STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Darshan Lal Sharma,

S/o Shri Mohan Lal, 

House No. K-207, Mohalla: Teliya,

District: Faridkot – 151203.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer







o/o District Education Officer(SE),
Faridkot.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1057 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
Shri Darshan Lal Sharma, complainant, in person.
Shri Suressh Arora, Deputy D.E.O.-cum-PIO and Shri Surinder Pal Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 28.04.2014,    addressed to the respondent, Shri Darshan Lal Sharma,  sought copies of certain documents. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Darshan Lal Sharma filed a complaint dated 10.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 20.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the complainant informs that the provided information is incomplete. After discussing the matter at length, the PIO is directed to supply remaining information to the complainant within 300 days, under intimation to the Commission. 
4.

Adjourned to  04.08.2015 at11.00 A.M. for further hearing in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal,

S/o Shri Kastoor Chand,

R/o Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, BARNALA.





…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer







o/o District Revenue Officer,
Fatehgarh Sahib.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1038 of 2015    

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Pawan Kumar Sharma, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 05.02.2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal,  sought copies of Checking Reports as Punjab Government letter No. 16/9/12-S.T./2/4723-44, dated 26.04.2012.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated  18.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on20.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant by registered post on 29.06.2015. The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. In case he is not satisfied, his attention   is invited  to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of 
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the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Inderjit Singh, 

House No. 64-A, Gurnam Nagar Old,

Near Park, Sultanwind Road,

Amritsar.








…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

O/o District Programme Officer,

Amritsar.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1010 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 28.02.2015,    addressed to the respondent, Shri  Inderjit Singh  sought copies of statements in respect of inquiry conducted on a complaint against Smt. Narinderveer Kaur, Anganwari Helper, Amritsar. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Inderjit Singh 02.04.2015 filed a complaint dated  

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  13.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

None is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent nor any intimation regarding supply of requisite information has been received from them. In case the complainant has not received the information or he is not satisfied with the provided information, his attention    is invited  to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further 
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 further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal,

S/o Shri Kastoor Chand,

R/o Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, BARNALA.





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer








o/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1040 of 2015    

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sukhbir Singh, Tehsildar, Ludhiana(West), on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 17.03.2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal  Jindal  sought copies of Internal Audit Reports in respect of Sale Deeds registered during 2011-12, 2012-13 and 2013-14.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 18.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 20.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Shri Sukhbir Singh, Tehsildar, Ludhiana(West), appearing on behalf of the respondent, informs that the sought information is  not  available as internal audit has not been conducted as yet. He further informs that the complainant has been informed accordingly on 28.04.2015. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-



 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal,

S/o Shri Kastoor Chand,

R/o Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, BARNALA.





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer








o/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1030 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 13.02.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal, sought copies of Internal Audit Reports  and A.G. Audit Reports in respect of Sale Deeds registered during 2011-12, 2012-13 and 2013-14 in Patiala Tehsil(Local Patiala).
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 16.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 17.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

None is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. A letter No. 1443/H.R.C., dated 11.06.2015 has been received from Deputy Commissioner, Patiala vide which it has been informed that requisite information running into 105 pages, has been  sent to the complainant vide letter No. 1050/H.R.C., dated 25.03.2015. 
4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. In case he has not received the information or is not satisfied with the provided information, then his attention is invited  to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while 
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entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

5.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

6.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

7.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









Sd/-



 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Parveen Kumar,

S/o Shri Des Raj,

C/o Parveen Tent House,

Near Sadbhawna Hall,

MOUR MANDI, District: Bathinda.





…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer
,

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, MOUR,

District: Bathinda.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1029 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 22.08.2014,  addressed to the respondent,  Shri  Parveen Kumar sought various information/documents regarding auctions of plots held on 17.01.2013 and 08.02.2013.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Parveen Kumar filed a complaint dated  23.03.2015  with the Commission,  which was received in it on 17.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

None is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent nor any intimation regarding supply of information has been received from them. In case the complainant has not received any information or is not satisfied with the provided information, his attention is invited  to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while 
entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the 
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provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Harjinder Singh,

Village: Gobindgarh, 

P.O.: Jugiana, District: Ludhiana.





