Singh,

Vill:-Adial, Near Vikas Public School,

Tehsil:-Pathankot, Gurdaspur.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.S.P, Rural,

Pathankot,

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o S.S.P,

Gurdaspur.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 392 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Narinder Kumar, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Som Raj, ASI on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.
Appellant states that he has received the information having 174 pages.  He further states that he has pointed out deficiencies in the information provided i.e. the C.D and newspaper cutting as sought by him in the RTI application.  Respondent has agreed to provide the same to the Appellant within one week.  Respondent is directed to provide the remaining information to the Appellant within one week.


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: 24th  May, 2011

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

Sh. Jeet Singh,

S/o Sh. Teja Singh,

H.No.167-C, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Tehsil-Rajpura,

Distt-Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Technical Education and Industrial Training,

Punjab, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1191 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Jeet Singh, the Complainant 
(ii) Sh. Amrik Singh, APIO and Sh. Harpal Singh, SPIO on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has already been sent to the Complainant vide their letter dated 13.05.2011. Complainant states that he has not received the information. Another copy of the information is given to the Complainant today by the Respondent. Complainant is advised to point out the deficiencies in the information provided by the Respondent within one week. Respondent is directed to ensure that the deficiencies in the information are made good before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 19.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th   May, 2011

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

Sh. Vikrant Khosla,

S/o Late Sh. Sohan lal Khosla,

Sadar Bazar Sanaur, Sangrur,

P.O. Sanaur, Distt-Patiala.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Ex Officer,

Municipal Council,

Sanaur,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director,

Local Bodies, Patiala.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 391 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. C.L. Premy, Advocate  on behalf of the Appellant
(ii) Smt. Sunita Arora, Clerk on behalf of Respondent no. 1 and Smt. Pankaj Bala, Jr. Assistant on behalf of Respondent no. 2.

ORDER


Heard
2.
Respondent states that sought for information, as available in the record, has been provided to the Appellant. Appellant states that he is not satisfied with the information provided. He further states that as informed by the Respondent, there is a passage of 10’, whereas the passage width is only 3  ½’ . Appellant is directed to submit a site plan of the area showing the street regarding which information is sought by him on the next date of hearing  with a copy to the Respondent. Respondent is directed to direct the concerned J.E. Sh. Jasbir Singh to inspect the site plan submitted by the Appellant and he should be personally present on the next date of hearing alongwith complete report about the site plan submitted by the Appellant.

3.
Adjourned to 19.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th   May, 2011

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

Sh. Satwinder Singh,

# 33, Royal Estate,

Near Swami, Satyanand College,

Ajnala Road, Amritsar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab Gramin Bank,

Jalandhar Road,

Kapurthala.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Punjab Gramin Bank,

Jalandhar Road,

Kapurthala.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 390 of 2011

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


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant states that he sought information vide his application dated 18.09.2010 from PIO, O/o Punjab Gramin Bank, Jalandhar Road, Kapurthala but no information has been given to him so far. It is observed that information was denied by the Central Public Information Officer under Section 8(I) (h) of RTI Act, 2005. Today, neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing. He has not bothered to inform the Commission about his absence.  
3.
In view of the above, PIO is directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing to submit his reply how the supply of information would impeded the process of investigation as the challan has already been filed in the Hon’ble Court.
3.
Adjourned to 19.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th May, 2011

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

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram,

Ludhiana-Punjab.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1174 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Deepak Khullan on behalf of the appellant 

(ii) Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the building branch.
ORDER


Heard
.2.
Complainant states that he filed application for information on 09.03.2011 seeking information on two points. Respondent states that partial information was provided to the Complainant on 18.05.2011. He further states that regarding information relating to Zone-D, it is to be provided by Sh. Hemant Batra, MTP. It is observed that none is present on behalf of the Building Branch. 
3.
In view of the foregoing, Sh. Hemant Batra, MTP, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  is directed to show cause 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. 

