STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Charanjit S/o Shri Gurmit Ram,
H.No. 14974, Street No. 5, 

Gobind Nagar(Mandir Colony),

Near N.F.L. Township,

Bathinda – 151001.







…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o SHO, Police Station,
Tharmal, Bathinda – 151001.





…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 655 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Charanjit, complainant, in person.
Shri Inderjit Singh, Senior Constable, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 12.11.2013   addressed to the respondent, Shri Charanjit  sought certain information/documents in respect of Shri Manjit Singh, Head Constable. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Charanjit  filed a complaint dated 17.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day  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.

Senior Superintendent of Police, Bathinda vide letter No. 193/5A/RTI, dated 26.04.2014 has informed the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, which has been duly received by his brother Sujit.
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4.

Today, Shri Charanjit, complainant, states that the information supplied is incorrect and incomplete. Then  the information asked for by the complainant is discussed in detail. After detailed discussion, the respondent is directed to supply the remaining information to the complainant, which is specific, before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission.
5.

Adjourned to 22.05.2014 at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/- 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Jarnail Singh S/o 

Shri Asa Singh,
R/o Cheema Road, Kot Ise Khan,

Tehsil Dharamkot, District: Moga.





…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o General Manager,
The Ferozepur Milk Products Union Ltd.,

Mallwal, P.O. Bajidpur,

District: Ferozepur.







…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 657 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Jarnail Singh, complainant, in person.
Shri Davinder Vohra, Deputy Manager-cum-PIO, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 01.11.2013  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Jarnail Singh, sought various information/documents regarding non-payment of security charges of Rs. 10,000/-,  transportation charges of Rs. 23205/-  and reasons for illegal deduction of Rs. 2760/-  in respect of his son Rana Gurmit Singh.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jarnail Singh vide letter dated 17.12.2013 requested the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur to direct the  General Manager,

The Ferozepur Milk Products Union Ltd.,Mallwal, P.O. Bajidpur,District: Ferozepur to provide his requisite information.  The PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur vide letter No. 157, dated 20..12.2013 directed the General Manager to 
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provide the requisite information to the applicant. On getting no information, the 
applicant filed a complaint dated 27.01.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 31.01.2014 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.

The PIO of the office of Milk Union, Ferozepur vide letters No. 2463,  dated 20.01.2014, No. 2599, dated 05.02.2014 and  No. 3011-12, dated 29.03.2014 asked the complainant to deposit postal  charges of Rs. 25/- so that the information could be supplied to him.
4.

The complainant states that he has not received the above-said three letters of the PIO. He makes a written submission requesting for the payment of above noted amount, which is taken on record. The information sought for by the complainant is discussed in detail. After the discussion, the PIO is directed to make a written submission on the next date of hearing giving detail of reasons as to why the payment of security amount and the  transportation charges
 has not been made to the complainant so far and also as to why Rs. 2760/- have been deducted.  The PIO is also directed to make pending payment to the complainant, which is due to him as per the agreement.
5.

Adjourned to 11.06.2014 at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Manjit Singh alias Kuku,
S/o Shri Mohinder Singh,

House No. 288-A, Ward No.18,

Sunam City – 148028,

District: Sangrur.







…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Principal, Shaheed Udham Singh Govt. College,
Sunam, District: Sangrur.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 670 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Amrit Samra, Assistant Professor, Government Mohindra College, Patiala and Shri Parminder Singh, Shaheed Udham Singh Government College, Sunam, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 17.12.2013  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Manjit Singh sought various information/documents  with regard to grant received by the 
College from the Punjab Government and the detail of works undertaken by the College with the said grant.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Manjit Singh filed a complaint dated 11.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  17.02.2014  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.