…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer







o/o Additional Deputy Commissioner(Development),
Mini Secretariat, New Courts,

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1006 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Rupinder Singh, Clerk, office of District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 12.03.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Harjinder Singh,  sought Action Taken Report on  a complaint dated 19.09.2014 submitted by Shri Nazar Singh, resident of Village: Gobindgarh.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harjinder Singh  filed a complaint dated  13.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 15.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant. Since the complainant is not present nor any intimation regarding receipt  of information has been received from him, it is directed that one more copy of provided information be supplied to the complainant by registered post. In case the complainant is not satisfied with the provided information, then his attention is invited  to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an 
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order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj,

S/o Shri Dyal Chand,

H.No. 46/990, Ganga Vihar Colony, 

Abohar-152116,  District Fazilka.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Punjab Technical University,


Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.



…..Respondents. 

Appeal Case  No.  2878 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, Appellant, in person.

Shri  Aditya Sharda, on behalf of Shri Piyush Khanna, Counsel for the respondents. 



Shri  Navdeep Singh, appellant,  vide an RTI application dated  27-02-2014, addressed to PIO,  sought certain information on 4  points regarding number of students, who visited PTU Jalandhar for correction in B-tech, Re-appear forms;  amount of money collected as examination fee for regular, re-appear, re-evaluation by PTU Jalandhar;  number of students, who  appeared for Regular, Re-evaluation and Re-appear exams and the amount of money spent by PTU Jalandhar in conducting Regular, Re-appear, Re-evaluation exams.

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated   28-05-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide 

application dated 17-09-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI 

Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 17-09-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 17.12.2014.
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 3.

On 17.12.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents submitted a letter No. PTU/RTI/N/3234, dated 16.12.2014 addressed to the appellant and a copy endorsed 

to the Commission, which was  taken on record. Vide the said letter it had been 

informed that the information in respect of Points No. 1 and 3 had been supplied vide letter dated 23.06.2014 and the information in respect of Points No. 2 and 4 had been supplied vide letter dated 10.06.2014. Ld. Counsel for the respondents handed over some more information to the appellant in the court. The appellant informed  that he was  not satisfied with the provided information as it was  incomplete. After discussing the matter and hearing both the parties, the appellant was directed to approach the PIO to inspect the record on 06.01.2015  at 11.00 A.M. to identify the documents required by him. The PIO  was  directed to supply the documents, identified by  the appellant during inspection,  on the spot. The case was adjourned to 04.02.2015.

4.

On 04.02.2015,  the respondents submitted  a copy of the report of a Committee constituted to deal with the RTI cases filed by Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, appellant, which  was  taken on record. In the report the Committee has submitted that Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj misbehaved with branch employees and concerned officials and also the Committee Members when he visited their office for inspection of record. A copy of the report of the Committee  was  handed over to the appellant. After perusing the report, the appellant submitted  that it was  wrong, incorrect and misleading.

5.

The respondents handed  over information to the appellant in the court, who expressed  dissatisfaction with the provided information.  The appellant submitted  that he wanted  inspection of record in soft format. With mutual consent of both the parties, the PIO  was  directed to allow the inspection of record in soft format to the 

appellant on 23.02.2015 at 11.00 A.M. in the office of PIO. The case was adjourned to 28.04.2015. 
6.

On 28.04.2015, the appellant informed  that inspection of record could not be done and he was  not satisfied with the provided information. Accordingly, the appellant  was  directed to point out deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The PIO  was  directed to supply available information  
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to the appellant and in case any information was not available then an affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Today, the appellant informs that he has sent deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply the remaining information in view of the deficiencies pointed out by the appellant and in case any information is not available then a duly attested affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing. 
8.

Adjourned to 23.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. for further hearing  in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor),  Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.











Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 02-07-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj,

S/o Shri Dyal Chand,

H.No. 46/990, Ganga Vihar Colony, 

Abohar-152116,  District Fazilka.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Punjab Technical University,


Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.




…..Respondents.

Appeal Case  No.  3235 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, Appellant, in person.

Shri  Aditya Sharda, on behalf of Shri Piyush Khanna, Counsel for the respondents. 


Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, appellant, vide an RTI application dated        20.09.2012, addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 9 points regarding conducting of examinations in December, 2009; May, 2010 and November, 2011 

2.

The PIO supplied information to the applicant vide letters No. 2804, dated 17.12.2012; No. 824, dated 18.12.2012 and No. 1034, dated 12.03.2013. Not satisfied with the provided information, Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated 27.02.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  27.10.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 28.10.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 04.02.2015.
3.

On 04.02.2015,  the appellant informed  that information in respect of Point No,. 4 had been supplied  which was  correct but the information in respect of remaining 8 points  was  incomplete and incorrect. The respondent handed  over 
information to the appellant in the court . Accordingly, the appellant  was directed to 
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point out deficiencies, if any, in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 28.04.2015.
4.

On 28.04.2015,  the appellant informed  that some information had  been supplied but some other information  was  still pending. Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed  that the sought information was  voluminous. He sought   time to furnish the remaining information. Accordingly, the appellant  was  directed to ask for specific information and the PIO was  directed to supply available information to the appellant and in case any information was  not available in their record than an affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

 Shri  Aditya Sharda, appearing  on behalf of Shri Piyush Khanna, Counsel for the respondents, seeks some more time to enable his to supply the requisite information. Accordingly, one last opportunity is afforded to the PIO to provide complete information to the appellant and in case any information is not available  then a duly attested affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action will be initiated against him. 
6.

Adjourned to 23.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. for further hearing  in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj,

S/o Shri Dyal Chand,

H.No. 46/990, Ganga Vihar Colony, 

Abohar-152116,  District Fazilka.





…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Punjab Technical University,


Kapurthala Highway, Jalandhar.




…..Respondents.

Appeal Case  No.  3236 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, Appellant, in person.

Shri  Aditya Sharda, on behalf of Shri Piyush Khanna, Counsel for the respondents. 

 



Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj, appellant, vide an RTI application dated        30.11.2012, addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 6 points regarding detail of teachers who checked Answer Sheets of GZSCET, Bathinda alongwith number of students who filled forms for re-evaluation and re-appear exams etc. 

2.

The PIO supplied information to the applicant vide letter No. 875 dated 09.01.2013; No. 923, dated 31.01.2013  and No. 1034, dated 12.03.2013. Not satisfied with the provided information, Shri Navdeep Singh Kamboj filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated  27.02.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  27.10.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  28.10.2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 04.02.2015.

3.

On  04.02.2015  the respondents handed  over requisite information to the appellant in the court . Accordingly, the appellant was  directed to point out deficiencies, 
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if any, in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 28.04.2015.
4.

On 28.04.2015,  the appellant informed  that he was  not satisfied with the provided information. Accordingly, the appellant  was  directed to point out deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The PIO was  directed to supply available information to the appellant and in case any information was  not available then an affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

 Shri  Aditya Sharda, appearing  on behalf of Shri Piyush Khanna, Counsel for the respondents, seeks some more time to enable his to supply the requisite information. Accordingly, one last opportunity is afforded to the PIO to provide complete information to the appellant and in case any information is not available  then a duly attested affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action will be initiated against him. 
6.

Adjourned to 23.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. for further hearing  in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kulwinder Singh,

S/o Shri Jagdev Singh, 

R/o Ward No. 3, KHAMANON,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Executive Officer,

Nagar Panchayat, KHAMANON,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Fatehgarh Sahib.

               



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  3260 of 2014  

Order

Present: 
Shri Dinesh Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the  Appellant.
Shri Bahadur Singh, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the respondents. 


Shri  Kulwinder Singh, appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 11.07.2014,  addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 7 points regarding budget allocation for the repairs of roads and the amount spent to re-carpet/repair the roads.

