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Dharam Pal Saini,

Shiv Palace Mohalla,

(Regd. Post)
Bazri Co., College Road,

Pathankot,

Distt. - Gurdaspur 

   
 



…Complainant







V/s

Public Information Officer, 

(Regd. Post)
O/o The M. D.,

Hindu Co-operative Urban Bank Ltd.,

Dalhousie Road,

Pathankot,

Distt. - Gurdaspur






…Respondent






Complaint  Case No.  411 of 2006
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.
None on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER
On the last date of hearing held on 02.07.2014, the complainant was called upon to 

adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

On the other hand, in view of the recent judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the respondent-PIO was directed to place on record a copy of its Bye-Laws/Regulations governing the working of the respondent-cooperative Society/Bank.

 He was also directed to place on record an affidavit, clearly bringing out whether 
government has any share capital in the respondent bank or has the govt. given any financial assistance directly or indirectly to the institution and if so, the quantum of assistance received ; whether there are any government nominee(s) as director/member on the governing body of the respondent-bank and if so their numbers with names and designations ; whether the respondent-bank has ever claimed itself as public authority/State in any litigation before any court of law.
Neither the respondent-PIO nor his representative is present in today’s hearing
According to para 40 of the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in 
Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the complainant should have adduced evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 so that the respondent-PIO could file a rejoinder but the complainant had not filed any reply/statement in that regard.
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After examining the documents placed on record, it is found that a  notice of 

hearing was issued to the complainant, Dharam Pal Saini to appear before the Commission on 02.07.2014 but he did not turn up. He is again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has not approached the Commission with any other claim.
In view of the above, it is assumed that the applicant is  not willing to pursue this 
case and hence the case is dismissed  for non-pursuance.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
      (Harinder Pal Singh Maan)  
   
        
       (Chander Parkash)

     State Information Commissioner    

         State Information Commissioner 13th August, 2014
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Tribhawan Kumar,

H. No. 3125,

(Regd. Post)
Sector 37 – D,

Chandigarh

   
 



      …Complainant


V/s

Public Information Officer, 

(Regd. Post)
O/o The Manager,

Moga Central Co-operative Bank Ltd.,

MOGA








…Respondent




Complaint  Case No.  1062 of 2007
Present :
Sh. Tribhawan Kumar complainant, in person.
Sh. Naginder Singh Vashisht, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER
On the last date of hearing held on 02.07.2014, the complainant was called upon to 

adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

On the other hand, in view of the recent judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the respondent-PIO was directed to place on record a copy of its Bye-Laws/Regulations governing the working of the respondent-cooperative Society/Bank.

 He was also directed to place on record an affidavit, clearly bringing out whether 
government has any share capital in the respondent bank or has the govt. given any financial assistance directly or indirectly to the institution and if so, the quantum of assistance received ; whether there are any government nominee(s) as director/member on the governing body of the respondent-bank and if so their numbers with names and designations ; whether the respondent-bank has ever claimed itself as public authority/State in any litigation before any court of law.

Sh. Naginder Singh Vashisht, Advocate, appeared on behalf of the respondent in 

today’s hearing.

The complainant, Sh. Tribhawan Kumar appeared in person in today’s hearing and 

submits a representation dated 13.08.2014 in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. He also hands over a copy of the same to Sh. Naginder Singh Vashisht, Advocate, during the hearing  in the Commission today. A copy of the same is also taken on record.
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The respondent-PIO is advised to file a rejoinder against the reply dated 13.08.2014 

filed by the complainant, Sh. Tribhawan Kumar.

The case is adjourned to  21st October, 2014 (Tueday) at 12:30 P. M. in  
Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

      (Harinder Pal Singh Maan)  
   
        
       (Chander Parkash)

     State Information Commissioner    

         State Information Commissioner 13th August, 2014

                   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Vivek Yeeshu

S/o Sh. Yashpal Bahl,

(Regd. Post)
H. No. 500,

St. Kabir Mandir Lane,

Kurla Kingra,

Jalandhar

   
 


  
       …Complainant







V/s

Public Information Officer, 

(Regd. Post)
O/o The Distt. Manager,

Jalandhar Central Co-operative Bank Ltd.,

G. T. Road, Jalandhar






…Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  1783 of 2007
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.
None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
On the last date of hearing held on 02.07.2014, the complainant was called upon to 

adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

On the other hand, in view of the recent judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the respondent-PIO was directed to place on record a copy of its Bye-Laws/Regulations governing the working of the respondent-cooperative Society/Bank.

 He was also directed to place on record an affidavit, clearly bringing out whether 
government has any share capital in the respondent bank or has the govt. given any financial assistance directly or indirectly to the institution and if so, the quantum of assistance received ; whether there are any government nominee(s) as director/member on the governing body of the respondent-bank and if so their numbers with names and designations ; whether the respondent-bank has ever claimed itself as public authority/State in any litigation before any court of law.