The respondent makes a written submission dated 06.05.2014 from Shri Darshan Singh, PIO-cum-Principal, Shaheed Udham Singh Government College, 
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Sunam, which is taken on record. In the written submission, the PIO has inter-alia submitted that the complainant was intimated through office letter No. 263, dated 26.12.2013 under Section 3(a) of RTI Act that he may have access to the solicited information comprising of thousands of pages in person and may select the required pages which may be supplied after the complainant remits the charges to be incurred for compiling and supplying the information but the complainant never turned up. Shri Amrit Samra, appearing on behalf of the respondents adds that the requisite information is very voluminous and is 15 years old. 
4.

After going through the written submission made by the PIO and discussing the matter at length, Shri Manjit Singh, complainant, is directed to inspect the entire record and identify the specific  documents required by him as the asked information is very huge and old.  Besides, the PIO is directed to provide the identified documents to the complainant after the inspection,  on the spot, free of cost, as the information is already late. 
5.

Adjourned to 11.06.2014 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation for compliance of orders.








Sd/- 




 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Manjit Singh alias Kuku,

S/o Shri Mohinder Singh,

House No. 288-A, Ward No.18,

Sunam City – 148028,

District: Sangrur.







…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Vice Chancellor, Punjabi University,

Patiala.








…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 676 of 2014   

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


Vide RTI application dated 31.10.2013  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Manjit Singh sought copies of  question papers and answer sheets of A, B and C papers of B.A. Part-III(Maths).
2.

The PIO(Dean, Academic Affairs) OF Punjabi University Patiala sent a reply to the applicant vide letter No. 8271/S-7/940-13/RTI Cell, dated 20.11.2013 . Being not satisfied with the reply of the PIO,  Shri Manjit Singh filed a complaint dated 11.02.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  17.02.2014  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.

Since none is present for the parties, one more opportunity is afforded to them to pursue their case. The PIO is directed to supply requisite complete information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to 11.06.2014 at 2.00 P.M.





 



Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Surinder Singh Handa,
Ward No. 2 Near Mata Modi Chowk,

City Sunam – 148028,

District: Sangrur.







…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Principal, 
Shaheed Udham Singh Government College,

Sunam, District: Sangrur.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 687 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Amrit Samra, Assistant Professor, Government Mohindra College, Patiala and Shri Parminder Singh, Shaheed Udham Singh Government College, Sunam, on behalf of the respondent. 



Vide RTI application dated 17.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Shri Surinder Singh Handa, sought various information/documents with regard to recruitment of Class-IV employees from 2005 till date. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, the applicant filed a complaint dated 11.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  18.02.2014  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.

The respondent makes a written submission dated 06.05.2014 from Shri Darshan Singh, PIO-cum-Principal, Shaheed Udham Singh Government College, 
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Sunam, which is taken on record. In the written submission, the PIO has inter-alia submitted that the complainant was intimated through office letter No. 262, dated 26.12.2013 under Section 3(a) of RTI Act that he may have access to the solicited information comprising of t housands of pages in person and may select the required pages which may be supplied after the complainant remits the charges to be incurred for compiling and supplying the information but the complainant never turned up. Shri Amrit Samra, appearing on behalf of the respondents adds that the requisite information is very voluminous and is 9 years old. 

4.

After going through the written submission made by the PIO and discussing the matter at length, Shri Surinder Singh Handa,, complainant, is directed to inspect the entire record and identify the specific  documents required by him as the asked information is very huge and old.  Besides, the PIO is directed to provide the identified documents to the complainant after the inspection,  on the spot, free of cost, as the information is already late. 
5.

Adjourned to 11.06.2014 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation for compliance of orders.










Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Jagar Ram,

S/o Shri Jharu Ram,
Village: Bathoi Kalan, 

P.O.: Dakala, Tehsil & District: Patiala.




…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Sanaur, District: Patiala.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 702 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Jagar Ram, complainant, in person.
Shri Sadhu Ram, Superintendent, office of BDPO, Sanaur and Shri Gudawer Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 28.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Jagar Ram sought various information/documents with regard to the income of Gram Panchayat Bathoi Kalan from the auction of Shamlat land and from any other source and copies of resolutions passed by the Gram Panchayat during the period from 1.4.2008 to 30.05.2013.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jagar Ram filed a complaint dated 18.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day 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.