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated 02.09.2014   under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14.10.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  29.10.2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 04.02.2015.

3.

On 04.02.2015, Shri Suresh Kumar Jindal, Accountant, Nagar Panchayat Khamanon, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  informed  that the information 
sought by the appellant  was  very huge and voluminous  and the appellant had  been asked to deposit Rs. 2000/- as document charges. He further informed  that  since the 
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appellant had not deposited the document charges, the requisite information had not 
been supplied to him. Accordingly,  the appellant was  advised to seek specific information. The case was adjourned to 28.04.2015. 
4.

On 28.04.2015,  Ld. Counsel for the appellant informed  that as per the directions of the Commission issued  on  the last date of hearing, appellant had  not asked for specific information.  Ld. Counsel for the appellant asserted  that the sought information was  already specific. Consequently the sought information was  perused and discussed  in the court. After hearing both the parties, the PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant, free of cost,  before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant by registered post on 26.06.2015. Ld. Counsel for the appellant confirms it and requests that the case may be closed. 
6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  02-07-2015


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
Shri Karandeep Singh Kairon,

7, Indira Market, Gill Road,

Miller Ganj, Ludhiana- 141003.






…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer,


o/o Principal Secretary, Local Government, 


Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector:9,


Chandigarh.


2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Principal Secretary, Local Government, 


Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector:9,


Chandigarh.


3.
Public Information Officer

o/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

4.
Public Information Officer

o/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1349 of 2013    

Order
Present: 
Shri Karandeep Singh,  appellant, in person.

 Shri Naresh Kumar, Assistant Engineer-cum-APIO, M.C. Amritsar and Shri Gautam Kumasr, M.T.P.(HQ),  office of Director Town Planning, Local Government,  on behalf of the Respondents.



In this case on 12.02.2014 none was present for the respondents and the appellant stated that no information had been provided to him so far. Since the RTI 

application of the appellant had since been transferred to the PIO of the office of 

Municipal Corporation, Amritsar and the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana by the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, the PIOs of the offices of the said Municipal Corporations were directed to provide the 

requisite complete information to the appellant with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 09.04.2014. 

2.

On 09.04.2014, Shri Naresh Kumar, SDO, appearing on behalf of the respondents handed over requisite information to the appellant in the court. He stated 
that the information asked for at points 11, 12 and 13 did not relate to Municipal 
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Corporation, Amritsar and the PIO of the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana had been asked by the PIO of the Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh vide letter dated 18.04.2013 to supply the requisite information to the appellant. 
The appellant submitted  that the information had been delayed much as he submitted his RTI application to the PIO on 23.03.2013. He submitted  that a suitable penalty under the  relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005 be imposed on the PIO for the delay in the supply of complete  information and he might  be awarded suitable compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 
In view of the delay caused in the supply of requisite information in the instant case, Smt. Kamaljit Kaur, ATP(HQ), Zone-A, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  was  issued a Show-Cause Notice to explain reasons through a duly sworn affidavit, on the next date of hearing, as to why a penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005. So far as the request for compensation was concerned,  the appellant has attended the office of the Commission at Chandigarh during 3 hearings, held in this case so far,  while travelling from Ludhiana. In view of the loss and detriment suffered by the appellant in obtaining the information in the instant case, a compensation of Rs. 2500/- was  awarded to the appellant to be paid by the Public Authority through a Bank Draft before the next date of hearing. The case 

was adjourned to 25.06.2014.

3.

