STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Chander Mohan,

S/o Sh. Sunder Lal,

R/o 115/12, Near Little Flower School,

Mainthan, Dasuya-144205. and 

Shri Harsh Sharma,

S/o Sh. Rajinder Kumar,

R/o 148/1, Mahajna Mohalla,

Dasuya-144205.






              Appellants







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 209/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellants.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellants Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 

Contd………p/2

AC-209/2007                                              -2-
Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellants submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellants  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellants, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 

Contd……p/3
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                                    -3-

 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellants.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellants Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in

Contd…….p/4
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellants has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellants. It is directed that  the  applications submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by their representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)   clarifying that he is not the Appellant but he is only their representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Duggal,

S/o Shri Badri Nath Duggal,


And 

Shri Anil Kumar Duggal,

S/o Shri Yash Pal Duggal,


              

R/O Ward No. 12, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.                                                                               Appellants







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 210/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellants.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellants Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 
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Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellants submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellants  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellants, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 

Contd……p/3

AC-210/2007
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellants.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellants Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellants has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellants. It is directed that  the  applications submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by their representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)   clarifying that he is not the Appellant but he is only their representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

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




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K. S. Puri,

S/o Late Shri Harbans Singh Puri



And 

Shri Sukhbir Singh,

S/o Shri Karam Singh

R/o 399/11, Mohalla Kainthan,

 Dasuya-144205(Distt. Hoshiarpur).



              Appellants







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 211/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellants.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellants Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 
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Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellants submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellants  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellants, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 

Contd……p/3

AC-211/2007
                                    -3-

 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellants.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellants Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellants has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellants. It is directed that  the  applications submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by their representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)   clarifying that he is not the Appellant but he is only their representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                           Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  K. S. Puri,

S/o Late Shri Harbans Singh Puri



And 

Shri Sukhbir Singh,

S/o Shri Karam Singh

R/o 399/11, Mohalla Kainthan,

 Dasuya-144205(Distt. Hoshiarpur).

          


    Appellants







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 212 /2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellants.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellants Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 
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Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellants submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellants  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellants, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 

Contd……p/3
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellants.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellants Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellants has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellants. It is directed that  the  applications submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by their representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)   clarifying that he is not the Appellant but he is only their representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Resham Singh Saini,

S/o Shri Puran Singh,

Prop. M/S Saini Supreme Gift Centre,

Talaab Road, Dasuya(Distt. Hoshiarpur)



              Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal  Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 213/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellant’s Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 

Contd………p/2

AC-213/2007                                              -2-
Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellant submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellant  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellant, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 

Contd……p/3
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellant.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellant’s Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellant has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellant. It is directed that  the  application submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by his representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila) clarifying that Shri  Kaila  is not the Appellant but he is only his representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagmohan Singh,

S/o Shri Gurbaksh Singh,

R/o Village: Khairabad,

Tehsil & P.O.:  Dasuya

District:  Hoshiarpur.



           

   Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 214/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellant’s Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 

Contd………p/2

AC-214/2007                                              -2-
Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellant submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellant  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellant, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellant.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellant’s Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellant has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellant. It is directed that  the  application submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by his representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila) clarifying that Shri  Kaila  is not the Appellant but he is only his representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Shri Sham Singh,

C/o M/S Simran Electricals,

Old Subzi Mandi Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.






              Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 215 /2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellant’s Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 

Contd………p/2

AC-215/2007                                              -2-
Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellant submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellant  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellant, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellant.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellant’s Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellant has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellant. It is directed that  the  application submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by his representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila) clarifying that Shri  Kaila  is not the Appellant but he is only his representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                      Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dilbag Singh,

S/o Shri Gurmail Singh,

C/o Shri Darshan Singh, Foreman,

Mohalla Ranka, Gali: Telian,

VPO: Hariana, District: Hoshiarpur.



              Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

AC No. 216/2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellants.

Shri  Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

The case was last heard on 6.9.2007.  We had given the directions that Shri  Kuldip Raj  Kaila will  submit Power of Attorney/written consent from the individuals/Organisations on whose behalf  he is seeking information.

2.

During today’s proceedings the Appellant’s Representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila)  states that he had submitted photo copy of the Special Power of Attorney attested on the plain paper to the Commission. The Special Power of 

Attorney had been issued for different legal channels  including State Information 
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Commission Punjab irrespective of State or Central levels. After arguments it is directed that Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila  will submit authority letter from the Appellants

 particularly for State Information Commission Punjab separately in all the cases,
where  he has been made representative by the Appellants. Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila accordingly accepted to submit authority letter from the concerned individuals before the next date of hearing. 
3.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila representing the Appellant submits that the Superintendent-cum-PIO of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur   vide  his letter addressed to the Appellant  on 8.5.2007 had intimated as under in response to the Appellants’ requirement of information submitted on 26.4.2007:-

“I, being the Superintendent , has no power to comment on the judicial order of the Forum. If you are not satisfied, you can put up your application before the Forum or can file an appeal against the order of the Forum in the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab.”

4.

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, representative  on behalf of the Appellant, states that the PIO can seek  assistance of any other officer under Section 3.5 of the RTI Act,2005 for proper discharge of his /her duties. It is also provided in this Section that the PIO shall provide information in the form in which it is sought unless it would  disproportionately  divert the resources of the Public Authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  He 
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 further states  that the Consumer Protection Act,1986 is a quasi judicial set up for redressal of consumer disputes and therefore the order of the Consumer Forum is not judicial order and the PIO can supply the information as has been requested by the Appellant.  He also states that he had filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 14.5.2007 and the Appellate Authority had issued

 orders vide District  Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum Hoshiarpur letter No. DCDRC/HSP/2007/246 dated 29.5.2007 which, inter-alia,   read as under:-

“ There is no infirmity in the order passed by the Superintendent-cum-Public Information Officer, District Consumer Forum Hoshiarpur, therefore, the appeal is devoid of any merit, as such, the same is dismissed.”

5.

The Appellant’s Representative further states that the Appellate Authority must have issued the speaking orders or requisite information should

 have been supplied to him as demanded in his original request dated 26.4.2007 and in his appeal dated 14.5.2007. He also states that as the PIO has failed to supply the requisite information , therefore, penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day  as per Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005 be imposed on the PIO .  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit explaining as to why penalty not be imposed on him for not supplying the information in time as per the provisions of Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. However, the PIO is at liberty to state that he had supplied all available information as was available on record in
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 time and that no more information was available.  He. However, must justify his stance.

 6.

The PIO makes written submission to the Commission which is taken on record but the Representative of the Appellant has refused to accept the same stating that  these documents do  not contain the information as has been demanded by the Appellant. It is directed that  the  application submitted to the Commission for seeking information be revised, as agreed by his representative(Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila) clarifying that Shri  Kaila  is not the Appellant but he is only his representative.

7.

The  case is fixed for further hearing on 27.12.2007. 

8.

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




Place: Chandigarh.




Surinder Singh

Dated: 20.11.2007



        State Information Commissioner