The respondent states that the complainant was asked through a letter to deposit the requisite charges for the copies of revenue record, asked for by him so that the requisite information could be supplied to him. The complainant states that he has not received the said letter from the PIO. He requests that the PIO may be directed to supply the requisite information to him. The respondent states that the documents required by the complainant are priced and can be had after depositing the requisite 
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charges.
4.

 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 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: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Jagar Ram,

S/o Shri Jharu Ram,

Village: Bathoi Kalan, 

P.O.: Dakala, Tehsil & District: Patiala.




…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Sanaur, District: Patiala.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 703 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Jagar Ram, complainant, in person.
Shri Sadhu Ram, Superintendent, office of BDPO, Sanaur and Shri Gudawer Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 28.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Jagar Ram sought various information/documents with regard to the income of Gram Panchayat Bathoi Kalan from the auction of Shamlat land and from any other source and copies of resolutions passed by the Gram Panchayat during the period from 01.04.1998 to 30.05.2003. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jagar Ram filed a complaint dated 18.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day 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.

The respondent states that the complainant was asked through a letter to deposit the requisite charges for the copies of revenue record, asked for by him so that the requisite information could be supplied to him. The complainant states that he has not received the said letter from the PIO. He requests that the PIO may be directed to supply the requisite information to him. The respondent states that the documents required by the complainant are priced and can be had after depositing the requisite 
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charges.

4.

 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 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: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Jagar Ram,

S/o Shri Jharu Ram,

Village: Bathoi Kalan, 

P.O.: Dakala, Tehsil & District: Patiala.




…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Sanaur, District: Patiala.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 705 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Jagar Ram, complainant, in person.
Shri Sadhu Ram, Superintendent, office of BDPO, Sanaur and Shri Gudawer Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 28.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Jagar Ram sought various information/documents with regard to the income of Gram Panchayat Bathoi Kalan from the auction of Shamlat land and from any other source and copies of resolutions passed by the Gram Panchayat during the period from 01.04.2003 to 30.05.2008. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jagar Ram filed a complaint dated 18.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day 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.

The respondent states that the complainant was asked through a letter to deposit the requisite charges for the copies of revenue record, asked for by him so that the requisite information could be supplied to him. The complainant states that he has not received the said letter from the PIO. He requests that the PIO may be directed to supply the requisite information to him. The respondent states that the documents required by the complainant are priced and can be had after depositing the requisite 
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charges.

4.

 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 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: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Jagar Ram,

S/o Shri Jharu Ram,

Village: Bathoi Kalan, 

P.O.: Dakala, Tehsil & District: Patiala.




…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Sanaur, District: Patiala.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 706 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Jagar Ram, complainant, in person.
Shri Sadhu Ram, Superintendent, office of BDPO, Sanaur and Shri Gudawer Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 28.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Jagar Ram sought various information/documents with regard to the income of Gram Panchayat Bathoi Kalan from the auction of Shamlat land and from any other source and copies of resolutions passed by the Gram Panchayat during the period from 01.04.1993 to 30.05.1998.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jagar Ram filed a complaint dated 18.02.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day 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.

The respondent states that the complainant was asked through a letter to deposit the requisite charges for the copies of revenue record, asked for by him so that the requisite information could be supplied to him. The complainant states that he has not received the said letter from the PIO. He requests that the PIO may be directed to supply the requisite information to him. The respondent states that the documents required by the complainant are priced and can be had after depositing the requisite 
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charges.
4.

 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 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: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Varun Kumar,
H.No. 94, Ward No. 11,

Kainthan, Dasuya, 

District: Hoshiarpur – 144205.





…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Dasuya.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 3957 of 2013   

Order
Present: 
Shri Varun Kumar, complainant, in person.
Shri Manish Kumar, Assistant Office Kanungo, Dasuya, on behalf of the respondent.


