STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Manjit Singh s/o Sh. Gurbachan Singh,

c/o Automated Tailors, 

Laluani Road, Mansa.







…Appellant


Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Employment Generation Office,

Mansa.

2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o Director, Employment Generation & Training,

Punjab, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  2247 of 2015

Order
Present: 
None for the  appellant.
Shri Jatinder Sareen, Deputy Director Employment-cum-First Appellate Authority and Shri Iqbal Singh, District Employment Generation and Training Officer, Mansa, on behalf of the respondents. 

Shri Manjit Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 02-12-2014 , addressed to PIO, sought list of names of candidates sponsored by Employment Department, Mansa from 1985 to 2014. 

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 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated    under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 01-07-2015and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 10.09.2015.
3.

On 10.09.2015,  the respondent informed  that requisite information had been supplied to the appellant twice vide letters dated 11.11.2014 and 13.01.2015. The 
appellant informed  that provided information was  incomplete. After discussing the 
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Matter  and hearing both the parties, the PIO was  directed to supply duly attested  copies of  S-63 registers from 1995 to 2015 to the appellant within 20 days, free of cost. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Jatinder Sareen, Deputy Director Employment-cum-First Appellate Authority and Shri Iqbal Singh, District Employment Generation and Training Officer, Mansa,  appearing on behalf of the respondents, inform that complete information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. They submit a copy of receipt taken from the appellant, which is taken on record. 
5.

Since requisite information stands provided to the appellant to his satisfaction, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-




Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-11-2015          


   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Jagpal Singh Sidhu ,

S/o Sh.Balvir Singh,

VPO: Dhurkot Kalan, District:  Moga.-142011.




…Appellant

                       Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

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

2.
First Appellate Authority,







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



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  2251 of 2015

Order

Present: 
Shri Jagpal Singh Sidhu, appellant, in person.

Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, on behalf of the respondents.
 

Shri Jagpal Singh Sidhu, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 18-11-2014 , addressed to PIO, sought certain information on two points including copy of order vide which special allowance has been stopped to Shri Jagpal Singh Driver. 

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 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated nil under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 02-07-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 10.09.2015.
3.

On 10.09.2015,  the respondent sought  some more time to enable them to supply the requisite information to the appellant, which was granted. 
On the request of the respondent, the case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs that clarification sought from DPI(SE) Punjab, Mohali regarding paying Driving Allowance to the appellant, has been received  from them. He assures that further necessary action will be taken within 15 days. 

5.

On the assurance given by the Respondent-PIO,  the case is disposed of and closed. 








 Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-11-2015          


   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagmohan Singh Makkar, ,

334, G.T. Road Salem Tabri,

Ludhiana.








…Complainant










Versus
Public Information Officer







o/o Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority,

PUDA Complex, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.



…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1019 of 2015  

Order

Present: 
Shri Jagmohan Singh Makkar, complainant, in person. 
None on behalf of  the respondent.

This  case was last heard by Shri S. S. Channy, Chief Information Commissioner Punjab on 04.08.2015,  when the complainant informed that complete information was not supplied to him till date. Viewing the irresponsible conduct of the PIO seriously, one last opportunity was afforded to him to supply the requisite information to the complainant, failing which both the compensation and penalty provisions  would be invoked . Consequently, the case was adjourned for 15.09.2015. In the mean time this case was  transferred to this Bench  for further hearing.

2.

On 15.09.2015,  none was  present for the respondent, without any intimation.   Viewing the willful absence of the respondent seriously, one last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO to supply complete information to the complainant, within 30 days,  under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005  would  be initiated against him, ex-parte. The case was adjourned for today.
3.

Today, the complainant informs that information regarding Point No. 1 is still pending. None is present on behalf of the respondent during two consecutive hearings. Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, one more opportunity is 
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afforded to the PIO to supply the remaining information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. He is also directed to explain reasons for delay, in person, on the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action will be initiated against him, ex-parte. 
4.