On 25.06.2014, in response to show-cause notice issued to Smt. Kamaljeet Kaur, PIO, Building & Drawing-cum-ATP, Head Office, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana on the last date of hearing,  she made  a written submission through an affidavit dated 24.06.2014, which was  taken on record.  In the affidavit she had stated 

that on receipt of orders of Hon’ble Commission dated 09.04.2014, orders were forwarded to XEN Workshop-cum-PIO Workshop vide letter No. 86 /ATP/HO dated 

05.06.2014 to supply information to the applicant  and the XEN Workshop-cum-PIO had 

informed that the information was sent to the appellant on 28.06.2013. She had further stated that the information sought by  Shri Karandeep Singh, appellant, did  not relate to her. Neither the RTI application/appeal nor any orders of 1st Appellate Authority or 
Hon’ble State Information Commission were ever marked /referred to her. She had 
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prayed that she might  please be exempted from the instant  case. 
Accordingly, while accepting the request of Smt. Kamaljeet Kaur,  Show-Cause Notice issued to her on the last date of hearing  was  withdrawn. 
During discussion, it came  to the notice of the Commission that Shri Neeraj Jain, PIO, Zone-B , Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, is  the concerned PIO in this case. Accordingly, Shri Neeraj Jain, PIO, Zone-B, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,  was   directed to supply complete information to the appellant while coordinating with the PIO of Municipal Corporation Amritsar and PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh. He was  directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to inform the Commission of the status of the case. It was  also directed that the compensation of Rs. 25,00/- awarded to the appellant on the last date of hearing, for the loss and detriment suffered by him in obtaining requisite information in the instant case,  be paid to the appellant by the Public Authority through a Bank Draft. 
A copy each of the order was  forwarded to Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh; Commissioner Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and Commissioner Municipal Corporation, Amritsar  to ensure 

 that the complete information relating to instant RTI application was   supplied to the appellant within 30 days, under intimation to the Commission.  The case was adjourned to 09.09.2014 for confirmation of compliance of orders.

4.

On 09.09.2014, as  per the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing, Shri Neeraj Jain, PIO, Zone-B , Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  was present.  He stated  that the information sought in the instant case related  to Shri 

Rajinder Singh PIO-Workshop, M. C. Ludhiana  and Shri Pardeep Kumar, XEN-cum-Nodal Officer. He requested  that he might  be exempted from appearance in the instant 

case. The request of Shri Neeraj Jain was  accepted.  A letter from Shri Rajinder Singh, 

XEN-cum-PIO, O&M, Zone-B was  received requesting the Commission to adjourn the case to some other date as he was  not able to attend the hearing  due to visit of Audit Party of Punjab Vidhan Sabha Committee for  inspection of the Municipal Corporations’ development works. Accordingly, Shri Rajinder Singh and Shri Pardeep Kumar were directed to supply requisite information to the appellant before the next date of hearing. 
They were also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to apprise 
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the Commission of the facts of the case so that complete information could be provided to the appellant. The case was adjourned to 20.11.2014.

5.

On 20.11.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed  the Commission that the information relating to M.C. Amritsar  already stood  provided to the appellant. Shri Rajinder Singh, XEN Workshop, M.C. Ludhina informed  that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant on 07.11.2014. Accordingly, the appellant was  directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission.  

6.

A letter dated 18.10.2014 was  received in the Commission from the appellant requesting to adjourn the case to some other date as had to appear  for his Law Examination on 20.11.2014. 
On the request of the appellant the case was  adjourned to 26.02.2015  to be heard  at 11.00 A.M. in the Committee Room(Zone-D) of  Municipal Corporation , Ludhiana.

7.

On 26.02.2015,  Shri Rajinder Singh, XEN Workshop, M.C. Ludhiana submitted  an affidavit dated 19.02.2015 to the effect that the complete information,  available with the office, had  already been supplied to the appellant and there remained  no information with the office relating to instant RTI application, which could then be supplied to him. The affidavit in original  was  handed over to the appellant and a copy was  retained in the Commission file. Accordingly, Shri Rajinder Singh, XEN was  

exempted from personal appearance during further hearings of the case.

8.