4.
Sh. Hemant Batra, MTP, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. Sh. Hemant Batra, MTP, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is also directed to be personally present alongwith complete information on the next date of hearing.
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5.
Adjourned to 12.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th    May, 2011

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

Sh. Satwinder Singh,

# 33, Royal Estate,

Near Swami Satyanand,

College, Ajnala Road,

Amritsar

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab Gramin Bank Ltd.,

Jalanhdar Road,

Kapurthala.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1184 of 2011

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


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant sought copy of the Minutes of the Board of Director Meeting for decision on his application dated 01.05.05, but no information has been given to him so far. It is observed that neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing. He has not bothered to inform the Commission about his absence.  
3.
In view of the above, PIO is directed to be personally present alongwith complete information on the next date of hearing failing which action under Section 20 of RTI Act will be initiated.

3.
Adjourned to 19.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th  May, 2011

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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Surinder Singh,

R/o Vill:-Jala, Tehsil-Payal,

Distt-Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Doraha.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1188 of 2011

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


(ii) Sh. Harinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard
2.
Respondent has provided complete information to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant states that no information has been provided to him relating to his application dated 30.10.10 which was given to BDPO, regarding Sarpanch Sh. Shivraj Singh. Respondent states that the application submitted by the Complainant is not traceable. Respondent has requested that Complainant should supply another copy so that sought for information be provided to the Complainant. Respondent is directed to provide complete information relating to application dated 30.10.10 to the Complainant within one week. Since, information as per record has been provided to the Complainant,  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: 24th  May, 2011

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

Sh. Anand Moudgill,

B-I-1116, Dr.Bindraban Street,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Transport Officer,

Jeevan Deep Building,

Sector-17, Chandigarh. 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1177 of 2011

Present:
 (i) Sh. Anand Moudgill, the Complainant.

(ii) Sh. Gurtaar Singh, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.
Respondent states that he has brought the sought for information to personally deliver it to the Complainant today in the Commission but the Complainant has not deposited the requisite fee as sought by the O/o Director Transport, Pb.  Complainant is advised to deposit the requisite fee and get the sought for information.

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: 24th  May, 2011

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

Sh. Kashmir Singh,

S/o Sh. Ajit Singh,

Vill:-Nangal Jatta,

Nawanshehar.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Distt:-SBS Nagar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1164 of 2011

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



(ii) Sh. Ranjit Singh Khattra, BDPO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.

Complainant is absent. Respondent states that the required information has already been given to the Complainant and has shown the acknowledgment given by the Complainant in token of having received the information.

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: 24th   May, 2011

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

Sh. Kashmir Singh,

S/o Sh. Ajit Singh,

Vill:-Nangal Jalta,

Tehsil and Distt:-Nawanshaher.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Aur, Distt:-SBS, Nagar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1163 of 2011

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


(ii) Sh. Ranjit Singh Khattra, BDPO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard
2.

Complainant is absent. Respondent states that the required information has already been given to the Complainant and has shown the acknowledgment given by the Complainant in token of having received the information.

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: 24th   May, 2011

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

Sh. Ajit Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Harbans Singh,

H.No,913/I, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Additional, Director General of Police,

IT & T, Punjab Police,

Head Quarter, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 780 of 2011

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


(ii) Sh. Karlia Singh, Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant states that complete information has not been provided to him.  Respondent states that most of the information has been provided but information relating to the enquiry is pending due to the finalization of the enquiry.  Respondent is directed to provide complete information to the Complainant as soon as the enquiry is finalized.  

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: 24th     May, 2011

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens Forum,

# 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secy.,

Rural Development and Panchayat Officer,

Punjab, Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1169 of 2011

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


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

ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant is absent.  He has sent a request for transfer of his case to some other bench. The similar request in CC:1689 of 2010 and AC: 1144 of 2010 is rejected by Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner.

3.
Respondent states that application of the Complainant for information was received in their office on 22.03.2011 and accordingly Complainant was advised to deposit Rs. 3636/- as documentation fee vide their letter dated 13.04.2011. Complainant has failed to deposit the required fee so no information was provided to the Complainant.  Complainant is absent.  He has also not deposited the fee as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005. Complainant is advised to deposit the fee for providing information. Respondent is directed to provide the complete information to the Complainant on receipt of the requisite fee. 

