STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Pradeep Kumar Jaswal,

Quarter No. – 40,

G N D E C Staff Colony - 1,

Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006
   


      
   
 ..…Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006


      

   
  ..…Respondent
C. C. No.  3326 of 2011 

Present :        Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal, Complainant, in person.


           Sh. J. S. Mighlani, Advocate-cum-PIO, in person.

ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012, has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.


On the first date of hearing which was held on 05.03.2012, neither the respondent nor his representative appeared in this complaint-case. On 11.04.2012, when second hearing in this case was held, Sh. H. S. Miglani, Advocate appeared on behalf of the respondent-PIO and made a written-submission that information would be supplied to the complainant – Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal within ten days from that day.


On 09.05.2012, when this case was again taken-up for hearing, neither respondent nor his representative appeared in the Commission. Again the respondent and his representative remained absent from hearing on 06.06.2012.



As it emerges, in this case that respondent-PIO has been willfully denying the information to the complainant, a show-cause was issued to the Principal – Sh. Manohar Singh Saini, Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.



Today, Sh. J. S. Miglani, Advocate, who claims that he has been working as PIO of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana, hands over the requisite information to the complainant – Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal in the Commission.


After receiving the requisite information, the complainant - Sh. Pradeep 
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Kumar Jaswal, pleaded that as inordinate delay has been made in supplying the requisite information by the respondent-PIO, hence PIO should be penalized and compensation should be awarded to him as per RTI Act.


Sh. J. S. Miglani submits that the information could not be supplied to the complainant – Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal as he sought for that information which was exempted under Section 8 (i) (e). He also submits that show-cause, issued to Sh. Manohar Singh Saini was received in the office of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana about two days ago. He also claims that order of the Commission dated 09.05.2012 was never received in the office of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana. He pleaded that no willful denial has been made in  supplying the requisite information to the complainant. He also points out that Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal who is complainant in present case, has moved 28 applications under RTI Act to seek various information from the PIO office of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana and almost information in connection with all the applications have been duly supplied to him. He also point out that the complainant – Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal has also been offered to visit the office of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana as per his convenience to examine the relevant record in connection of which he sought information and get a copy of the same.


By taking all the facts into consideration, it emerges that information in this case has been supplied to the complainant. 



Taking the plea of Sh. Miglani, into consideration, it is emerges that it is not fit case for imposing penalty on the respondent-PIO.



However, the complainant has suffered detriment on account of attending hearings in the Commission at Chandigarh, a compensation to the tune of Rs. 2000/- (Two Thousand Only) is awarded to him,  which is to be paid by  the office of Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana by way of cross cheque and submit photostat copy of the same to  the Commission before the next date of hearing, in connection with compliance of this order.
The case is adjourned to 26.07.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M. 


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)(0172-4630054)
Sh. Sukhdev Singh 
S/o Bachan Singh,

V. - Diwangarh/Kaiper,

Tehsil Sunam, Distt. Sangrur




……………Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Dev. & Panchayat Officer,

Sunam, 
Distt.Sangrur.






……………Respondent
C. C. No.  3570 of  2011 
Present :        None on behalf of the Complainant.

            Sh. Gurtej Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 24.05.2012, none of the parties were present and one opportunity was given to them.  

Sh. Gurtej Singh, Panchayat Secretary.,  who appeared on behalf of the 
Respondent, states that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant – Sh. Sukhdev Singh. He has also produced a written-statement of the complainant as an acknowledgement having the received the requisite information. It is taken on record.



Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Paramjit Kaur

D/o Sh. Om Sangam,

V. – Sawaddi Kalan,

Tehsil – Jagraon, 

Distt. - Ludhiana




       


      ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Senior Supdt. of Police (Rural),

Jagraon, Distt. - Ludhiana






     ..…Respondent






C. C. No.  3612 of 2011

Present :           None on behalf of the Complainant.

  Sh. Geet Inderpal Singh, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012, has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 24.05.2012, the complainant was advised to give in writing the specific information which is required by her.
Sh. Geet Inderpal Singh, H. C.,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, 

states that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant – Ms. Paramjit Kaur.

The Complainant was absent on the last date of hearing and she is again 

absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. She has neither mentioned the specific information required by her, nor approached the Commission in this regard.

