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Narinder Singh, Asstt. Professor,

Deptt. of Human Development & 

Family Relations,

Govt. Home Science College,

Sector – 10, Chandigarh.



       

   ..…Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar







..…Respondent
C. C .No.  3303 of 2011 

Present :     Sh. Narinder Singh, Complainant in person.

         Sh. Mohinder Singh, Asstt. Registrar, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

This case was last taken up for hearing on 11.04.2012 when none of 
the parties were present and  the Respondent was directed to submit in writing as why he has failed to submit to spell out the reasons to dub the information as confidential. 



The Complainant - Sh. Narinder Singh has given in writing that he has received the information and he is satisfied with the same.


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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                       
        
   
      (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
          
 
State Information Commissioner        
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Chitra Dhiman, 

Research Fellow,

Deptt. of Psychology,

NSNIS, Patiala


      
     

         ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar






          ..…Respondent

C. C .No.  3304 of 2011 
Present :     Ms. Chitra Dhiman, Complainant in person.
Sh. Mohinder Singh, Asstt. Registrar, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.
This case was last taken up for hearing on 11.04.2012 when none of the 
parties were present and  the Respondent was directed to submit in writing as why he has failed to submit to spell out the reasons to dub the information as confidential.



 The Complainant - Ms. Chitra Dhiman, states that she wants information in connection with breakup of scores and qualification of all the candidates from six different subjects as mentioned : i) Sociology ; ii) Economics ; iii) Physics ; iv) English ; v) Mathematics ; and vi) History.


Sh. Mohinder Singh, Asstt. Registrar, submits in writing that required information would be supplied to the Complainant.

The Respondent-PIO is directed to provide the remaining information to the 

Complainant within three weeks from today. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.

The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                  

       (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
  
            State Information Commissioner        
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Mrs Rajinder Kaur

W/o Sh. Balwinder Singh,

H. No. 108, Halwara,

Tehsil – Raikot,

Distt. - Ludhiana




        


  ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer-

O/o S. H. O.,

Police Station – Sudhar,

Tehsil – Raikot,
 Distt. - Ludhiana







..…Respondent






C. C .No.  3319 of 2011 

Present :           Sh. Dwarka Dass on behalf of the Complainant.
i) Sh. Dilbagh Singh, Inspector ;

ii) Sh. Gorakh Nath, S. I., on behalf of the Respondent.
 ORDER
Heard.

This case was last taken up for hearing on 11.04.2012 when none of

the parties were present and the parties were given an opportunity to appear before the Commission.


Sh. Dilbagh Singh, Inspector and Sh. Gorakh Nath, S. I. (the then S.H.O., Police Station – Sudhar), submit in writing that the requisite information would be supplied to the Complainant – Ms. Rajinder Kaur, within ten days from today.  They also submit that they will also reply to show-cause, issued to them vide orders of the Commission dated 05.03.2012, before the next date of hearing.
They are directed to reply to show-cause, issued to them on 
05.03.2012 before the next date of hearing. They are also directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within two weeks from today. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.
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The case is adjourned to 20.06.2012(Wednesday)at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                  
 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
  
 State Information Commissioner        
                               

CC :



1.
Mr Gorakh Nath, 




S. H. O.,




Police Station – Sudhar, 




Tehsil – Raikot, 




Distt. - Ludhiana 



2.
Mr. Dilbagh Singh, Inspector, 




S. H. O. , 




Police Station – Raikot, 




Distt. - Ludhiana
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Sh  Labh Singh,

S/o Barkha Singh,

Waraich Colony, 

Samana, Distt. -  Patiala.




…………..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala







……………Respondent
C. C. No. 3401 of 2011 
Present:        None on behalf of the Complainant.


          Ms. Anandita Mitra, Additional D. C., in person. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 11.04.2012 when the Additional  D. C. Patiala 
was directed to appear in person and explain the reason for inordinate delay in the supply of information. 


Ms. Anandita Mitra, Additional D. C., today submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant – Sh. Labh Singh on 11.05.2012. She also states that  the requisite information was also supplied to the Complainant from the office of Tehsildar, Samana vide letter no. 124/CC dated 03.03.2011 and vide letter no.  819/CC dated 11.11.2011. She further states that the same information was again supplied to him vide letter no. 600 dated 11.05.2012. All the copies are taken on record.

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 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 closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                

     (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   

State Information Commissioner        
                               

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB



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






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kartikay Kaushal,

H. No. 4227/1, Sirhind Gate,

Patiala.






……………… Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Engineer, 

West Sub Division (Commercial),

Punjab State Power Corporation,

Near Railway Station, Patiala



………………..Respondent
 

C. C. No. 3497 of 2011 
Present:    Sh. Kartikay Kaushal ,Complainant, in person. 


       Sh. Jiwan Kumar Jindal, A. E. E., in person.

ORDER




Heard.

This case was last heard on 11.04.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was 
served show cause under Section 20(1) of the RTI   Act.


In compliance with the order of the Commission dated 11.04.2012, Sh. Jiwan Kumar Jindal, A. E. E – Respondent-PIO, submits an affidavit and written-reply to the show-cause issued to him. He also submits in writing that the requisite information in connection with RTI application dated 05.10.2011 of Complainant – Sh. Kartikay Kaushal, will be supplied within seven days from today.


In the written-reply in connection with show-cause, he submits that he could not attend the hearing on  11.04.2012 due to an oversight and erroneous noting of the next date of hearing. He submits that his non-appearance is not intentional and hence asked that the same should be condoned.


In the affidavit, he submits that area in which office of Fort Sub-Division, P. S. E. B. now P. S. P. C. L. is located, got flooded in July, 1993 and there was approximately 06 feet water in the  office building and adjoining area. Due to flood most of the official record and other material of the then Fort Sub-division, PSEB now P.S.P.C.L. either got washed away in flood or got damaged in July, 1993. 
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He submits that list of washed away  and damaged record details were 
prepared by the concerned staff of Fort Sub-division, PSEB now P.S.P.C.L after the floods, but the same is not now traceable in the office record inspite of best efforts made by the present staff.