4.
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: 24th   May, 2011

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens, Forum,

# 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Zone-D, Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Zone-D, Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 400 of 2011

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


(ii) Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard
2.
Appellant is absent.  He has sent a request for transfer of his case to some other bench. The similar request in CC:1689 of 2010 and AC: 1144 of 2010 is rejected by Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner.
3.
Respondent states that sought for information has already been provided to the Appellant. He has submitted acknowledgement of the Appellant wherein he has admitted having received the information relating to the ownership of the building. Respondent has submitted that no record regarding possession of land before construction of building of Zone-D is available. 

3.         In view of the above statement of the Respondent, the information stands supplied, 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: 24th     May, 2011

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

Sh. Anand Moudgill,

B-I-1116, Dr.Bindraban Street,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o State Transport Commissioner,

Jeevan Deep Building,

Sector-17, Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority

O/o Director Transport Officer,

Jeevan Deep Building,

Sector-17, Chandigarh. 

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1176 of 2011

Present:
(i) Sh. Anand Moudgill, the Complainant.
(ii) Sh. J.S.Brar, PIO O/o STC, Pb and Sh. Gurtaar Singh, Jr. Assistant O/o Director Transport, Pb on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER


Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has received the sought for information from the O/o State Transport Commission, Punjab. 
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: 24th  May, 2011

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

Sh. Naresh Kumar Soni,

B-I-1446/4-A, Near Kali Mata Mandi,

Humbran Road, Ludhiana.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 175 of 2011

Present:
 (i) Sh. Naresh Kumar Soni, the Appellant 


(ii) Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard
2.
In the hearing dated 15.04.2011, Respondent was directed to file an affidavit that no other files are available in their office except two files (file no. 1 containing pages 1 to 574 and file number two having pages from 1 to 96). Sh.Harish Bhagat, APIO appearing on behalf of the Municipal Corporation states that this affidavit is  to be submitted by Sh. S.S.Bindra, Assistant Town Planner, the deemed PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. It is observed that neither the PIO/APIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing. The PIO/APIO was not present even on the last date of hearing. Moreover, affidavit as ordered by the Commission has also not been filed which shows that the Respondent has no regard for the Commission.
3.
In view of the foregoing, Sh. S.S. Bindra, Assistant Town Planner, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  is directed to show cause as to:-

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

(iii) Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.
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(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

4.
Sh. S.S. Bindra, Assistant Town Planner, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. Sh. S.S. Bindra, Assistant Town Planner, O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is also directed to supply complete information to the Appellant before the next date of hearing.

5.
Adjourned to 19.07.2011 (10.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties through registered post

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24th  May, 2011

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

Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

# 989, Sector-15/A, 

Opp., Bishnoi Colony,

Market, Hisar, Haryana.

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Land Records,

Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Land Records,

Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 141 of 2011

The judgment in this case was reserved vide my order dated 26.04.2011.

2.
The Appellant vide an application dated 06.08.2010 had sent a proforma seeking information on 4 issues. A reply was sent to him on 17.08.2010 by PIO-cum-Member Secretary, Punjab Land Record Society that ‘the Society has subordinate offices scattered all over the State and the accounts of the Society vis-a-vis income & expenditure is kept by these offices and they independently got them audited from Chartered Accountant borne on panel of Comptroller and Auditor General of India’. Nevertheless, whatever information was available, it was given. Aggrieved, the information seeker filed an appeal before the departmental authority. However, still aggrieved, he has now come to the State Information Commission Punjab. During the hearing dated 24th March, 2011, Respondent stated that sought for information was sent to the Appellant on 22.03.2011 by speed post. Appellant was advised to go through the same and 
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point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided. On 24.04.2011, Appellant pointed out deficiencies in which he had submitted that he has received the information pertaining to the head office but the information regarding different subordinate offices of PLRS had still not been supplied. He submitted that the Assistant Public Information Officers at subordinate offices have sent demand for additional fee for supply of information related to their offices. Some of the APIOs have asked the Appellant to visit their office personally to get the information. He prayed that the information be supplied to him free of cost. 