In view of the above, it is assumed that the Complainant does not wish to 

pursue her case further and the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ravi Kant

S/o Sh. Sansari lal,

Krishna Bazar,

Ward – 13, Dhariwal,

Distt. - Gurdaspur




       


   ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Dhariwal, Distt. - Gurdaspur




  
..…Respondent
C. C. No.  3686 of 2011 

Present :        Sh. Ravi Kant, Complainant, in person.


           Sh. Baljit Singh, Inspector(House Tax), on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 06.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was directed to provide the requisite information within one week from that day. 

The complainant - Sh. Ravi Kant, alleges that incomplete information has been supplied to him by the respondent-PIO concerned in connection with RTI application dated 21.10.2011. He also alleges that respondent-PIO concerned has been willfully denying him full information in connection with queries raised by him in RTI application.
He demands that action should be taken against the respondent-PIO concerned as per provisions of the RTI Act for making willfully denial in supplying the requisite information to him.

Sh. Baljit Singh, Inspector(House Tax), who appeared on behalf of the Respondent and who made four appearances before the Commission in this particular case always tried to mislead the bench by making excuses.
After hearing both the parties and examining the documents placed on record, it emerges that the respondent-PIO is willfully denying the requisite information to the complainant.
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In view of the above,  PIO – Sh. Manmohan Singh Randhawa, Executive 

Officer-cum-PIO, Municipal Council, Dhariwal, Distt. - Gurdaspur will show cause under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for willful delay/denial of the information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the information-seeker under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.




In addition to the his submission, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) provision, thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.



He may note that in case he does not file his submission and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex-parte. He is directed to supply the requisite information to the information-seeker. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.
He shall remain present in the Commission alongwith a copy of information supplied to the Complainant and he is also directed to bring cash-book and other relevant record on the next date of hearing.
The case is adjourned to 27.07.2012(Friday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

CC :

Sh. Manmohan Singh Randhawa, 
(Regd. Post)
Executive Officer-cum-PIO, 
Municipal Council, 
Dhariwal, Distt. – Gurdaspur
     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
                 SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

 

Rajesh Kumar

S/o Late Sh. Jit Raj,

Ward – 5, Mohalla Berian,

Opp. Shiv Medical Store,

Behrampur Road,

Dina Nagar, Gurdaspur - 143531


          


..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer-

-cum-Distt. Education Officer (Sec.),

Moga









..…Respondent

C. C. No.  3747 of 2011 

Present :         None on behalf of the Complainant.

i) Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, D. E. O.(Elem) ;

ii) Sh. Bharat Bhushan, L. A.,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his orders 
dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 24.05.2012, a show-cause was issued to the respondent-PIOs : i) Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, D. E. O.(Elem) and ii) Sh. Baldev Singh, D. E. O. (Sec.), Moga under Section 20 (1).
Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, D.E. O.(Elem) states that Commission’s order dated24.05.2012 was received only on 10.07.2012 which is one day before from today’s hearing. 

Sh. Baldev Singh, D. E. O. (Sec.), Moga vide his letter dated 10.07.2012 which is received vide Diary No. 11259 dated 11.07.2012, has expressed his inability to attend the hearing on medical grounds.

Meanwhile, the complainant – Sh. Rajesh Kumar, through a letter which is received vide Diary No. 11252 dated 11.07.2012, has made a request that his complaint case may treated as withdrawn.

In view of the above, the show-cause issued to the respondent-PIO is dropped and the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Tehal Singh,

C/o Chamber No. 2,

Distt. Courts, Faridkot





      
       ..… Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o M. D., Pb. State Transmission Corp. Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala






..…Respondent
   C. C. No.  3828 of 2011 

Present : 
Sh. Abhishek Gakhar, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


           Sh. Kamaljit Singh, Sr. XEN, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was  directed to appear in person alongwith copy of information supplied and complainant is also advised to attend the next hearing.
Sh. Kamaljit Singh, Sr. XEN appeared, alongwith the information supplied to the information-seeker and relevant-record, in connection of which information has been sought for by the complainant, in the Commission today, in compliance with the order dated 05.06.2012.