He submits that he did not know whether any intimation, as regards such losses due to flood in July, 1993 was submitted by the office of Fort Sub-division, PSEB now P.S.P.C.L to the Higher Authorities or not since he was posted as linemen at that time.


He submits that necessary action shall be taken on receipt of direction from legal Section or competent authority, P.S.P.C.L. as regards dis-connection of electricity connection of veer Haqiqat Rai Model Sr. Sec. School as stated in written-submission or reply or as directed by the Hon’ble commission.


The connection has already been converted from D S to N R S and the subject account has already  been overhauled.

Taking the written-reply, affidavit and written-submission into 
consideration, the show-cause issued to Sh. Jiwan Kumar Jindal, A. E. E is dropped  with the directions that he must be supplying the requisite information to the information-seeker within seven days from today. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.
The case is adjourned to 19.06.2012(Tuesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                              
       (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      

   State Information Commissioner        
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Sh. Ram  Saroop,

Village  - Kheri Gujran, 

Tehsil - Dera Bassi,

Distt. - Mohali





…………….Complainant

Vs

Mr. Mohinder Singh,

Public Information Officer-

-cum- Sub Divisional Engineer,

Punjab State Power Corporation Limited,

Saidpura, 

Distt Mohali.






……………Respondent
C. C. No.  3503 of 2011 

Present:         Sh. Ram  Saroop, Complainant in person.


            None on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.
The original RTI request for information is dated 25-07-2011. The 
information demanded pertains to details of fine imposed on Gurnam Singh son of Sadhu Singh, Village Kheri Gujran, Tehsil Dera Bassi  on 27-12-2008.  The complaint with the Commission is dated 28-11- 2011.

          

  Despite issuance of a notice of hearing from the State Information Commission, the  Respondent PIO remained absent from hearing on 1st February, 2012 without any intimation to the Commission.
On that hearing the Commission directed the Respondent-PIO to supply 
the requisite information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing i. e. 29.02.2012. He was also directed that he must ensure that the information should be legible, duly attested and as per record and another opportunity was given to him to appear before the Commission 

 On  29th February, 2012,  the Respondent PIO remained again absent from 
the hearing in the Commission without any intimation to the  Commission. The Commission took the serious view of absence of Respondent-PIO in the two consecutive hearings in the Commission and non-supply of requisite information to the Complainant.     

   On February 29, 2012, Complainant, who appeared in person, alleges that 
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the Respondent PIO had not supplied any information in connection with RTI application so far. The respondent PIO remained again absent from the hearing in the commission held on February 29, 2012 without any intimation to the  Commission. 
         

 Taking the absence of Respondent PIO in the two consecutive hearings in the Commission and non-supply of requisite information to the Complainant seriously, it was observed on February 29, 2012 that the Respondent PIO has not bothered to perform his duties assigned to him under the RTI Act. The Respondent-PIO had caused delay of six months in supplying the information in connection with RTI application moved on 25.11.2011. A show cause was issued to respondent PIO on February 29, 2012 for making a willful denial of information to the Complainant.
          

  He was also given an opportunity under Section 20(1) for a personal hearing before the imposition of penalty for making a willful denial of the information to the complainant. He was directed to file a reply of the show cause by April 11, 2012. He was also directed to remain present in the  Commission along with a copy of information supplied to the Complainant on 11-4-2012.
                        As the Respondent PIO remained absent from the hearing  on April 11, 2012 without any intimation to the commission, he was again given another opportunity to file a reply of the show cause by May 23, 2012.
          

The Respondent-PIO has neither appeared in today’s hearing nor submitted any response to the show-cause issued to him vide orders dated 29.02.2012 of the State Information Commission.
                       As Sh. Mohinder Singh, Public Information Officer- -cum- Sub Divisional Engineer, Pb. State Power Corporation Ltd., Saidpura, Distt. Mohali remained absent on four consecutive hearings in the Commission and also failed to file written-submission in 
connection with show-cause issued to him on two consecutive hearings dated 29.02.2012 and 11.04.2012, it is clear without any doubt that he has nothing to say in connection with the same. 



From the documents placed on record and after hearing the Complainant, it 
emerges that the respondent-PIO neither supplied the requisite information to the Complainant nor appeared in the commission in the hearings, held so far, to explain his conduct in this particular case. 
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   In view of the above, it is very much clear that conduct of the respondent-PIO in this particular complaint case amounts to willful denial of information to the information-seeker and hence penalty of Rs. 10000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand Only) is imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act which is to be deposited into the Treasury and a copy of challan receipt be submitted to the Commission. 
A compensation of Rs. 2000/- (Rupees two thousand only) is awarded to 
the Complainant also for the detriment suffered by him. A cheque/bank draft of worth Rs 2000 (Rs two thousands) only will be given to Complainant  - Sh Ram Saroop by the public authority concerned.
        

The Executive Engineer, Pb. State Power Corporation ltd., Mohali  and Chief Engineer, Pb. State Power Corporation ltd., The Mall, Patiala is given the responsibility to make  respondent PIO and public authority concerned to comply with the above mentioned orders and ensure that the amount of penalty is deposited in the treasury and compensation is paid to the complainant.
 The Respondent PIO, Executive Engineer, Pb. State Power Corporation 

ltd., Mohali  and Chief Engineer, Pb. State Power Corporation ltd., The Mall, Patiala is further directed to send copies of challan receipt and receipt of compensation received by the Complainant be sent to the Commission. They can also direct the respondent-PIO to produce these documents in the Commission on the next date of hearing.



The respondent-PIO is directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within three weeks from today.