Shri Naresh Kumar, SDO, M.C., Amritsar handed  over information to the 

appellant regarding Point No.9. The appellant informed  that the information regarding Points No. 3, 11, 12 and 13 was  still pending. He elaborated  that copy   of the order of attachment of official Ambassador Car No. CH-01-G1-0870 to Shri Hemant Batra, the then STP Ludhiana, name of driver who drove this car to Amritsar from Ludhiana when Shri Hemnat Batra was transferred from Ludhiana to Amritsar   and copy of station  leave granted to the driver for moving from Ludhiana to Amritsar, have not been supplied to him so far.  Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply  the information regarding remaining  Points No. 3, 11,  12 and 13  to the appellant, before the next date of hearing, failing  which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be 
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initiated against him. A copy of the order was  forwarded to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to ensure the compliance of the orders. A copy of the order was also  forwarded to Shri M. S. Aujla, Director Town Planning,  Local Government Department, office of Punjab Water Supply Sewerage Board, Sector: 27, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh to ensure that remaining information regarding official car allotted to STP Ludhiana was  supplied to the appellant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned to 13.05.2015. 
9.

On 13.05.2015,  Shri Naresh Kumar, Assistant Engineer-cum-APIO, M.C. Amritsar informed  that the information regarding 3 points  was  still pending. He sought time to enable him to supply the remaining information, which  was  granted. 

10.

The appellant informed  that the information regarding  attachment of official Ambassador Car No. CH-01-G1-0870 to Shri Hemant Batra, the then STP Ludhiana, name of driver who drove this car to Amritsar from Ludhiana when Shri Hemnat Batra was transferred from Ludhiana to Amritsar   and copy of station  leave granted to the driver for moving from Ludhiana to Amritsar, had   not been supplied to him so far.  Shri Sandeep Saini, Draftsman, appearing on behalf of Director Town Planning, Local Government, informed  that the information regarding the said vehicle did  not relate to their office. Then Shri  Naresh Kumar, Assistant Engineer-cum-APIO, M.C. Amritsar submitted  a copy of RC of the said vehicle which is in name of CTP, Local Government Department. Accordingly, the PIO of the office of Director Town Planning, Local Government  was  directed to supply complete information regarding the said vehicle before the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. He was  also directed to explain the factual position of the  case, in person, on the next date of hearing. 
A copy of the order  was  forwarded to Shri M. S. Aujla, Director Town Planning,  Local Government Department, to ensure the compliance of the order. The case was adjourned for today. 
11.

As per the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing, Shri Gautam Kumar, M.T.P.(HQ)-cum-PIO, office of Director Town Planning, Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh is present today. He explains the status of the case 
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and asserts that the sought information is to be supplied by the PIO of  Municipal 
Corporation Ludhiana, from where Shri Hemant Batra, the then STP Ludhiana  moved to Amritsar in the official Ambassador Car No. CH-01-G1-0870. 
12.

The appellant reiterates that the information asked for at  Points No. 3, 11, 12 and 13 is still pending. He elaborates   that copy   of the order of attachment of official Ambassador Car No. CH-01-G1-0870 to Shri Hemant Batra, the then STP Ludhiana, name of driver who drove this car to Amritsar from Ludhiana on the transfer of Shri  Batra and copy of station  leave granted to the driver for moving from Ludhiana to Amritsar, have not been supplied to him so far. He stresses that since a period of 2 years have lapsed and complete information has not yet been provided to him, action for imposing penalty upon the PIO under the relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005 may be taken immediately. 
13.

After hearing both the parties and discussing the matter at length, one last opportunity is afforded to  the PIO of the office of Director Town Planning, Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh to supply the information to the appellant within 20 days, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005  will be initiated against him. 
14.

A copy each of the order is forwarded to Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana; Commissioner, M.C. Amritsar and Director Town Planning, Local Government,  Punjab, Chandigarh to ensure that complete information is supplied to the appellant within 20 days. 
15.

Adjourned to 04.08.2015 at 11.00 A.M. for  further hearing  in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.










Sd/-  

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 02-07-2015


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,


REGISTERED


Ludhiana.



Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, 


REGISTERED


Amritsar


Shri M. S. Aujla, Director Town Planning, 


REGISTERED

 Local Government Department,

 office of Punjab Water Supply Sewerage Board,

 Sector: 27, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.