A copy of the order is forwarded to Additional Chief Administrator, Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority, PUDA Complex, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana, 
  to ensure the compliance of the orders. 
5.

Adjourned to 08.12.2015  at 11.00 AM for further hearing in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 









 Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-09-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
CC:
Additional Chief Administrator, 



REGISTERED
Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority, 

PUDA Complex, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagpal Singh,

V&PO- Dhurkot Kalan,

Tehsil & District Moga-142011.






…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Education Officer(S) ,Faridkot.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o District Education Officer (S), Faridkot.


…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 454 of 2015    

Order
Present: 
Shri Jagpal Singh,  Appellant, in person.

Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, on behalf of the respondents.
 



Shri  Jagpal Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 07-10-2014,       addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 3 points regarding Government instructions in respect of  stoppage of special allowance to the drivers alongwith copy of office noting.

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   14-11-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  8-01-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 30-01-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 05.05.2015,  which was postponed to 11.05.2015 due to certain administrative reasons.

3.

On 11.05.2015,  the respondent informed that some information  was  not 

available and therefore a clarification had  been sought from the office of D.P.I.(SE), Mohali. Accordingly, Shri Suresh Kumar Arora, Deputy D.E.O.(S), Faridkot  was  
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directed to explain the factual position of the case, in person, on the next date of hearing so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 01.07.2015.

4.

As per the directions of the Commission, issued on the last date of hearing, Shri Suresh Kumar Arora, Deputy D.E.O.(S) Faridkot  was  present on 01.07.2015 in person. He informed  that the documents asked for by the appellant through instant  RTI application were  missing from the office record. During discussion an apprehension prevailed  that the information was  not being provided intentionally by the concerned officer/official. Accordingly, the PIO  was  directed that more sincere efforts be made to trace out  the missing file  so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay and in case it does not become available,  then FIR be lodged with the police so that responsibility of the concerned officer/official  for missing of the relevant file could be fixed. 
A copy of the order was forwarded to District Education Officer(SE), Faridkot to ensure the strict compliance of the orders as he  is over-all incharge of the office vis-à-vis fully responsible for the functioning of the office. The case was adjourned to 04.08.2015.
5.

On 04.08.2015,  Shri Nek Singh, Deputy  DEO-cum-PIO, appearing on behalf of the respondents, submitted  a letter No. 80-81, dated 03.08.2015 vide which it had been  informed  that the concerned  file was  available in the office record and  a clarification in the matter had been sought from the D.P.I.(SE), Punjab,  Mohali regarding paying  Driving Allowance to the appellant. He assured  that as and when clarification  was  received from the DPI(SE), Punjab, Mohali,  requisite information would be supplied to the appellant. 

6.

Accordingly, a copy of the order was  forwarded to D.P.I.(SE), Mohali to ensure that sought clarification was  furnished to the D.E.O.(SE), Faridkot at the earliest so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 15.09.2015.
7.

On 15.09.2015,  the respondent informed  that clarification sought from DPI(SE) Punjab, Mohali  regarding paying Driving Allowance to the appellant, had not yet been received. He assured  that as and when the clarification was  received, the 
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Requisite information would  be supplied to the appellant. 
A copy of the order was again forwarded to D.P.I.(SE), Punjab, Mohali to furnish the sought clarification to DEO(SE) Faridkot immediately so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay.
A copy of the order was also forwarded to Principal Secretary School Education to ensure the compliance of the orders. The case was adjourned for today.
8.

Today, Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs that clarification sought from DPI(SE) Punjab, Mohali regarding paying Driving Allowance to the appellant, has been received  from them. He assures that further necessary action will be taken within 15 days. 
9.

On the assurance given by the Respondent-PIO,  the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-


  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-11-2015


             State Information Commissioner
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: 
None for the  complainant.
Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, on behalf of the respondents.
 


Vide RTI application dated 28.04.2014,    addressed to the respondent, Shri Darshan Lal Sharma,  sought copies of certain documents regarding granting affiliation to a certain school. 