 The case is adjourned to 27.06.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                  

 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
 

  State Information Commissioner    
                           

CC :
1. The Executive Engineer, 
Pb. State Power Corporation ltd., 
Mohali  
2. The Chief Engineer,
 Pb. State Power Corporation ltd., 

The Mall, Patiala 
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Sh. Kashmir Singh,

S/o Sh. Labh Singh,

Village - Lakha Singh Wala Hittar,

P.O. - Mamdot,

 Block Mamdot, 

Tehsil & District Ferozepur. 




……….. Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Ferozepur.







…………..Respondent
C. C. No.  3519 of 2011 

Present:           None.
 ORDER



This case was last heard on 11.04.2012 when  the Panchayat Secretary, Village – Lakha Singhwala Hittar was directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant and remain present in the Commission.


Sh. Roshan Lal, Panchayat Secretary, Village – Lakha Singhwala Hittar did not obey the orders of the Commission made on 11.04.2012 and he was directed to supply the requisite information to the complainant.
The Complainant is absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to 

the Commission. 

Another opportunity is given to  Sh. Roshan Lal, Panchayat Secretary, 

Village – Lakha Singhwala Hittar to appear in person before the Commission alongwith a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.



A copy of this order be sent to : i) Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur ; ii) Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, iii) Addl. Deputy Commissioner(Dev./Gen.), Ferozepur ; iv) D. D. P. O., Ferozepur and v) B. D. P. O., Mamdot ; for necessary action against the Respondent-PIO.
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The case is adjourned to 27.06.2012(Wednesday)at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   State Information Commissioner        
                               

CC ;
i) The Commissioner, 

Ferozepur Division, 

Ferozepur

ii) Deputy Commissioner, 

Ferozepur
iii) Additional Deputy Commissioner(Dev./Gen.), 

Ferozepur

iv) The District Development &

Panchayat officer,

Ferozepur

v) Block Development &

Panchayat Officer,

Mamdot,
Tehsil & District - Ferozepur
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Sh. Jasjit Singh, 

Village -  Rampur Purkhali, 

District -  Roopnagar. 





………. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

  Roopnagar. 







…………Respondent
C. C. No. 3542 of 2011
Present :        Sh.  Jasjit Singh, Complainant, in person.

            Sh. Jasvir Singh, Reader on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


This case was last heard on 11-04-.2012 when the complainant was  not present and he was advised to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him.


The complainant - Sh.  Jasjit Singh, submits that he has got the requisite information and expressed his satisfaction over the same. He, however, demands that that action against the Respondent-PIO concerned for making inordinate delay in furnishing the requisite information to him.


As far as information is concerned in this case, that has been supplied with. As far as delay in this case is concerned, the Respondent-PIO – Sh. Jaswant Singh, Tehsildar, Roopnagar is directed to explain why inordinate delay in supplying the information has been made in this case. He is directed to submit his written-reply and appear in person before the Commission on the next date of hearing.
The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                 
  (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
                   State Information Commissioner        
           
CC : 

Sh. Jaswant Singh,

Tehsildar,

Roopnagar.
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Pritam Chand,

V.P.O. – Mehatpur 144041,

Distt. - Jalandhar



       
        

 ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar






          ..…Respondent
C. C. No.  3590 of 2011
Present:        None on behalf of the Complainant.


          Sh. Harbans Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 04.04.2012 when the complainant was  again 
not present and the Respondent was directed to supply the  remaining information to the complainant within  two weeks from that day.



Sh. Harbans Singh, Clerk, who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, today brought the requisite information in the Commission so that the same could be given to the Complainant – Sh. Pritam Chand.



The Complainant -  Sh. Pritam Chand, through a letter which was received in the Commission vide Diary No. 6068 dated 18.04.2012, stated that he is getting medical treatment and unable to attend today’s hearing. He also requested that his case may not be closed till his treatment is over.



Sh. Harbans Singh, Clerk is directed to send the information through registered post to the Complainant within three days from today.


The Complainant is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing
The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
                                 State Information Commissioner        
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Pritam Chand,

V.P.O. – Mehatpur 144041,

Distt. - Jalandhar



       
  
       ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar






          ..…Respondent

C. C. No.  3591 of 2011

Present:        None on behalf of the Complainant.


          Sh. Harbans Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 04.04.2012 when the complainant was not 
present without any intimation to the Commission and he was advised to point out deficiencies. if any, in the information supplied to him. 



Sh. Harbans Singh, Clerk,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submits that the requisite information was supplied to the Complainant – Sh. Pritam Chand on 17.06.2010 through registered post by Tehsildar, Nakodar.



The Complainant -  Sh. Pritam Chand, who is absent from today’s hearing due to his illness, has not pointed-out any deficiency in the information supplied to him.



One opportunity is given to the Complainant to point-out deficiency, if any, in the information supplied to him, before the next date of hearing.

The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

(Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
                               State Information Commissioner        
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Sh. Chanchal Singh, 

S/o Sh. Pritam Singh, 

R/o Ghaniya, 

Block - Dhilwan, 

District - Kapurthala. 





…………. Complainant

Vs

Sh. Nirwair Singh,

Public Information Officer-

-cum- Block Development 

& Panchayat Officer, 

Dhilwan, 

District - Kapurthala. 





…………Respondent
C. C. No.  3664 of 2011 

Present:           None. 
ORDER



In this case, Sh. Chanchal Singh moved two RTI applications, dated 17-05-2011 and 26-07-2011, for seeking information pertaining to auction of 5 marla plots no. 12 and 16 in village Ghaniya, Block Dhilwan, District Kapurthala.
 These applications were addressed to the PIO O/o B.D.P.O., 
Dhilwan, District Kapurthala seeking different information in connection with auction of plots and a copy of resolution passed by Panchayat concerned.
 After failing to get any response from the PIO concerned. Sh Chanchal
Singh moved a complaint with the Commission on 08.12.2011. The Respondent PIO has not given any response to the RTI applications of the information seeker so far.
          