The Complainant – Sh. Mangat Arora is not present to examine the relevant record and information supplied to him.
Sh. Abhishek Gakhar, Advocate, who appeared on behalf of the Complainant, states that due to unavoidable circumstances, he can not attend today’s hearing and sought an adjournment for  his personal appearance.
The case is adjourned to 26.07.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Tehal Singh,

C/o Chamber No. 2,

Distt. Courts, Faridkot



         


 ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o M. D.,

Pb. State Transmission Corp. Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala







..…Respondent


    C. C .No.  3838 of 2011 

Present : 
Sh. Abhishek Gakhar, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


           Sh. Kamaljit Singh, Sr. XEN, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was  directed to appear in person alongwith copy of information supplied and complainant is also advised to attend the next hearing.

Sh. Kamaljit Singh, Sr. XEN appeared, alongwith the information supplied to the information-seeker and relevant-record, in connection of which information has been sought for by the complainant, in the Commission today, in compliance with the order dated 05.06.2012.

The Complainant – Sh. Mangat Arora is not present to examine the relevant record and information supplied to him.

Sh. Abhishek Gakhar, Advocate, who appeared on behalf of the Complainant, states that due to unavoidable circumstances, he can not attend today’s hearing and sought an adjournment for  his personal appearance.
The case is adjourned to 26.07.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Harish Kumar,

RZ-213-L/17,

Tuglaqabad Extension,

Near Tara Apartments,

New Delhi - 110019





  
    
    ..…Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana








   ..…Respondent

A. C. No.  1302 of 2011 

Present :         None on behalf of the Appellant.


            Ms. Rattandeep Kaur,, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 24.05.2012, the appellant was advised to match the supplied  information with the queries raised by him in his RTI application. 
The appellant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again 

absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission with any contrary claim  in that regard.
Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



Sh. Navneet Singhania, 

# 1609/2, Ram Gali, 

Katra Ahluwalia, 

Amritsar- 143006.






………… Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Amritsar.







…………Respondent

A. C. No. 1336 of 2011 

Present :
None.
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 24.05.2012, the appellant was advised to confirm whether he has received the information or not.  

The appellant - Sh. Navneet Singhania,  vide his letter dated 01.07.2012, 
which is received in the Commission vide Diary No. 10849 dated 04.07.2012, has 
informed that he has received the requisite information from the respondent and his  appeal may therefore be filed.
Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054







Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 
Avtar Singh Riar

S/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

H. No. 2079, Riar Hospital,

Opp. Bus Stand, G T Road, 

Sharifpura, 
Amritsar



     
             
       
        ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar








..…Respondent


C. C. No.  189 of 2012 

Present:         None on behalf of the Complainant.


           Sh. Deepak Kumar, Registry Clerk,, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 06.06.2012, the complainant was advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him
The Complainant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again 

absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission with any contrary claim  in that regard.

In view of the above, it is assumed that the Complainant is satisfied with 
the information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.

Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Ranjit Singh,

2314, Phase – 11,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)

    
             
           
           
         ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Chief

Conservator of Forests, Punjab,

Forest Bhawan, Sector 68,

Mohali

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Financial Commissioner-

cum-Secretary to Government of Punjab, 

Department of Forests and Wild Life, Punjab ,

Mini Sectt., Sector – 9, Chandigarh





..…Respondent


C. C. No.  583 of 2012 

Present :            Sh. Ranjit Singh, Complainant in person.

 Sh. Suresh Kumar, Supdt., on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
                      This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 06.06.2012, a fresh notice was issued to Financial Commissioner to Forest and Wild Life, Pb. with the directions to provide the requisite information to the complainant within four weeks from that day.
The complainant - Sh. Ranjit Singh states that he has received the requisite information except action taken report on his application dated 23.01.2012. He is satisfied with the information supplied.
Sh. Suresh Kumar, Supdt., who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, states that enquiry on application dated 23.01.2012 is still pending.

The respondent is directed to supply the action taken report within reasonable  

time to the information-seeker time after its completion.


In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

               STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Amrinder Pal Singh, Advocate

S/o Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

H. No. 2375, Phase – 10,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)

    
             
           
              ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)






..…Respondent

C. C. No.  509 of 2012 
Present :        Sh. Amrinder Pal Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Brish Bhan, Jr. Asstt., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012, has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the complete information to the complainant within three weeks from that day.

Sh. Brish Bhan, Jr. Asstt., who appeared on behalf of the Respondent,   sought some more time to supply the requisite information. 
 The complainant - Sh. Amrinder Pal Singh has agreed to the same.

