STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harmander Singh Jassi,

V&PO Virk Kalan, Tehsil &

District Bathinda-151201.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Bathinda Central Cooperative Land Mortgage Bank Ltd.,

 Bathinda.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1327 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
None for the parties.



Vide RTI application dated 30-08-2013 addressed to the respondent, Shri                Harmander Singh Jassi sought information regarding loan taken from the Bank by Shri Jagdev Singh and Shri Wajir Singh, residents of Village: Virk Kalan, Tehsil & District: Bathinda.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harmander  Singh Jassi    filed a complaint dated  28-04-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  05-05-2014   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  24.07.2014.Since none was  present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent, one more opportunity was afforded to them to pursue their case. However, the PIO was directed to supply requisite information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
3.

Today again, none is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. No intimation has been received from the complainant, which shows that he does not want to pursue his case  any more. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/- 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Gursewak Singh Preet, Press Reporter,

7533, Namdev Nagar, Gali No.2, 

Sri Muktsar Sahib.







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Deputy Director, Animal Husbandry, 

Sri Muktsar Sahib.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  1354 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Dr. K.P.S. Pasricha, Veterinary Officer-cum-APIO and Shri Shakeel Singh, DRO, Muktsar, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 19-09-2013  addressed to the respondent, Shri                Gursewak Singh sought information regarding  particulars of winners and amount of prizes at Animal Fairs held at Sri Muktsar Sahib during 2007 to 2013. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri   Gursewak Singh  filed a complaint dated 06-05-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 06-05-2014 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  24.07.2014.
3.

On 24.07.2014, , Dr. K.P.S. Pasricha, Veterinary Officer, appearing on behalf of the respondent, informed  the Commission that part information had been provided to the complainant and the remaining information would  be supplied by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Sri Muktsar Sahib.  Accordingly, the respondent was  directed to ensure that the remaining information was  supplied to the complainant by 
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the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Sri Muktsar Sahib before the next date of 
hearing. A copy of the order was  forwarded to the PIO of the office of Deputy 
Commissioner, Sri Muktsar Sahib to supply requisite information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Shri Shakeel Singh, DRO, Sri Muktsar Sahib submits a letter No. 1030, dated 13.10.2014 from APIO-cum-DRO informing  the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, which has been duly received by him. He submits a copy of the receipt  taken from the complainant alongwith the said letter, which is taken on record. 


5.

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










 Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15.10.2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurmeet Singh,

Village Ucha, P.O. Saiflabad,

District Kapurthala.







…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjab Technical


University, Jalandhar.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.1644 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
Shri Gurmeet  Singh, Appellant. in person.
Shri Rakesh Sood, Landscape Officer, PTU Jalandhar, on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Gurmeet Singh  Appellant vide an RTI application dated  24-12-2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar,  sought certain information/documents  on 7 points regarding the service rendered by him in the University during the period from 10.05.2001 to 11.03.2008. 

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 10-03-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 04-05-2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 06-05-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 24.07.2014.
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3.

On 24.07.2014, the respondent informed the Commission  that the information had been supplied to the appellant. The appellant informed that the provided information was  incomplete and had not been attested. Consequently, the information asked for by the appellant was  discussed in detail point-wise in the court. During discussion it came  to the notice of the Commission that the information asked for at points No. 3 has been supplied;  information at points No. 4 and 5 contains  reasons, thus needs not to be supplied; the information at point No. 6 has not been supplied as the matter is still under consideration. Regarding point No. 7, the respondent is to produce proof to show that letter for interview was sent to the appellant. 

4.

 Accordingly, Dr. Rajnish Sachdeva, PIO-cum-Registrar, PTU, Jalandhar was  directed to supply the information asked for by the appellant at points No. 1,2,6 and 7 within 30 days under intimation to the Commission.  Regarding point No. 7, the PIO is to produce  proof  on the next date of hearing to show that the interview letter was sent to the appellant by registered post as the same has not been delivered to the appellant.  The case was adjourned for today. 

5.

Shri Rakesh Sood, Landscape Officer, PTU Jalandhar, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been sent to the appellant by registered post. The appellant denies it stating that he has not received any information as yet. Accordingly, the respondent hands over a copy of the information to the appellant in the court today. After perusing the information, the appellant informs that the information has not been attested. Accordingly, the respondent is directed to supply certified copies of the information to the appellant within 7 days. 
6.

The appellant submits that  the information has been supplied to him after 22 months and he has suffered a lot mentally as well as financially during this long period for obtaining this information. He requests that he may be awarded a suitable 
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compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 
7.