  Despite issuance of a notice of hearing from the State Information Commission, the  respondent PIO remained absent from hearing on January 25, 2012 without any intimation to the Commission.
        

 The Commission, which took the serious view of absence of respondent PIO, directed him to supply the requisite information to the complainant within three weeks from that day. He was also directed that he must ensure that the information should be legible, duly attested and as per record.      
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  The Respondent was directed to appear personally in the Commission on the next date of hearing, which was fixed for February 28, 2012, along with a copy of information supplied to the complainant. He was also cautioned that  action will be taken against him as per provisions of the RTI Act if he failed to comply with the order of State Information Commission.
 On February 28, 2012, Complainant, who appeared in person, alleges that 
the Respondent PIO had not supplied any information in connection with RTI application so far. The respondent PIO remained again absent from the hearing in the commission held on February 28, 2012 without any intimation to the  Commission. 
         

 Taking the absence of Respondent PIO in the two consecutive hearings in the Commission and non-supply of requisite information to the Complainant seriously, it was observed on February 28, 2012 that the Respondent PIO has not bothered to perform his duties assigned to him under the RTI Act. The Respondent-PIO had caused delay over eight months in supplying the information in connection with RTI application moved on 17.05.2011 and delay of over six months in supplying the information in connection with RTI application moved on 26.07.2011. A show cause was issued to respondent PIO on February 28, 2012 for making a willful denial of information to the complainant.
          

  He was also given an opportunity under Section 20(1) for a personal hearing before the imposition of penalty for making a willful denial of the information to the complainant. He was directed to file a reply of the show cause by April 10, 2012. He was also directed to remain present in the  Commission along with a copy of information supplied to the Complainant on 10-4-2012.
                        As the Respondent PIO remained absent from the hearing  on April 10, 2012 without any intimation to the commission, he was again given another opportunity to file a reply of the show cause by May 23, 2012.
          

The Respondent-PIO has neither appeared in today’s hearing nor submitted any response to the show-cause issued to him vide orders dated 28.02.2012 of the State Information Commission.
                       As Sh. Nirwair Singh, Public Information Officer- -cum- Block Development  & Panchayat Officer,  Dhilwan,  District – Kapurthala remained absent on four consecutive hearings in the Commission and also failed to file written-submission in 
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connection with show-cause issued to him on two consecutive hearings dated 10.04.2012 and 23.05.2012, it is clear without any doubt that he has nothing to say in connection with the same. 
From the documents placed on record and after hearing the Complainant, it 
emerges that the respondent-PIO neither supplied the requisite information to the Complainant nor appeared in the commission in the hearings, held so far, to explain his conduct in this particular case. 
    

   In view of the above, it is very much clear that conduct of the respondent-PIO in this particular complaint case amounts to willful denial of information to the information-seeker and hence penalty of Rs. 10000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand Only) is imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act which is to be deposited into the Treasury and a copy of challan receipt be submitted to the Commission. 
A compensation of Rs. 2000/- (Rupees two thousand only) is awarded to 
the Complainant also for the detriment suffered by him. A cheque/bank draft of worth Rs 2000 (Rs two thousands) only will be given to Complainant  - Sh Chanchal Singh by the public authority concerned.
        

The Director, department of Rural Development and panchayats, Punjab, Chandigarh and District Development and Panchayat Officer, Kapurthala is given the responsibility to make  respondent PIO and public authority concerned to comply with the above mentioned orders and ensure that the amount of penalty is deposited in the treasury and compensation is paid to the complainant.
 The Respondent PIO, Director, department of Rural Development and 
Panchayat, Punjab and District Development and Panchayat Officer, Kapurthala is further directed to send copies of challan receipt and receipt of compensation received by the Complainant be sent to the Commission. They can also direct the respondent-PIO to produce these documents in the Commission on the next date of hearing.



The respondent-PIO is directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within three weeks from today.

 The case is adjourned to 27.06.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.
         


                                 
       (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   

   State Information Commissioner   
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CC :
1.  The Director, 
Department of Rural Development and 

Panchayats, Punjab,

Sector – 62, Vikas Bhawan,

Mohali     

2. The District Development and
 Panchayat Officer, 
Kapurthala
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

26, Dada Colony,

Industrial Area, Jalandhar.




…………… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, 

Ludhiana.






……………Respondent

C. C. No. 3759 of 2011 

Present:           None
ORDER



Sh. Avtar Singh Azad, Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana  was issued show cause on the last date of hearing 10.04.2012 for making inordinate delay in supplying the requisite information to the complainant.



Sh. A.S.Azad,vide  his  letter . No. 3450 dated 21-05-2012 has informed the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing ( 23-05-2012) in the Commission because of the fact that he is to appear in a Court case at Ludhiana on the same date.



He is directed to file a reply to the show cause before the next date of hearing. He is also directed to bring along with him the proof to establish the fact that he has appeared in any Court at Ludhiana on 23-05-2012. He shall remain present on the  next date of  hearing with these two documents.



In view of the above, the case adjourned to 27-06-2012 at 10-30 AM for confirmation of compliance and further orders.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                        (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
           State Information Commissioner        
                                
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Tarsem Singh,

Village - Cheema Batth, 

Tehsil  - Baba Bakala,

District  - Amritsar- 143112.




…………. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.






……………..Respondent

C. C. No. 3791 of 2011

Present:           Sh. Baljinder Singh, Complainant in person. 


             None on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



The original RTI request for information is dated 12.10.2011. The information demanded pertains to release of financial aid to riots victims in Village Cheema Bath, Baba Bakala. The complaint with the Commission is dated 17.12.2011.



Despite issuance of a notice of hearing from the State Information Commission, the  Respondent PIO remained absent from hearing on  28th February, 2012 without any intimation to the Commission.
        