The case is adjourned to 02.08.2012 (Thursday) at 11:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Tejinder Pal Singh, Advocate

S/o Sh. Boota Singh,

H. No. 2375, Phase – 10,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)

    
             
     
         ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)






..…Respondent


C. C. No.  511 of 2012 
Present :        Sh. Amrinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Brish Bhan, Jr. Asstt., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the complete information to the complainant within three weeks from that day.

Sh. Brish Bhan, Jr. Asstt., who appeared on behalf of the Respondent,   sought some more time to supply the requisite information. 

 Sh. Amrinder Pal Singh, who appeared on behalf of the complainant – Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh, has agreed to the same.

The case is adjourned to 02.08.2012 (Thursday) at 11:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054







Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sudarshan Kaur,

H. No. 2314,

Phase – 11,

S. A. S. Nagar(Mohali)


    
             
              ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala








..…Respondent

C. C. No.  563 of 2012

Present :        Sh. Ranjit Singh, on behalf of the complainant. 



Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, none of the parties were present and one opportunity was given to them to appear before the Commission.  

Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Clerk, who appeared on behalf of the respondent 

submits that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant – Ms. Sudarshan Kaur vide letter no. 1582 dated 08.06.2012.



Sh. Ranjit Singh, who appeared on behalf of the complainant, has given in writing that  he has received the requisite information and is satisfied with the same.


Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Randeep Singh

S/o Sh. Jila Singh,

H. No. 407, Sector 43 – A,

Chandigarh



    
             
           
                   ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

S. A. S. Nagar (Mohali)






     ..…Respondent

C. C. No.  615 of 2012 

Present :         None on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Lal Mohammad, H. C.,  on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 06.06.2012, the complainant was advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.  

The Complainant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again 

absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission with any contrary claim  in that regard.

In view of the above, it is assumed that the Complainant is satisfied with 
the information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.

Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Amit Garg,

262, Veer Colony,

Bathinda - 151005



     
             
         
     ..…Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Chief Engineer(HQ),

 Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala







..…Respondent


A. C. No.  522 of 2012

Present :           Sh. Amit Garg, Appellant in person.

   None on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 05.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the requisite information to the appellant within three weeks from that day.

The appellant - Sh. Amit Garg, alleges that information has been supplied to him is not according to the queries raised by him in his application. He also states that misleading information has been supplied to him. He also alleges that the respondent-PIO is deliberately denying the requisite information to him.
After perusing the documents placed on record, it emerges that respondent-PIO is  willfully denying the requisite information to the appellant.

In view of the above, In view of the above,  PIO – Sh. K. K. Singla, Deputy 

Chief Engineer (HQ), P.S.P.C.L., Patiala will show cause under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for willful denial of the information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the appellant under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.






In addition to the his submission, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) provision, thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.
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He may note that in case he does not file his submission and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex-parte. He is directed to supply the requisite information to the appellant The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.



He shall remain present in the Commission alongwith a copy of information supplied to the Complainant  and bring the relevant record with him on the next date of hearing.

A copy of this order be sent to Chairman-cum-M. D.,  Chief Accounts 
Officer/Estt., and Nodal Officer of office of Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd., Patiala.


The case is adjourned to 02.08.2012(Thursday) at 11:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012
CC :

1. Sh. K. K. Singla,

 Deputy Chief Engineer (HQ), 

(Regd. Post)

Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala
2. The Chairman-cum-M. D.,

Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd.,

O/o The Mall, Patiala 

3.
Nodal Officer,




O/o Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala

4.      Sh. Maninder Singh,

Chief Accounts Officer/Estt.,

                                   Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala

    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Raj Mohan Nischal

S/o Late Sh. Prem Chand Nischol,

51/20, T.H.D.C. Colony (Daya Enclave),

Dehra Khas,

Dehradun – 248001(Uttarakhand)

     
             
              
 ..…Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  The Charman,

Nagar Council, Dera Baba Nanak,

Distt. - Gurdaspur






           
  ..…Respondent






A. C. No.  580 of 2012

Present :         None on behalf of the Appellant.
Sh. Manjinder Singh, Executive Officer-cum-PIO, in person. 
ORDER
This case was listed for hearing before Single Bench.   Ld.  C.I.C  vide his 

orders dated 20.06.2012,  has reconstituted a Division Bench comprising of the undersigned State Information Commissioners to hear the cases w. e. f. 02.07.2012  till further orders.

On the last date of hearing on 06.06.2012, the respondent-PIO was directed to re-submit in the shape of affidavit of reply given to the RTI application.  