3.
The stand of the Respondent is that the information required by the Appellant in this case relates to the whole of the State of Punjab and that the Head Office is not expected to collect the same from the different PIOs. 

4.
Appellant is not satisfied with the reply of the Respondent. Appellant submits that the stand taken by the Respondent is not consonant with the provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005. According to him, the Respondent should have sent the request of the Appellant for information to the various subordinate offices for providing the information as envisaged under Section 6(3).   

5. 
The contention of the information seeker is erroneous in law. Section 6(3) is in the nature of a proviso to Section 6(1) as held by this Commission in its decision in AC 909 of 2010 decided on 04.01.2011 by Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab. As per this decision Section 6(3) imposes a legal duty on the PIO to transfer a request “held by another public authority”. The expression used in section 6(3) is not “authorities”. The law is well settled that when information is held by more than one public authorities, there is no legal obligation to collect it and thereafter furnish to the information seeker or to transfer the request to more than one public authority. Similarly provision of section 5(4) relate to seeking assistance of any other officer within the 
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organization of the public authority. Section 5(4) does not require that the PIO will seek assistance of officials of other public authorities outside his own establishment.

6. For the above reasons the instant appeal is devoid of merit and is disposed of as such. It is ,however, made clear that the Appellant shall be at liberty to approach the concerned offices with his request for the supply information.

Sd/-
                                                    (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24.05.2011


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Balraj Kumar,

S/o Sh. Jagat Ram,

R/o 278, Dr. Ambedkar Nagar,

Scheme No. 10,

Hoshiarpur (Punjab) – 146 001

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

ITI, Hoshiarpur

First Appellate Authority

ITI, Hoshiarpur

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1154 of 2010

The judgment in this case was reserved vide my order dated 13.04.2011.

2.
Sh. Sunny Dhiman filed an application for information with the PIO, ITI, Hoshiarpur on 09.08.2010. Principal, ITI, Hoshiarpur vide his application dated 01.09.2010 informed the Appellant to deposit  Rs. 26/- for 13 pages as the RTI fees. Accordingly, Appellant deposited the fee of Rs. 26/- on 07.09.2010. Thereafter, Principal, ITI Hoshiarpur vide his letter dated 07.09.2010 sent 4 pages documents to the Appellant instead of 13 pages for which RTI fees was charged. 

3.
On not receiving the complete information, Appellant authorized by way of affidavit to Sh. Balraj Kumar S/o Jagat Ram to file an appeal with the Commission.  In the hearing dated 14.01.2011, Respondent –Sh. Dharam Pal, GI stated that Sh. Kehar Singh was the Principal at the time information was sought and PIO was not asked by the Principal to provide the information. He further stated that Sh. Kehar Singh is presently posted as Assistant Director, Basic Training Centre, ITI Hoshiarpur.  
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4
It is observed that the then Principal Sh. Kehar Singh wrote to the Appellant to deposit the RTI fees instead of the PIO. On the hearing dated 14.01.2011, Sh. Kehar Singh was issued order showing cause for not providing the complete information to the Appellant. Instead of the direction of the Commission Sh. Kehar Singh did not file an affidavit in the subsequent three hearings.  In the hearing dated 15.02.2011, Sh. Kehar Singh stated that information was not provided by Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk (now posted at ITI, Kharar). Accordingly Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk was also directed to show cause for not providing complete information. 

5
In the subsequent hearing, Sh. Balwinder Singh submitted his reply that “I was working in the Accounts Branch and I do not deal the RTI applications and the information was to be provided by Smt. Bhupinder Kaur the concerned dealing Clerk”. During the hearings, Smt. Bhupinder Kaur stated that she could not provide the information as Balwinder Singh, Clerk, had snatched the original record. She had  informed about this to then Principal Sh. Kehar Singh on 08.09.2010 and 09.09.2010.   Sh. Kehar Singh did not take any action against Sh. Balwinder Singh and sent the remaining information i.e four pages to the Appellant at his level.  