 On that hearing the Commission directed the respondent-PIO to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within four weeks from that day. He was also directed that he must ensure that the information should be legible, duly attested and as per record. He was also directed to appear personally in the Commission on the next date of hearing fixed for 11th April, 2012 along with a copy of information supplied to the Complainant. 
 On  11th April, 2012,  the Respondent PIO remained again absent from the 
hearing in the Commission without any intimation to the  Commission. The Commission took the serious view of absence of Respondent-PIO in the two consecutive hearings in the Commission and non-supply of requisite information to the Complainant and another opportunity was given to him to appear before the Commission.
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 It was observed in today’s hearing i. e. 23rd May, 2012 that the Respondent 
PIO has not bothered to perform his duties assigned to him under the RTI Act. The Respondent-PIO had caused delay of about seven months in supplying the information in connection with RTI application moved on 12.10.2011. 
In view of the above the PIO who is Sh. Baljit Singh, Additional Deputy 
Commissioner, Amritsar (General) will show cause in writing or through an affidavit, under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, as to why penalty be  not  imposed upon him for willful delay/denial of the information to the RTI applicant and why the compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.





In addition to the written reply, 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 take note that in case he does not file his written reply 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 Complainant. 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 on the next date of hearing.
 The case is adjourned to 27.06.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   
State Information Commissioner        
                               

CC :


Sh. Baljit Singh, 
Additional Deputy Commissioner(General)-

-cum-P. I. O.,
 Amritsar
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

H. No. 550, 

V.P.O - Sultanwind,

District  - Amritsar.





     
 ………… Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,


O/o District & Session Judge,

Amritsar.







…………..Respondent
A. C. No. 1394 of 2011 

Present:          Sh. Davinder Singh, Appellant   in   person.


             None  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on  10-04-.2012 when the  Appellant was not present and he was  advised to file rejoinder to the written reply of the Respondent.



The PIO-cum-Supdt., District and Session Judge, Amritsar through a fax message which was received in the Commission vide Diary No. 8217 dated 22.05.2012, has sought exemption from today’s hearing due to exigency of duties. In that letter he mentioned that he is unable to appear before the Commission and makes a request that exemption may be given to him from today’s hearing.

The Appellant alleges that Respondent-PIO is deliberately denying the 
requisite information to him and also not attending the hearings in the Commission on one pretext or the other. He demands that action should be taken against the Respondent-PIO under the provisions of the RTI Act.
The Respondent-PIO is directed to provide the requisite information to the 

Appellant  within two weeks from today. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.
The case is adjourned to  21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.

There will be not further adjournment in this case.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                 


  (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   

    State Information Commissioner        
                               

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

H. No. 4365, 

Guru Nanakwara,

P. O. – Khalsa College, 

Amritsar - 143002




     
               ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar







..…Respondent





C. C .No.  03 of 2012 

Present:         None.
ORDER
This case was last taken up for  hearing on 12.04.2012 when none of the 
parties wee present.
Neither the Complainant  nor the Respondent are present in today’s 
hearing in the Commission. No request has been received from them for adjournment of this case.

Both the Complainant and the Respondent were absent on the last day of 
hearing. In view of the above, it is assumed that the Complainant does not wish to pursue his case further.


Therefore, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                            

       (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
 

  State Information Commissioner        
                               

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Krishan Kumar

Shiv Shankar Electronics,

Near Tahliwala Chowk,

Rajpura Town,

Teh. & Distt. – Patiala



      


    ..…Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Senior Supdt. of Police,

Patiala









..…Respondent

A. C .No.  01 of 2012
Present:         Sh. Varinder Kumar, Appellant, in person.


           Sh. Hakam Singh, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.

This case was last heard on 12.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed 
to supply the remaining information in connection with item No. 2 of RTI Application to the Appellant within three weeks  from that day.



Sh. Hakam Singh, H. C., who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, hands over the remaining information to the Appellant – Sh. Varinder Kumar, in the Commission today.



The Appellant – Sh. Varinder Kumar submits in writing that he has received the requisite information and is satisfied with the same. He also asks for filing his case.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                  

 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
  

    State Information Commissioner        
                               

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

S/o Late Sh. Wadhawa Mal, 

196/10, Kainthan, 

Dasuya, 

District Hoshiarpur- 144205.





…………. Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Gurdaspur







 …………….Respondent

A. C. No. 1386  of 2011

Present:            None on behalf of the Appellant.
i)  Ms. Anju Bala, S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. ;
iii) Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 10.04.2012 when the Appellant expressed his 
dis-satisfaction over the information supplied to him and the Respondent  sought some more time to supply the remaining information.



Ms. Anju Bala, S. I., Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. and Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C.,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila on 21.04.2012 through registered post.

The Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila is absent from today’s hearing without 

any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.


The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                  
 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
   
 State Information Commissioner        
                               
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

S/o Late Sh. Wadhawa Mal, 

196/10, Kainthan, 

Dasuya, 

District Hoshiarpur- 144205.





…………. Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Gurdaspur







 …………….Respondent

A. C. No. 1387 of 2011

Present:            None on behalf of the Appellant.
i)  Ms. Anju Bala, S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. ;
iii) Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.

This case was last heard on 10.04.2012 when the Appellant expressed his 
dissatisfaction over the information supplied to him and the Respondent  sought some more time to supply the remaining information.


Ms. Anju Bala, S. I., Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. and Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C.,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila on 21.04.2012 through registered post.

The Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila is absent from today’s hearing without 

any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   
    (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
     
        State Information Commissioner        
                               

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

S/o Late Sh. Wadhawa Mal, 

196/10, Kainthan, 

Dasuya, 

District Hoshiarpur- 144205.





…………. Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Gurdaspur








……….Respondent
A. C. No. 1388 of 2011 

Present:            None on behalf of the Appellant.
i)  Ms. Anju Bala, S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. ;
iii) Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 10.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed 
to supply the remaining information to the Appellant within fifteen days from that day.

Ms. Anju Bala, S. I., Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. and Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C.,  

who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila on 21.04.2012 through registered post.

The Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila is absent from today’s hearing without 

any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   
    (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
     
        State Information Commissioner       

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

S/o Late Sh. Wadhawa Mal, 

196/10, Kainthan, 

Dasuya, 

District Hoshiarpur- 144205.





…………. Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Gurdaspur







 …………….Respondent
A. C. No. 1389 of 2011 
Present:            None on behalf of the Appellant.
i)  Ms. Anju Bala, S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. ;
iii) Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.


This case was last heard on 10.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed to supply the remaining information to the Appellant within fifteen days from that day.

Ms. Anju Bala, S. I., Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. and Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C.,  

who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila on 21.04.2012 through registered post.

The Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila is absent from today’s hearing without 

any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   
    (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
     
        State Information Commissioner        
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

S/o Late Sh. Wadhawa Mal, 

196/10, Kainthan, 

Dasuya, 

District Hoshiarpur- 144205.





…………. Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Gurdaspur







 …………….Respondent
A. C. No. 1390 of 2011 
Present:            None on behalf of the Appellant.
i)  Ms. Anju Bala, S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. ;
iii) Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.

This case was last heard on 10.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed 
to supply the remaining information to the Appellant within fifteen days from that day.

Ms. Anju Bala, S. I., Sh. Joginder Pal, A. S. I. and Sh. Anil Kumar, H. C.,  

who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that the requisite information has been sent to the Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila on 21.04.2012 through registered post.

The Appellant - Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila is absent from today’s hearing without 

any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent-PIO is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 21.06.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                   
    (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      
     
        State Information Commissioner        
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

D-15, Marg – 13,

Saket, New Delhi





         

 ..…Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Distt. & Sessions Judge,

Ludhiana








..…Respondent

A. C. No.  1319 of 2011 

ORDER

The order in this appeal case was reserved on 14.03.2012 after 
hearing the arguments put forward by PIO and after examining and perusing all the documents placed on record and submitted by both the parties in support of respective claims made by them. A notice for pronouncement of order for May 23, 2012 was also sent to the parties of this case.
As per the facts of this case, an application was moved by 
Shri Amritpal Singh, a resident of New Delhi to Public Information Officer,
Office of  District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana on 01.08.2011, under
Right to Information (RTI), Act, 2005.
Shri  Amritpal Singh moved first appeal to First Appellate Authority-
cum- Office of  District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana on 23.08.2011. The second appeal of Shri  Amritpal Singh was duly received into the State Information Commission, Punjab vide Diary No. 20936 on07.12.2011.


                     In that RTI application, the appellant, had sought for the following information:
The procedure followed by the court during the desired period (from
the date of orders of ADJ for record) for placing the orders with/on
the file; Certified copy of the Performa/undertaking to be given by the
concerned  staff/ Ahlmad  that the  orders of  Hon’ble  ADJ  has  been complied
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with and record in all cases fixed has been placed on/with
the file ; Copy of penalty clause, to be levied, in case of non-performance of
official duties. 
In reply to appellant’s application dated 01.08.2011, vide which 
he has sought for the information, he was informed by the PIO on 06/8/2011that information sought by him at point no. 1 and 2 relates to the
function of the courts on judicial side and so for as the information
sought by you regarding point no. 3 is concerned, the penalty clause
has been mentioned in punishment in Appeal Rules, regarding
performance of official duty. 
An appeal against the orders of PIO was moved to First Appellate 
Authority (FAA) on 23.08.2011 by the Appellant.
                    In that appeal, the appellant has alleged that the PIO has not
intentionally provided the information which was only procedure followed for placing the record with/on the file during the desired period for placing the record with/on file, and copy of Performa kept by the department to countercheck the performance of staff so that no inconvenience is caused to clients and the inconvenience to the client may not delay the disposal of cases, and penalty to be imposed in case of non-performance. 
                  He further pointed out that in AC number 336 of 2010, which was titled as Amrit Pal Singh Vs PIO of office of District and Session Judge, Ludhiana and FAA, District and Session Judge, Ludhiana, vide orders of the Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner, Mr. R. I. Singh, the PIO has provided the copy of inquiry report by Hon’ble Additional District and Session Judge, Mr. Ashok Kumar  and the information requested vide letter dated 01.08.2011 is only a procedure and penalty to be imposed in case of the default. (Not a judicial function of court). 
He pleads that this letter be considered as an appeal against the 
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order of PIO with the request that the action against the PIO for intentionally denying the information be commenced as per provisions of RTI Act by Hon’ble Appellate Authority.  
               After failing to get satisfied with the decision of the First
Appellate Authority, the Appellant –  Sh. Amritpal Singh approached
the Commission with second appeal on 01.12.2011, which was received in
the Commission vide Diary No. 20936 dated 07.12.2011.
Sh. S. P. Bangarh, District and Session Judge, Ludhiana-cum-First
Appellate Authority decided the appeal on 17/11/2011. 
The order of the First Appellate Authority is reproduced as under:
1. 

Appellant Sh. Amritpal Singh has filed the present appeal under the RTI Act 
against the orders dated 06.08.2011 of Respondent-PIO.

2.                   Initially the Appellant, vide his application dated 23.08.2011 had sought the     

                  following information :

I)
The procedure followed by the court during the desired period (from the date of orders of ADJ for record) for placing the orders with/on the file ;

II)
Certified copy of the Performa/undertaking to be given by the concerned staff/Ahlmad that the orders of Hon’ble ADJ has been complied with and record in all cases fixed has been placed on/with the file ;    





III)
Copy of penalty clause to be levied in case of non-performance of official duties.