In compliance with the order dated 06.06.2012, Sh. Manjinder Singh, Executive Officer, appeared in person and produces a copy of the affidavit. He also states that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant through registered post on 09.07.2012.
The Appellant – Sh. Raj Mohan Nischal, vide his letter dated 06.07.2012, 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 11219 dated 10.07.2012, has expressed his inability to attend the hearing today. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 08.08.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

   SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Rajesh Aggarwal

S/o Sh. Rakesh Aggarwal,

B-IX-1386, Bagh Wali Gali,

Ludhiana





      

    ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Zone – A, Ludhiana
 





    ..…Respondent


 


 C. C . No.  3827 of 2011 

ORDER 

The Judgement in this case was reserved on 15/5/2012. The facts of this case are as mentioned as under:
           Sh. Rajesh Aggarwal, resident of Ludhiana, moved an application under section 6 of RTI Act 2005 to the PIO of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 12/02/2012, seeking certain information in connection the record held by Public Authority concerned.
           Through that application, Sh Aggarwal sought for the information pertaining to detail of tenant of the premises (Shop No. 6), located at Naulakha Cinema Road, Zone-A, Ludhiana for the year 1988 to 2011.
           After getting a wrong reply in connection with his application, Sh. Aggarwal approached the State Information Commission (SIC) through a complaint on 22.12.2011. In his complaint, Sh. Aggarwal submitted that correct information in connection with his RTI application moved by him on 12.02.2011, was supplied to him on 30.03.2012. He states that wrong information was earlier supplied to him on 24.03.2011 by the Respondent-PIO concerned. He also alleged that Respondent PIO concerned have played a mischief as he firstly supplied wrong information to him and subsequently when he approached the State Information Commission through his complaint, he was given correct information. Sh. Ranjeev Kumar, Superintendent -cum-APIO, who appeared on behalf of the Respondent on 3/4/2012, submitted that Sh. Kuldeep Singh who was working as Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana was PIO and Sh. Naveen Malhotra, Superintendent was APIO at the time when the Complainant moved his RTI application. He also submitted that Sh. Amarjit Singh, Zonal Commissioner, has been acting as PIO of Municipal Corporation, Zone-A, Ludhiana.
                After examining the documents placed on record, it has emerged that PIOs concerned have failed to fulfill their duties assigned to them under the provisions of the 
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RTI Act as they supplied wrong information in the first instance to information-seeker and  then supplied right information to information seeker only after he was forced to approach the SIC for same.
                A show cause was issued to Sh. Amarjit Singh, Zonal Commissioner-cum-PIO,  Zone – A, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana ; Sh. Naveen Malhotra, Superintendent (Tehbazari) Zone – D, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana and  Sh. Kuldeep Singh, PCS,  Additional Deputy Commissioner, Muktsar.
               They were asked to file a reply under Section 20 of the RTI Act that as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon them for wilful furnishing wrong information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the RTI Applicant under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.
                In addition to the written reply, the PIOs were also given an opportunity under Section 20(1) provision, thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.
                In response to the show-cause issued to him, Mr. Kuldeep Singh, the then Joint Commissioner, Municipal corporation, Ludhiana-cum-PIO, has submitted a written reply, which was received in the Commission through registered post.
                   Through that reply, Mr. Kuldeep Singh submits that information in connection with the queries raised by Mr. Rajesh Aggarwal in his RTI application was given by Mr. Naveen  Malhotra, superintendent-cum-assistant Public Information Officer (APIO) at his own level and that matter was never brought into his knowledge.
                    He submits that had this matter been brought into his notice, he must have taken necessary action in connection with same. He submits that he is not responsible for supplying the wrong information.
                 He submits that he has also written to commissioner, MC, Ludhiana, for seeking explanation from Mr Naveen Malhotra for supplying incomplete and wrong information to the information seeker. He also mentioned that he seeks apology for the mistake committed by Mr Naveen Malhotra. While responding to the show cause issued to him, Mr. Naveen  Malhotra, Superintendent-cum-APIO, submits an affidavit.
                  In that affidavit, he submits that it is duty of the PIO to supply the information. However, the Commissioner, MC, Ludhiana has entrusted this duty to all the APIOs and the deponent is APIO and has supplied the information in this case.
                    He submits that he has no enmity with the complainant and no malafide is involved. He supplied the information in due discharge of his duty in good faith believing that the clerk concerned had put up the file after due scrutiny.
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                       He submits that he has been entrusted the duties of P. A. to Mayor, Superintendent Advertisement zone D and in addition to his duty as Superintendent Tehbazari, zone D, Ludhiana. He submits that he has been doing the work of three superintendents. He has also been assigned the duty as APIO.  It is, therefore, evident that deponent is over worked.
                      That the information supplied to the complainant was prepared by one Sh. Baldev Singh, clerk of the corporation. After necessary enquiry it has been found that he was careless and negligent in the performance of his duty.  He has, therefore, been charge sheeted and strict disciplinary action will be taken. It is hoped that deterrent action will be taken so that it may serve as eye opener for all the employees, who work negligently.
                        He submits that in the instant case, he is not at fault as he has put his signature on the draft put up to him by the clerk concerned. He has no enmity with the complainant. He had no mileage to attain in this process. He, however, deeply regrets that due to the negligence of the clerk concerned inconvenience was caused to the complainant and the Hon’ble Commission. Since no mal intention is involved in, it is prayed that the complaint may be disposed of because to err is human and forgive is divine.
                       He submits that he takes a pledge that there will be no repetition of such mistake in future.