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  02.07.2015.

3.

On 02.07.2015,  the complainant informed that the provided information was  incomplete. After discussing the matter at length, the PIO was  directed to supply remaining information to the complainant within 30 days, under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 04.08.2015.
4.

On 04.08.2015,  the complainant informed  that the information regarding ‘T  had  been supplied after about 8  months, information regarding  ‘n’  had been supplied after 13 months and the  information regarding ‘  J ‘ had  not been supplied as yet. The respondents informed  that the file concerning information  asked for at   J  is 
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missing in the record. Accordingly, D.E.O.(SE) Faridkot  was  directed to explain the factual position in person on the next date of hearing so that complete information could be  supplied to the complainant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 15.09.2015.
5.

On 15.09.2015,  Shri Sukhchain Singh, DEO(S) Faridkot, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, informed  that the relevant file was  not traceable in their record as per the report of the  custodians of the file and thus information could not  be supplied.  Accordingly, it was  directed that an FIR be lodged with the police after obtaining due permission from the D.P.I. so that the relevant file could be traced out and the requisite information could be supplied to the complainant without any further delay. A copy of the order was  forwarded to D.P.I.S), Punjab, Mohali to ensure the compliance of the orders. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

A letter dated 02.11.2015 has been received from the complainant informing that he is unable to attend hearing today due to ill health. He has further informed that information regarding Point No. (J) has not been supplied to him till date. 
7.

Shri Nek Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S)-cum-PIO, Faridkot, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs that S.S.P.Faridkot has been asked vide letter No. 840-41 dated 28.10.2015 to register FIR and taking further necessary action against the officials  responsible for loss of relevant record. A copy of this letter has been sent to the Commission, which has been taken on record. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply the requisite information to the appellant as and when the record becomes available.  
8.

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









Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  03-11-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal , Advocate,

Chamber No. 82, District Courts,

Phase-3B1, SAs Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Town Planner, Faridkot.

2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o Senior Town Planner, Ludhiana.



…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  2621 of 2015

Order

Present: 
 Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, in person.
Shri Harjinder Singh, Planning Officer, office of District Town Planner, Faridkot and Shri Harpreet Singh Bajwa, ATP, office of Sr. Town Planner, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondents.
Shri H.S.hundal Appellant vide an RTI application dated 06-04-2015 , addressed to PIO, sought certain information on  nine points including copies of certain documents regarding issuance of NOCs to Petrol Pump Sites.
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 06-05-2015  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated   07-08-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  07-08-2015 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

Today, the respondents inform that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant. The appellant expresses satisfaction and requests that the case may be closed. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-


Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-11--2015          


         
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  H.S.Hundal , Advocat,

Chamber No. 82, District Courts,

Phase-3B1, SAs Nagar.







Complainant.

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Moga.-142001.








Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1816 of 2015

ORDER
Present:
Shri H. S. Hundal, complainant, in person.
Shri Baljit Singh, Excise and Taxation Inspector, Moga, on behalf of the respondent. 

Vide RTI application dated 27-06-2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri  H.S.Hundal, sought various information/ documents on  10 points regarding tax paid by Printing Presses.
.2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  H.S.Hundal   filed a complaint dated   30-07-2015with the Commission, which was received in it on  30-07-2015  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. The complainant expresses dis-satisfaction while stating that provided information is incomplete. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant 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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  H.S.Hundal , Advocat,

,Chamber No. 82, District Courts,
Phase-3B1, SAs Nagar.







Complainant.

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o  Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Moga.-142001.








Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1824 of 2015

ORDER
Present:
Shri H. S. Hundal, complainant, in person.

Shri Baljit Singh, Excise and Taxation Inspector, Moga, on behalf of the respondent. 



Vide RTI application dated 05-06-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri H.S.Hundal  sought various information/ documents in respect of staff including Excise Inspectors, Taxation Inspectors, Clerks etc.  