3.                 In reply, the Respondent-PIO vide his letter dated 06.08.2011 informed the   

Appellant that the information sought by him at point no. 1 and 2 relates to function of the courts on judicial side and so far as the information sought by 
him regarding point no. 3 was concerned,  the Appellant was informed that the penalty clause has been mentioned in the punishment and appeal rules regarding performance of official duties.-

4.               Aggrieved the said reply of PIO dated 06.08.2011, the Appellant has preferred  

              the present appeal before the undersigned.
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5.            The Respondent PIO was directed to file reply to the appeal and in compliance 
    thereof, he submitted his reply dated 02.11.2011, mentioning therein that the      

   Appellant has concealed the material fact of having filed the application dated     

  23.08.2011, the photo copy of which is Annexure  P - 1, the day on which the  

  Appellant had filed the present appeal. He also mentioned that the Appellant has   

  not mentioned the title of the case in which the record was to be placed and he   

  had also not mentioned the name of the Court by which the procedure had not   

  been followed. He further mentioned that information sought by the Appellant is 
  hypothetical one  and as per the guidelines issued by Govt. of India only such 
 information can be supplied under the Act, which already existed. He has further   

 mentioned in the reply that the Act does not require the PIO to deduce some   

 conclusion from the material and supply the conclusion so deduced to the  Appellant.

6.        I have heard the Respondent-PIO in person and have gone through the entire    

      papers relating to the appeal in question.

7.        Surprisingly, the Appellant had filed an application dated 23.08.2011, the day on   

which he has also filed the present appeal, the copy is Annexure P 1, and to the said application, the Respondent informed him vide his reply dated 29.08.2011 that this application shows that the same has arisen from the order dated 08.08.2011 under challenge, and against which, he has already preferred an appeal which is still pending before the Appellate Authority and is yet to be decided, therefore, the said application was not maintainable. Therefore, this application, it is surprised that on one side the Appellant is filing appeal against the said order and on the other side he is filing another fresh application by affixing the adhesive court fee of Rs. 50/- and thus it appears that the Appellant, who is an Advocate, was not sure 
whether he was to file appeal or another application and, thus, the Appellant has concealed the fact of filing the appeal at the time when he had filed the said application dated 23.08.2011 (Annexure P - 1).

8.      After going through the information sought by the Appellant it becomes clear that regarding point no. 1 the Appellant has not mentioned the name of the court, 
by which the alleged procedure has not been followed and he has also not mentioned the particulars of the case in which the record was to be placed and he has further also not mentioned the particular period during which seeing the alleged information. As regards information at point no. 2 is concerned the
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 Appellant has not mentioned the concerned staff/Ahlmad of a particular court, who, as per the Appellant has to comply with the directions of the Hon’ble ADJ for placing the record on file. Regarding point no. 3 the Appellant has been rightly advised by the Respondent PIO about the penalty clause in case of non-performance of official duty.


9.      Further, the Respondent-PIO has placed on file a copy of guidelines on the RTI     

     Act,  2005 issued by the Govt. of India as Annexure P - III. As per the said  

    guidelines, only such information can be supplied under the Act, which already 
    existed and PIO is not supposed to create information or to interpret information or   

    to solve the problems raised by the Applicant or to furnish replies to hypothetical  

    questions. Further as per the said guidelines, the Act  however, does not require the 
    PIO to deduce some conclusion from the material and supply the conclusion so 
   deduce to the Appellant. It is also mentioned in the said guidelines that the PIO is not 
   to do research on behalf of the citizen to deduce anything from the material and then 
    supply it to him.

10.     In view of the above discussion, I find that the information sought by the  Appellant    

   regarding point no. 1 and 2 is not clear and the same appears to be hypothetical one.   

   Therefore, the respondent-PIO has rightly informed the Appellant vide his reply dated 
   06.08.2011 that the matter relates to function of courts on judicial side. The Appellant  

    is, hereby, advised to seek particular information from the material which is held by   

   the PIO. Therefore, there is no merit in the appeal and the same is hereby dismissed. 
    A copy of this order be sent to the Appellant.

       After examining the documents placed on record, it is found that 
there is no application dated 23/8/2011, which the FAA claimed to have been moved by Appellant. This thing has been mentioned by the FAA in its
order issued after deciding the first appeal of the Appellant.

In the second appeal made to the state information commission, the
appellant stated that on personal hearing , it was explained to First Appellate authority that it is on the observation of practice of placing record on the file by the staff, when ordered, not to harass the clients for months together. That record of  the lower court has not been placed. He mentioned that he had further pleaded that as per RTI Act it is not necessary for the applicant to provide any reason for
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any information request. Instead of commenting on the orders of PIO, the Hon’ble FAA asked some queries from the PIO as it FAA is to provide the information, asked by PIO, to the Appellant.
                   The order of Hon’ble FAA is clear that FAA is replying to queries of
PIO and exempting him for not providing the information, no where provided in the RTI Act.
               It is PIO, who is to collect the information from any quarter and
supply it applicant and  in case it is exempt for not disclosing the clause under section  (8) be specifically mentioned, which has not been provided. Information on point (3) was specifically required to be provided along with an order on payment to be made as per rules by the applicant. Moreover, PIO’s order is not as per rules provided in the RTI Act, for which the PIO be instructed and requested to provide the information asked for, point wise, so that  no harassment to the clients on the date fixed for hearing is felt.
              In response to the second appeal, moved by the Appellant –Sh. Amritpal Singh, the PIO had submitted that initially appellant has filed an application dated 23.08.2011 before the answering Respondent and reply to the same was given to the Appellant, vide letter No. 4858/G dated 08.08.2011 and against that reply of the answering Respondent dated 08.08.2011, the appellant filed first appeal before the then learned District and Session Judge (Appellate Authority), Ludhiana on
23.08.2011 and surprisingly on the same day, the appellant filed another application and after hearing the Appellant as well as answering Respondent, the then learned District and Session Judge (Appellate Authority), Ludhiana under RTI Act, dismissed the said first appeal ofthe Appellant vide, detailed order dated 09.11.2011.
                  It is submitted that reply filed by the answering Respondent dated 02.11.2011 before the First Appellate Authority, i. e., the then learned District and  Session Judge (Appellate Authority), Ludhiana may kindly be treated as 
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reply to the present appeal filed before your honour.  It is further submitted that copies of documents filed by the undersigned  along  with reply  before  the  First  Appellate  Authority,  i. e. Annexure P 1, P 2 and Ex. P 3 are attached herewith for your Honour’s kind perusal. 