Neither the respondent-PIO nor his representative is present in today’s hearing
According to para 40 of the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in 

Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the complainant should have adduced evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 so that the respondent-PIO could file a rejoinder but the complainant had not filed any reply/statement in that regard.
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After examining the documents placed on record, it is found that a  notice of 

hearing was issued to the complainant, Sh. Vivek Yeeshu to appear before the Commission on 02.07.2014 but he did not turn up. He is again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has not approached the Commission with any other claim.
In view of the above, it is assumed that the applicant is  not willing to pursue this 
case and hence the case is dismissed  for non-pursuance.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

      (Harinder Pal Singh Maan)  
   
        
       (Chander Parkash)

     State Information Commissioner    

         State Information Commissioner 13th August, 2014
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sukhwant Singh Grewal,

(Regd. Post)
H. No. 469,

Sector 37 – A,

Chandigarh


   
 



…Complainant
V/s

Public Information Officer, 

(Regd. Post)
O/o The Manager,

 Ludhiana Central Co-operative Bank Ltd.,

Ludhiana





  
      …Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  1532 of 2008
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.
Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER
On the last date of hearing held on 02.07.2014, the complainant was called upon to 

adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

On the other hand, in view of the recent judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the respondent-PIO was directed to place on record a copy of its Bye-Laws/Regulations governing the working of the respondent-cooperative Society/Bank.

 He was also directed to place on record an affidavit, clearly bringing out whether 
government has any share capital in the respondent bank or has the govt. given any financial assistance directly or indirectly to the institution and if so, the quantum of assistance received ; whether there are any government nominee(s) as director/member on the governing body of the respondent-bank and if so their numbers with names and designations ; whether the respondent-bank has ever claimed itself as public authority/State in any litigation before any court of law.

Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate who appeared on behalf of the respondent in 

today’s hearing, submits a reply  dated 11.08.2014 signed by Sh. Davinder Pal Singh, District Manager, Ludhiana Central Co-operative Bank Ltd., Ludhiana stating that  that para 40 of the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case reads as under ; 

“ The burden to show that a body is owned, controlled or substantially financed or that a non-government organization is substantially financed directly or indirectly 
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by the funds provided by the appropriate Government is on the applicant who seeks information or the appropriate Government and can be examined by the
State Information Commission or the Central Information Commission as the case may be, when the question comes up for consideration. A body or NGO is  also 
free to establish that it is not owned, controlled or substantially financed directly or indirectly by the appropriate Government.”
Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate pleads that according to para 40 of the judgment of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the complainant should have adduced evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 so that the respondent-PIO could file a rejoinder but the complainant had not filed any reply/statement in that regard.  He also requests to file the case.

After examining the documents placed on record, it is found that a  notice of 

hearing was issued to the complainant, Sh. Sukhwant Singh Grewal to appear before the Commission on 02.07.2014 but he did not turn up. He is again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has not approached the Commission with any other claim.
In view of the above, it is assumed that the applicant is  not willing to pursue this 
case and hence the case is dismissed  for non-pursuance.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

      (Harinder Pal Singh Maan)  
   
        
       (Chander Parkash)

     State Information Commissioner    

         State Information Commissioner 13th August, 2014
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Pradeep Kumar

S/o Late Sh. Bakshish Ram,

(Regd. Post)
Old Court Road,

Nawanshaher


   
 



…Complainant
V/s

Public Information Officer, 

(Regd. Post)
O/o The Manager,

Nawanshaher Central Co-operative Bank Ltd.,

Nawanshaher





  
      …Respondent





Complaint  Case No.  3910 of 2010
Present :
Sh. Pradeep Kumar, the complainant in person.
Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER
On the last date of hearing held on 02.07.2014, the complainant was called upon to 

adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

On the other hand, in view of the recent judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case, the respondent-PIO was directed to place on record a copy of its Bye-Laws/Regulations governing the working of the respondent-cooperative Society/Bank.

 He was also directed to place on record an affidavit, clearly bringing out whether 
government has any share capital in the respondent bank or has the govt. given any financial assistance directly or indirectly to the institution and if so, the quantum of assistance received ; whether there are any government nominee(s) as director/member on the governing body of the respondent-bank and if so their numbers with names and designations ; whether the respondent-bank has ever claimed itself as public authority/State in any litigation before any court of law.

Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate who appeared on behalf of the respondent in 

today’s hearing, submits a reply  dated 13.08.2014 signed by Sh. Avtar Singh Tikha, District Manager, Nawanshsher Central Co-operative Bank Ltd., Nawanshsher stating that  that para 40 of the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Thalappalam Service Coop Bank Limited’s case reads as under ; 

“ The burden to show that a body is owned, controlled or substantially financed or that a non-government organization is substantially financed directly or indirectly 
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by the funds provided by the appropriate Government is on the applicant who seeks information or the appropriate Government and can be examined by the
State Information Commission or the Central Information Commission as the case may be, when the question comes up for consideration. A body or NGO is  also 
free to establish that it is not owned, controlled or substantially financed directly or indirectly by the appropriate Government.”
Sh. Ashwini Prasher, Advocate, also hands over a copy of the same to the 

complainant, Sh. Pradeep Kumar during the hearing  in the Commission today. A copy of the same is also taken on record. 

The complainant, Sh. Pradeep Kumar, who appeared in person in today’s hearing 
and seeks an adjournment to file a rejoinder against the reply dated 13.08.2014 filed by the respondent-PIO and to adduce evidence in support of his contention that the respondent institute is public authority within the meaning under Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005.
The case is adjourned to  21st October, 2014 (Tueday) at 12:30 P. M. in  
Chamber, S. C. O. 32 – 34, Sector 17 – C, Chandigarh with the advise to the complainant to send an advance copy of his rejoinder to the respondent-PIO in writing within four weeks from today.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

      (Harinder Pal Singh Maan)  
   
        
       (Chander Parkash)

     State Information Commissioner    

         State Information Commissioner 13th August, 2014