Responding to the show cause, Mr. Amarjit Singh, Zonal Commissioner(A)-cum-PIO, MC, Ludhiana, submits that he has been designated as PIO on 4/10/2011 vide order circulated number 215 dated 4/10/2011.
                          He submits that application under RTI Act was moved by complainant on 12/2/2011.  The information in connection with the queries raised in that application was supplied by Mr. Naveen Malhotra, who has been designated as APIO as per the arrangements  made by the MC, Ludhiana by which all the superintendents of the various branches are designated as APIOs. Mr. Malhotra supplied that information vide number  234 TBS dated 24/3/2011.
                     He submits that Mr. Malhotra has also submitted before the Commission through an affidavit alongwith the action taken against the erring employee in this case. He submits that he is not at fault with regard to the said supplied information, because he was not PIO at the relevant time.
                      He submits that the information later supplied by Sh. Rajiv Kumar, superintendent vide number 63 TBS dated 22/3/2012 after the receipt of notice of the 
Contd..4/-

C. C . No.  3827 of 2011


-4-
Hon’ble  commission on the complaint  of the complainant that written statement filed by MC, Ludhiana in civil suit is true and correct on the basis of available record i.e. Demand and Collection Register.  He submits that as timely information supplied by the present APIO after he was designated as PIO is right and nothing is attributed to his working.
                       After examining the documents placed on record and hearing the parties to concerned, one questions, which has emerged in the instant complaint case and which is required to be addressed in proper manner is related with the fact that whether the APIO of M. C., Ludhiana, has acted as per the provisions of RTI Act by supplying the information to Mr Rajesh Aggarwal in connection with his application moved on 12/2/2012 under RTI Act, on his own?
                     The answer to this question is given in Section 5 (2) of the RTI Act-2005, which reads as follow:
 