       It is, therefore, prayed that after going through the reply filed by the answering Respondent and also after perusing the accompanying documents, the First Appellate Authority has rightly dismissed the appeal filed by the Appellant. Therefore, present appeal filed before your Honour is also without any merit and deserves to be dismissed and it is prayed accordingly. 
After going through the reply filed by PIO in connection with the 
second appeal, it is made clear that there is no application on the
file, which the PIO claimed to have been moved by the Appellant on
23/8/2011. And hence the issue connected with the letter dated
23/8/2011 seems to have figured in the appeal due to the reasons best
known to the PIO. 


 As this issue is not relevant to the instant appeal and hence it does not deserve any cognizance to be taken by me at this stage so the same is ignored as it does not affect the merits/character of this appeal.
                   The plain reading of the RTI application makes it very clear that
information seeker has not asked for any specific information from the
PIO concerned. Moreover, the Appellant has clearly mentioned in his first appeal that request for information, which he has made vide letter dated 1/8/2011 is only procedure in the enquiry report of Hon’ble Additional District and Session Judge, Ludhiana, Sh. Ashok Kumar.
                   Mr. Amrit Pal Singh did not attend any hearing in this appeal case in
the commission so far as he has conveyed through the e-mail message, copy of which was received in the commission through dairy number 3883 dated 12/3/12, that as he was suffering on account of treatment of his leg and hence he could not attend the hearing in the Commission.
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                He also conveyed that his appeal case be decided on its own merits and PIO and District and session Judge, Ludhiana be penalized for not providing the information to him. This e-mail message was taken on record.
                      In para no. 8 of his decision, The First Appellate Authority has
categorically made clear that the Sh. Amritpal Singh has not mentioned the name of the Court, by which alleged performa has been filed and he has also failed to mention particular title of the case in which the record was to be placed and he had also not mentioned the name of the Court by which the procedure had not been followed. The First Appellate Authority has also made it clear that Sh. Amritpal Singh has also not mentioned the particular period for which he has  been sought for alleged information. 

In para no. 9, the FAA mentions that as regards information at point 
no. 2 is concerned the Appellant has not mentioned the concerned staff/Ahlmad of a particular court, who, as per the Appellant has to comply with the directions of the Hon’ble ADJ for placing the record on file. Regarding point no. 3 the
Appellant has been rightly advised by the Respondent PIO about the
penalty clause in case of non-performance of official duty.
Further, the Respondent-PIO has placed on file a copy of guidelines on
the RTI Act, 2005 issued by the Govt. of India as Annexure P - III. As
per the said guidelines, only such information can be supplied under the Act, which already existed and PIO is not supposed to create information or to interpret information or to solve the problems raised by the
Applicant or to furnish replies to hypothetical questions.
                  Further as per the said guidelines, the Act  however, does not require the PIO to deduce some conclusion from the material and supply the conclusion so deduce to the Appellant. It is also mentioned in the
said guidelines that the PIO is not to do research on behalf of the
citizen to deduce anything from the material and then supply it to him.
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                In para no. 10, the FAA decided appeal by claiming that in view of 
the above discussion, I find that the information sought by the Appellant regarding point no. 1 and 2 is not clear and the same appears to be hypothetical one. Therefore, the Respondent-PIO has
rightly informed the Appellant vide his reply dated 06.08.2011 that
the matter relates to function of courts on judicial side. The
Appellant is, hereby, advised to seek particular information from the
material which is held by the PIO. Therefore, there is no merit in the
appeal and the same is hereby dismissed. A copy of this order be sent
to the Appellant.            

       I have gone through the documents placed on record, it is found that PIO concerned has denied the information to Appellant in connection with item no. 1 and 2 of the RTI application by claiming that
information in connection with point no. 1 and 2 relates to functions
of the Courts of judicial side and hence can not be supplied as per
provisions of  Punjab and Haryana High Court (RTI) Rules.
The PIO concerned submitted that as far as information in connection
with item no. 3 is concerned, penalty-clause has been mentioned in the
punishment and appeal rules regarding performance of official duties.
While agreeing with the decision of the PIO concerned and First
Appellate Authority, I find that in this particular case, the PIO
concerned has neither disputed the fact that punishment and appeal
rules regarding performance of official duties exist on record nor
supplied the copy of same to the information-seeker.
This averment was made by Appellant in the reply filed by PIO on
08.08.2011vide letter no.4858.
          It has been made clear to RTI applicant that PIO concerned is not supposed to enter into inquiry to find-out the fact that where the information or in
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whose custody the relevant record, which has been sought or by RTI Applicant, is lying. In this instant case, the First Appellate Authority has rightly claimed that   as per the said guidelines, the RTI Act,  does not require the PIO to deduce some conclusion from the material and supply the conclusion so deduced to the Appellant. It is also mention in the said guidelines that the PIO is not to do the research on behalf of the citizen to deduce anything from the material and then supply it to him. 

     In view of the above, the Respondent-PIO concerned is directed to
supply the copy of the ‘punishment and appeal rules regarding
performance of official duties’ to the Appellant. The copy to be
supplied, should be legible, duly attested and as on record.
               As per documents placed on record, it is found that PIO concerned has never demanded the requisite fee to supply the copy of the required information. He is directed to supply the same to the Appellant ‘ free of cost’. 

     In view of the above, the case is adjourned to 05.07.2012(Thursday) at 10:30 A.M.
    Copy of the order be sent to the parties.
 (Chander Parkash)

23th  May, 2012                                      

   State Information Commissioner        