In this case on 09.01.2014 Shri Kamal Kumar, Patwari, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted a copy of letter No. 94, dated 01.01.2014 from Tehsildar Dasuya to the complainant, informing him to correspond with the office of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur for the requisite information since the information pertained to them. This plea of the respondent was not accepted and the Tehsildar, Dasuya was directed to supply the requisite information to the complainant after collecting the same from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur within one month under intimation to the Commission and he was also directed to appear before the Commission personally on the next date of hearing i.e. on 11.03.2014.
2.

Accordingly, Shri Gurjit Singh, Tehsildar Dasuya was present on 11.03.3014. He submitted  a letter No. 829/Reader-2, dated 04.03.2014 to the Commissioner, which was  taken on record. In the letter it had been submitted that since the relevant record had been sent to the office of Deputy Commissioner, 
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Hoshiarpur , the complainant might  obtain the requisite information from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.  Consequently, a detailed discussion was held in the court. After the discussion, Shri Gurjit Singh, Tehsildar Dasuya  stated that he was  not well conversant with the instant case as he had recently joined as Tehsildar Dasuya. He assured that he would  do the needful at the earliest possible. 

3.

Since the RTI application of the complainant had not been transferred to the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur, Shri Gurjit Singh, Tehsildar Dasuya was  directed to supply the requisite complete information to the complainant after collecting the same from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur within 15 days under intimation to the Commission. 

4.

Today, the complainant states that he has asked for the information on 6 points but the information on only 3 points has been provided to him as yet. The respondent states that the information on 3 points has been supplied to the complainant as the cases relating to the remaining sought information are under consideration. He assures that as and when the said cases are finalized, the remaining information will be provided to the complainant. 
5.

In view of the above noted facts, the case is disposed of and closed with the directions that as and when the pending cases are finalized, the remaining information will be supplied to the complainant by the concerned PIO under intimation to the Commission.










Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,
President, Council of RTI Activists,

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram, LUDHIANA.






…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Vigilance Officer,
Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Senior Vigilance Officer,

Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.


…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1000 of 2013    

Order
Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Atul Sharma, Ex-PIO(Now XEN, Improvement Trust, Bathinda) and Shri Manpreet Singh, Senior Assistant, office of CVO Cell, Director Local Government, on behalf of the respondents. 


In this case on 28.01.2014, a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed upon Shri Atul Sharma, the then Senior Vigilance Officer-cum-PIO, office of Director Local Government, Punjab for the inordinate/intentional delay in the supply of requisite information to the appellant. On 26.03.2014, Shri Rakesh Garg, present PIO-cum-Senior Vigilance Officer, office of Director Local Government, Punjab, appearing on behalf of the respondents stated that the Department had decided to file an appeal in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court against the orders of the Commission dated 28.01.2014. On 09.04.2014 Shri Rakesh Garg informed  the Commission that the 
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Department had filed an appeal in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court against the 
orders of the Commission dated 28.01.2014. He requested the Commission to adjourn the case to some other date with the assurance  that the orders of the Commission would be complied with before the next date of hearing and the case was adjourned to 06.05.2014 i.e. today.
2.

Today, a message has been received from Smt. Sukhjinder, Counsel for Shri Rohit Sabharwal, appellant, informing the Commission that she would not be able to attend the court today.  Shri Atul Sharma, the then Senior Vigilance Officer-cum-PIO, informs the Commission the Writ Petition No. 8482 of 2014 has been filed in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court against the orders of the Commission dated 28.01.2014 and the Hon’ble Court has asked for some documents and the case has been adjourned. He requests that the instant case may be adjourned to some other date and assures  that the orders of the Commission dated 28.01.2014 would be complied with before the next date of hearing. 

3.

Adjourned to 11.06.2014  at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/-


 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 06-05-2014


             State Information Commissioner