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri H.S.Hundal   filed a complaint dated   30-07-2015with the Commission, which was received in it on 30-07-2015   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. The complainant expresses dis-satisfaction while stating that provided information is incomplete. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant 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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Daljeet Singh s/o Sh. Harpal Singh,

Village: Adhiana, PO: Machhiwara-141115,

Distt. Ludhiana.







Complainant.

Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o District Education Officer (SE),

Sangrur.








Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1845 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
Shri Harjit Singh, on behalf of the complainant. 



Shri Shiv Kumar, Clerk, office of DEO(SE) Sangrur, on behalf of the respondent
Vide RTI application dated 18-06-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri  Daljeet Singh, sought various information/ documents on 8 points regarding PTI Teachers working since 2000. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Daljeet Singh filed a complaint dated  04-08-2015 with the Commission, which was received in it on 04-08-2015   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 information has been supplied to the complainant. The representative of the complainant informs that the provided information is incomplete.  In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant 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 
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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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amandeep Singh Rehal,

s/o Shri Raghbir Singh,

House No. 100,,Phase-VI, SAS Nagar.





Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kharar, Distt. SAS Nagar.







Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1894 of 2015

ORDER
Present:
Shri Amardeep Singh Rehal, complainant, in person. 



None for the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 06-07-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri Amandeep Singh Rehal sought Action Taken Report on the inquiry conducted against Ms. Balwinder Kaur, Sarpanch.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Amandeep Singh Rehal, filed a complaint dated 10-08-2015  with the Commission, which was received in it on  10-08-2015  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 no information has been supplied to him as yet. None is present on behalf of the respondent without any intimation. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant 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 
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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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Manish Kumar s/o Shri Hari Parshad,

Indra Basti near Satish Karyana Store,

Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.







Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal,

Adarsh Sr. Secondary Schoo, Sunam- 148028,

District: Sangrur.








Respondent

Complaint Case No.1898 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
Shri Manish Kumar, complainant, in person.



Shri Manjit Singh, S.S. Master, on behalf of the respondent.
Vide RTI application dated  01-04-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri Manish Kumar and  sought various information/ document pertaining to one Sri Munish Kumar, DPE of the school. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Manish Kumar filed a complaint dated 26-06-2015  with the Commission, which was received in it on 10-08-2015 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 provided information is incomplete. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to provide complete information to the complainant and in case any information is not available, a duly attested affidavit in this regard  be supplied to the complainant, with a copy to the Commission. 
4.

Adjourned to  08.12.2015 at 11.00 AM. for further hearing in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 











Sd/-


Chandigarh






(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajan Garg s/o Sh. Mohan Lal,

Small Scale Steel RE- Rollers Association,

Bhadla Road, Alour, Khanna, District:  Ludhiana – 141401.


Complainant.

Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Fatehgarh Sahib.








Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1852 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.
Shri Surjit Singh, ETO and Shri Surinder Singh, Superintendent, office of AETC, Fatehgarh Sahib, on behalf of the respondent.
Vide RTI application dated 06-06-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri  Rajan Garg sought various information/ documents regarding VAT revenue collected in Fatehgarh Sahib District. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Rajan Garg  filed a complaint dated   30-07-2015 with the Commission, which was received in it on 03-08-2015 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, Shri Surjit Singh, ETO, Office of AETC, Fatehgarh Sahib, appearing  on behalf of the respondent,  submits a copy of letter No. 1703/RTI, dated 12.10.2015 from PIO-cum-ASETC, Fatehgarh Sahib vide which it has been informed  that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter No. 1069, dated 05.08.2015.  A copy of the provided information has also been enclosed with the said letter.  In case the complainant is not satisfied with the provided information, his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 
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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 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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dharampal Singh s/o Sh.Surta Singh,

VPO: Bhagwanpur, Tehsil Samrala,

District:  Ludhiana.







Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Director Rural Development & Panchayats,

Vikas Bhawan, Sector 62, SAS Nagar.