“Without prejudice to the provisions of sub-section (1), every public  

authority shall designate an officer, within one hundred days of the enactment of this Act, at each sub-divisional level or other sub-district level as a Central Assistant Public Information Officer or a State Assistant Public Information Officer, as the case may be, to receive the applications for information or appeals under this Act for forwarding the same forthwith to the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or senior officer specified under sub-section (1) of section 19 or the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission as the case may be:
              Provided that where an application for information or appeal is given to a Central Assistant Public Information or a State Assistant Public Information Officer, as the case may be, a period of five days shall be added in computing the period for response specified under sub section (1) of Section 7.
  As per above mentioned provision of the RTI Act, the APIO is only 
supposed to receive only application made under RTI Act  and APIO is not empowered to supply the information straightway to the information seeker without bringing the matter into knowledge of Respondent PIO concerned.
                         The second question, which has emerged in this case prominently and needed an answer is that whether a PIO stands absolved of his/her obligations under RTI Act 2005 on the plea that he or she is not aware of the application moved by anyone under RTI Act as the APIO has dealt with the same on his own and without bringing the matter to his or her knowledge. 
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                      For us, the answer to this question must be negative as the RTI Act 2005 has made it clear that only PIO is bound to supply the requisite information to any information seeker. The RTI Act provides that PIO can seek assistance of other officials for providing reply to the application moved to him or her under RTI Act.  However, nowhere in the RTI Act, the PIO is empowered to shift his obligations under the same to any other official or to APIO.
                     From the documents placed on record and after hearing parties to the case, it has become clear beyond any doubt that all is not well with the functioning of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and a mess has been prevailing in its functioning especially in the wing, which has been dealing with the RTI application.
                      Apart from it, it has also become clear that no system has been set up by the MC authorities to deal with the applications moved to it under RTI Act as per its provisions and if any system has ever been set up by MC authorities then it has not been working properly due to apathetic attitude of officials concerned, who are bound to run that system in flawless manner.
                         We are of the view that had the respondent PIO shown his full alertness in connection with the receipt of applications under RTI Act and consequently their monitoring and disposal in time, the information seeker could have been saved from the harassment and detriments suffered by him in this case.
                          The manner in which the application of Sh. Rajesh Aggarwal has been dealt with by the official concerned in this case also revealed that there is blatant lack of intra office coordination among them and hence this has led to first supplying of wrong information to the information seeker and then delayed delivery of right information.
                           We feel that to put its house in order is need of hour for Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana so that applications under RTI Act of information seekers could be handled in properly and as per the provisions of the RTI Act.
                        As far as the question related with penalising the PIOs are concerned, we are taking lenient view by considering the replies filed by the then PIO Sh. Kuldeep Singh that matter related to application moved by Sh. Aggarwal was never brought into  his knowledge and Sh. Malhotra, the APIO has supplied the information to the complainant directly on his own.
                        We are  also taking lenient view by considering the reply made by Mr Amarjit Singh, the present PIO, that he was not PIO at the time when the application was moved by Sh. Aggarwal and when the matter came to his knowledge, the information, which was as per the official record, was supplied to the complainant without any delay.
                         As far as the question related with taking action against the Sh. Malhotra, APIO, we are of the view that he has overstepped his authorities and straightway supplied the information to Sh. Aggarwal without bringing the matter into the knowledge of the then Respondent PIO 
Contd..6/-

C. C . No.  3827 of 2011


-6-
concerned as the same was to be supplied Sh. Aggarwal by the then Respondent PIO concerned. Sh. Malhotra has claimed in the reply filed by him, in connection with the show cause, that the information supplied to the complainant was prepared by one Sh. Baldev Singh, clerk of the Municipal Corporation. He also claimed that he supplied the information in due discharge of his duty in good faith believing that the clerk concerned had put up the file after due scrutiny. He also claims that the PIO was supposed to the supply the information to the information seeker.
                     By taking all the facts into consideration, We are of the view that this particular compliant case does deserve some kind of action against the Public Authority concerned, which has been allowing the ‘mess’ to prevail in its functioning and hence causing harassment to the information seeker under RTI Act.
                      In view of above, we award a compensation of Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees ten thousand only) to the information seeker for the detriment suffered by him due to apathetic attitude of officials concerned and their failure to fulfill their duties assigned to them under RTI Act.
                      Therefore,  we direct the Public Authority concerned, which is Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, to pay Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees ten thousand only) to Sh. Rajesh Aggarwal in the shape of bank draft or cheque of bank and produce the proof of payment of compensation to information seeker  in compliance with today’s order on the next date of hearing.


Let a copy of this order be sent to ; i) Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab ; ii) The Secretary, Local Government, Punjab ; iii) The Director, Local Government, Punjab for taking appropriate action against the erring officials as they deem fit.



The case is adjourned to 08.08.2012 (Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M. for confirmation of compliance.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

CC :

i)  Principal Secretary, 

Local Government, Mini Sectt., Punjab,

Sector – 9, Chandigarh 

ii) 
The Secretary, 

Local Government, Mini Sectt., Punjab,

Sector – 9, Chandigarh 

iii)
 The Director,

 Local Government, Punjab,

SCO – 132-134, Juneja Building

Sector 17-C, Chandigarh 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sanjay Kumar,

H. No. 667,

Phase 3 A,

Mohali







          

..…Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Punjab Pollution Control Board,


Vatavaran Bhawan, 

Nabha Road, Patiala







..…Respondent






A. C. 56 of 2012

Order

  