6
In the hearing dated 18.03.2011 Sh. Ratan Lal , Principal was directed to conduct an enquiry and submit complete report regarding involvement of Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk in destroying the original record and if any action was taken against Sh. Balwinder Singh by the department. Principal submitted that Sh. Balwinder Singh has snatched the record from Bhupinder Kaur and has not returned till date. He further submitted that vide his letter dated 02.12.2010, he has asked Sh. Balwinder Singh to submit the record and in response to that Sh. Balwinder Singh has submitted only six photocopy`es, as the record was not original, I had not accepted the same. Sh. Balwinder Singh was again asked vide letter dated 07.04.2011 to return the record but he refused to receive the letter. 
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7
Sh. Rattan Lal, Principal, Sh. Vijay Kumar, Ex-PIO-cum-Group Instructor, Sh. Jasminder Singh, Office Suptd., Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, Dealing hand of Establishment branch-cum- Stored attendant and Sh. Dharampal, PIO appeared in the Commission on 13.04.2011 and all stated that the record was snatched by Balwinder Singh, Clerk but no action has been taken against him by the then Principal Sh. Kehar Singh. 

7.
Sh. Kehar Singh has submitted his reply in response to the order showing cause which is not satisfactory. Sh. Kehar Singh when he was the Principal had not taken any action against Sh. Balwinder Singh regarding snatching of the government documents being Principal of the ITI.  Sh. Kehar Singh, however failed to explain why he has written to the Appellant to deposit the money instead of  PIO who is to provide the information.  

8.
In view of the facts which comes to the notice during the hearing Sh. Kehar Singh is responsible for not providing the complete documents to the Appellant. He had been quite remiss in the performance of his duties. He was asked to explain his position by way of filing affidavits in this behalf as also to show why action be not taken against him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005. The Ex-Principal, Sh. Kehar Singh who is deemed PIO become liable to be penalized under Section 20(1) RTI Act 2005.

9.
The reply filed by the defaulting, Sh. Kehar Singh has been considered by me carefully. Reply is not at all satisfactory and hence it is a fit case in which the defaulting officer deserves to be penalized under Section 20. I accordingly, impose a penalty of Rs. 25,000 (Rupees Twenty five thousand only) on the Ex-Principal Sh. Kehar Singh, deemed PIO, now working as Assistant Director, Basic Training Centre, ITI Hoshiarpur 
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10.
This  amount is by way of penalty under Section 20 and, therefore, is directed to be deposited by the guilty officer in the Treasury. The Director of  Technical Education and Industrial Training Punjab, Plot No. 1, Sector 36-A, Chandigarh  shall cause the amount of penalty to be deducted from the salary of Sh. Kehar Singh and deposit it in the Treasury in two equal installments.
11.
The Appellant is also entitled to be compensated for the detriment suffered by him on account of the delay caused in supply of information and on account of the traveling expenditure and hearings attended by the Appellant before the Commission. In the facts and circumstances of the case, I award a sum of Rs. 4,000/- (Rupees Four Thousand Only) to the Appellant as compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act. The compensation shall be paid by the Public Authority within 15 days from the receipt of this order under intimation to the Commission. It is clarified that the amount of compensation is to be paid by the public authority i.e. O/o Principal, ITI, Hoshiarpur and not by the Principal.

12.
Principal, ITI, Hoshiarpur is directed to lodge an FIR against Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk for the loss of government record and it is also recommended that disciplinary action as per service rule be taken against Sh. Balwinder Singh.

13.
Adjourned to 03.06.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                    (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 24.05.2011



State Information Commissioner

CC: 
1.  Head Master/Principal, ITI, Kharar

        2.  Director of  Technical Education and Industrial Training Punjab, Plot No.  1, Sector 36-A, Chandigarh  

        3. Sh. Kehar Singh, Assistant Director, Basic Training Centre, ITI  Hoshiarpur


4.   Sh. Balwinder Singh, Clerk, ITI, Kharar