Respondent

Complaint Case No.  1869 of 2015

ORDER
Present:
Shri Dharampal Singh, Complainant, in person.




Shri Rajinder Bansal XEN, Panchayati Raj Ludhiana. 




Vide RTI application dated01-12-2014 addressed to the respondent, Shri Dharampal Singh sought various information/ documents regarding allotment of houses to the scheduled castes persons of village Bhagwanpur.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Dharampal Singh, filed a complaint dated 31-07-2015  with the Commission, which was received in it on 05-08-2015 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.

A Memo No. 6-8, dated 28.10.2015 has been received from XEN-cum-PIO, Panchayati Raj Public Works Division, Ludhiana informing that sought information is not available in their office as it does not relate to their office and the complainant has been informed accordingly.  After hearing both the parties and discussing the matter, the respondent informs that the sought information relates to the office of BDPO, Samrala. Accordingly, BDPO Samrala is directed to supply the requisite information to the complainant. In case the information is not supplied to the complainant or 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 
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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 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)

Dated: 03-11--2015



 State Information Commissioner
CC:
Block Development and Panchayat Officer,


REGISTERED


SAMRALA, District: Ludhiana.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Satish Kumar s/o Sri Mangal Ram,

Near Old Bus Stand, Bhawanigarh,

Distt. Sangrur.








Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Naib Tehsildar, 

Bhawanigarh- 148026, Distt. Sangrur.   





Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1879 of 2015

ORDER

Present
Shri Satish Kumar, complainant, in person.



Shri Amarjit Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
Vide RTI application dated 23-05-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri Satish Kumar sought various information/ documents regarding use of public ways (pahis) by the landlords..
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Satish Kumar,  filed a complaint dated   03-07-2015 with the Commission, which was received in it on  05-08-2015  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.

A letter No. 1469/Reader, dated 19.10.2015 has been received from APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar Bhawanigarh informing that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant on 15.05.2015 and 16.06.2015. The complainant expresses dis-satisfaction as copy of Notification has not been supplied to him. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant 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 
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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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, SECTOR 17-C,CHANDIGARH-160017.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sewa Singh s/o Shri Bakhtour Singh,

VPO: Gigemajra, Distt. SAS Nagar.




Complainant.

Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Panchayat Secretary, Gram Panchayat,

Gigemajra, Block Kharar, District:  SAS Nagar.



Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1851 of 2015

ORDER
Present
None is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.
Vide RTI application dated 03-11-2014 addressed to the respondent, Shri Sewa Singh,  sought various information/ documents regarding opening of bank accounts of persons of village Gigemajra under MNREGA scheme.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Sewa Singh   filed a complaint dated nil  with the Commission, which was received in it on 03-08-2015  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 without any intimation. In case the complainant has not received requisite 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 
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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 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)

Dated: 03-11--2015




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Chamber No. 82, District Courts,

Phase- 3B1, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o  District Legal Services Authority,

Judicial Courts Complex, Patiala- 147001.

2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o  District Legal Services Authority,

Judicial Courts Complex, Patiala- 147001.



…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  2764 of 2015

Order

Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, in person. 
Shri Amit Aggarwal, Clerk, office of District Legal Services Authority, Patiala, on behalf of the respondents.
 

Shri H.S.Hundal, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 15-04-2015 , addressed to PIO, sought certain information on  10 points regarding working, procedures and expenditure of District Legal Services Authority, Patiala.
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 16-05-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated  26-08-2015   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 26-08-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that information has not been supplied to the appellant as  document charges have not been supplied by him. After hearing both the parties and discussing the matter, it is observed that the appellant has not been asked to deposit documents charges within stipulated time frame as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. Therefore, the PIO is directed to supply complete information to the appellant, free of cost, before the next date of hearing. 
4.

Adjourned to 08.12.2015 at 11.00 AM for further hearing in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 



Sd/-


Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 03-11--2015          


          State Information Commissioner