The judgement in this case was reserved after hearing both the parties and examining the documents placed on record on May 17, 2012. In this case, Mr Sanjay Kumar, the appellant, has asked certain information regarding recruitment of Assistant Environmental Engineers in the year 2007 from the Respondent PIO of Punjab Pollution Control Board (PPCB), Patiala by moving an application under RTI Act-2005 on 21/10/2011.
                       After failing to get any positive response from the Respondent PIO, the appellant approached the First appellate Authority (FAA) through first appeal moved on 28/11/2011.
Not being satisfied with the response of FAA, the appellant approached the State Information Commission (SIC), Punjab with his second appeal made on 6/1/2012.
                      On the first hearing of this appeal case, which was held on April 3, 2012, Mr Joginder Pal, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO handed over the requisite information to the appellant in the Commission.
                     After going through the requisite information supplied to the appellant, the division bench, which heard this case, found that response given to appellant in connection with his RTI application by the respondent PIO is satisfactory.
                       However, the Respondent PIO could not come out with the satisfactory answer when he was asked that why inordinate delay has been made in furnishing the requisite information  to the appellant. He was asked to explain the reasons for causing delay in furnishing the requisite information to the appellant in writing to the SIC before the next date of hearing, which was fixed for May 17, 2012.
                        The written explanation submitted by the Respondent PIO, which was received in the SIC on May 7, 2012 through diary number 7172, was considered on May 17, 2012 and after hearing the parties concerned, the judgments was reserved in this appeal case.
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                          In the written explanation, the Respondent PIO submits in Para number  - 2  that  information seeker Mr Sanjay Kumar vide his original application dated 21/10/2011 has not demanded any available record from the office of the PIO of PPCB. He mentioned that rather the
applicant  has described certain works in his application  dated 21/10/2011 and desired to know from the office of the PPCB as to whether those works are related to pollution control or not. He mentioned in Para number 3 that in the bonafide wisdom of the PIO, the letter/application dated 21/10/2011 submitted by the applicant Mr Sanjay Kumar was in the form of question. As no record was available in the office of PPCB with regard to the question raised by the applicant and as such, the PIO in his bonafide belief has  accordingly forwarded the reply to the applicant vide letter number 45754 dated 25/11/2011.
                     In the Para number 4, he mentioned that the available record with regard to the selection process of assistant environmental engineer in the office of PPCB was earlier supplied to the applicant Mr Sanjay Kumar from time to time by the PIO and certain documents were supplied to the applicant before this Hon’ble commission during the hearing of this case on 3/4/2012.
                      He mentioned in Para number 5 that there was no bad or malafide intention of the PIO in not supplying the information to the applicant, rather relevant reply in accordance with the contents of the application dated 21/10/2011, was supplied to the applicant Mr Sanjay Kumar as per bonafide belief of the PIO.
                      In Para number  - 6, he mentioned that PIO submits his unconditional apology, if any mistake seems to have been committed by the PIO in supplying the information to the applicant Mr Sanjay Kumar. He made a prayer in the written explanation that his explanation may kindly be accepted and case may kindly be disposed of accordingly.
                      We have gone over the queries raised by Mr Sanjay Kumar in his RTI application moved on 21/10/2011 and it is beyond doubt that almost all the queries raised by him in  RTI application are in the nature of questions.
                      As the RTI Act clearly provides that the PIO is not bound to answer those questions, raised by any person in his/her RTI application, whose answers are not held on the official record, Mr Joginder Pal, Administrative Officer-cum-Public Information Officer, PPCB, responded to the RTI application of Mr Sanjay Kumar accordingly on 25/11/2011.
                      However, after getting notice of the hearing from the SIC in connection with this appeal case, the respondent PIO went beyond his duties, assigned to him under RTI Act-2005, and provided answers to almost all the queries raised by Mr Sanjay Kumar in his RTI application.
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                      Not only this, the respondent PIO also made available the answers to certain other queries, which were raised by information seeker Mr. Sanjay Kumar during the hearings of this appeal case.
                      By taking the written explanation and conduct of Respondent PIO into consideration, We are of the view that Respondent PIO has not made any willful denial of information to the information seeker.
                       Hence accepting the written explanation of Respondent PIO, it is observed that no cause of action is left in this case.
                      In view of above the case is disposed of and closed.
        Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

     (Satinder Pal Singh)                                
     (Chander Parkash)                           State Information Commissioner                   
          State Information Commissioner 11th July, 2012