It is true that the complete information has been supplied to the appellant in the instant case after about 22 months as he submitted his RTI application to the PIO on 24.12.2013. During this period, he has attended 2 hearings in the Commission while travelling from Kapurthala to Sector:17, Chandigarh and back besides visiting the office of Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar a number of times to pursue his RTI application. In view of the loss and detriment suffered by him during this long period in obtaining the information in the instant case, I find full justification in awarding him a suitable compensation. Therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, a compensation of Rs. 2,000/-(Rupees two thousand only) is awarded to Shri Gurmeet Singh, to be paid by the Public Authority i.e. Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar within 30 days. The respondent assures the Commission that certified copies of the information will be supplied and compensation will be paid to the appellant within 7 days. 

8.

On the assurance given by the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.  





 



Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:15.10.2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Ranjha Ram S/o Sh.Mewa Ram

R/o Shahpur Kheri, Tehsil Moonak,

District Sangrur.







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Sangrur.





…Respondent
Complaint  Case No.  1166 of 2014   

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



Vide RTI application dated 02-08-2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Ranjha Ram sought various information/documents in respect of Village Shahpur Therhi regarding grant received, expenditure incurred, wheat received, Old Age Pension disbursed and maintenance/constructions of roads, streets etc.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Ranjha Ram    filed a complaint dated  09-04-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  09-04-2014   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  25.07.2014.
3.

On 25.07.2014, a telephonic message was  received from the complainant informing the Commission that he  was  unable to attend hearing. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date. None was present on behalf of the respondent. Accordingly, the directions were issued to the PIO  to supply the requisite 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. 
The case was adjourned for today.
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4.

Today again, none is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, one last opportunity is afforded to the PIO of the office of DDPO, Sangrur to supply the requisite information to the complainant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be initiated against him.
5.

A copy of the order is forwarded to the DDPO, Sangrur to ensure the compliance of the orders.

6.

Adjourned to  18.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M.






 



Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner  
CC:
District Development and Panchayat Officer,

REGISTERED


SANGRUR.

 
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Jaskaran Singh,

Ward No. 16,Mohalla Radharka, 

Mansa-151505.







…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.



    



 …Respondents.

Appeal Case  No. 1463 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Jaskaran Singh, appellant, in person.
Ms. Anuradha Gupta, Advocate, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri Jaskaran Singh,  Appellant , vide an RTI application dated 09-01-2014, addressed to PIO, office of Punjabi University, Patiala,  sought certain information on 4 points regarding interview held on 23.08.2013 for the post of Assistant Professor.
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 21-02-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated  11-04-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 11-04-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for  25.07.2014.
3.

On 25.07.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed  that the information asked for at Points No. 1 and 2 had already been supplied to the appellant. 
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The appellant informed  that the provided information was incomplete as  the information asked for at points No. 3 and 4 had not been supplied.  Accordingly, the PIO was directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today for confirmation of compliance of orders.
4.

Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs that the information asked for at Points No. 3 and 4 relates to third party i.e. Smt. Amarjot Kaur and she has not given her consent to supply the information relating to her. 
5.

A letter has been received in the Commission from Smt. Amarjot Kaur on 18.09.2014 to seek permission for appearing before the Commission to request that the information relating to her may not be supplied to the appellant. 
6.

The information asked for by the appellant is perused and discussed in the court and found that the sought information is not personal information of Smt. Amarjot Kaur as the same exists in the office domain of the University. Therefore, Smt. Amarjot Kaur  is not heard by the Commission and the PIO  is once again directed to supply the remaining information to the appellant before the next date of hearing.                                                                                                         
7.

Adjourned to 13.11.2014  at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders.









Sd/- 

 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurvinder Singh,

Village Devi Nagar PO & Tehsil-

Dera Bassi, District SAS Nagar.





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer, 

 Dera Bassi,  District SAS Nagar.





…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1157  of 2014     

Order
Present: 
Shri Gurvinder Singh, complainant, in person.
Shri Darbari Lal, Panchayat Officer and Shri Jatinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 11-02-2014, addressed to the respondent, Shri  Gurvinder Singh sought copies of all the resolutions passed by Gram Panchayat Devi Nagar. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Gurvinder  Singh09-04-2014  filed a complaint with the Commission,  which was received in it on 9-4-2014  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  25.07.2014.
3.

On 25.07.2014, the respondent informed  that the complainant was asked to deposit document charges so that information could be supplied to him. Since the complainant was not asked within stipulated period , as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005,  to deposit the document charges, the PIO was  directed to supply the requisite information free of cost to the complainant within 20 days, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today for confirmation of compliance of orders.
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4.

Today, Shri Darbari Lal, Panchayat Officer,  appearing  on behalf of the respondent, informs the Commission that the requisite information, available on record, has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant states that the provided information is incomplete. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply the remaining information to the complainant and in case it is not available in  their record,  an affidavit to this effect,   be submitted by the PIO personally on the next date of hearing. 


5.

Adjourned to 16.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M. 








Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Avtar Singh,

Village Kheri Maniya, P.O.Kaliyan

Tehsil & District:  Patiala-147001.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar Punjab Nursing

Registration Council

SCO No. 109, Sector: 40-C,

Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Registrar Punjab Nursing


Registration Council,

SCO No. 109, Sector: 40-C,  Chandigarh.


…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1269 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
None for the  appellant.
Smt. Sudershan Kumari, Superintendent, PNRC, on behalf of the respondents. 


Shri  Avtar Singh  Appellant vide an RTI application dated  11-11-2013, addressed to PIO, office of  Registrar Punjab Nursing Registration Council SCO No. 109, Sector: 40-C,Chandigarh, sought certain information on three  points regarding the officers/officials who have been promoted since 2011.

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 14-12-2013  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 

and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 19-3-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was 

received in the Commission on 20-3-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was 

issued to the parties for 28.05.2014.

Contd……p/2

AC- 1269 of 2014 



-2-  
3.

On 28.05.2014, a telephonic message had been received from the appellant informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend the court due to some urgent domestic affairs. 
The respondent submitted  a letter No. PNRC/2014/3388, dated 28.05.2014 from the PIO, which  was  taken on record. Vide this letter it had been informed  that complete information had been supplied to the appellant vide letter No. PNRC/2014/7379. Dated 27.05.2014.  Since the appellant was  not present,   he was directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information  to the PIO with a copy to the Commission.  The case was adjourned to 12.08.2014.
4.

On 12.08.2014, a letter No. PNRC/2014/8682, dated 08.08.2014 was  received from Smt. Charanjit Kaur Cheema, PIO, Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Chandigarh requesting for adjournment of the case to another date due to exams of GNM & ANM Courses from 07.08.2014 to 14.08.2014. On the request of the PIO, the case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, the appellant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. He is again  directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission.
6.

Adjourned to 06.01.2015 at 2.00 P.M.










Sd/- 


 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15.10.2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Charanjiv Singh,

Kothi No.1, Dhaliwal Colony,

G.P.O.Road, Patiala..







…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.







 …Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1460 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Dr. Charanjiv Singh, appellant, in person.
Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondents.


Dr. Charanjiv  Singh,  Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 05-08-2013, addressed to PIO, office of Punjabi University, Patiala, sought following information on 2 points in respect of Dr. Balwinder Kaur, Associate Professor in Punjabi, Punjabi University Regional Centre, Bathinda:-

(1)
A copy of approval by the audit department/DCLA Punjabi University, Patiala of her promotion case from Lecturer(Senior Scale) to Reader, Reader to Associate Professor after counting her past service.

(2)
A copy of fixation of her salary as Reader and Associate Professor.

2.

The PIO vide letter No. 4336/S-1/587-13/RTI Cell, dated 11.09.2013 informed the appellant that the information asked for relates to ‘Third Party’, which 

cannot be provided under  Sections 2(n) and 11 of RTI Act, 2005. Not satisfied with the 

reply, the appellant filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application 
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dated 10-10-2013 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and 
subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated  06-04-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 09-04-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 25.07.2014.

3.

The PIO vide letter No. 1544/S-1/587/13 RTI Cell, dated 24.06.2014  informed the Commission that the information asked for by the appellant related to ‘Third Party’ and hence could not  be provided under Sections 2(n) and 11 of RTI Act, 2005.

4.

On 25.07.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents stated that the requisite information had been denied on the ground that it related to ‘Third Party’  i.e. Dr. Balwinder Kaur, who had not given her consent to supply her personal information. The appellant submitted  copies of a number of judgements of Central Information Commission in which it has been interalia held that the information about salary of employee/officer cannot be considered as ‘third party information’. 
Consequently, the information asked for by the appellant was  discussed in detail. After hearing both the parties, it was  observed that the requisite information was  not a third party information and deserved  to be provided to the appellant. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply complete information  to the appellant within 30 days, otherwise punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 27.08.2014.
5.

On 27.08.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed the Commission that requisite information had  been supplied to the appellant by the PIO of Punjabi University, Patiala. A letter was  received from the appellant through e-mail informing the Commission that he was unable to attend the hearing due to sad 
 demise of his father.  He further informed that he was totally dissatisfied with the information provided to him by the University. Accordingly, the appellant was directed to send his observations on the provided information to the PIO within 15 days, with a 
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copy to the Commission and the PIO was directed to supply the information to the 
appellant  in view of  the observations/deficiencies, which would  be  submitted by him within 15 days.  The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs the Commission that the information, available of record of the University,  has been supplied to the appellant but some part of information is in the Service Book of Dr. Balwinder Kaur, which cannot be supplied. The appellant informs that copy of Service Book of Dr. Balwinder Kaur has not been supplied to him as yet. Consequently, the pending information is discussed in detail. The appellant states that he wants information regarding fixation of pay of Dr. Balwinder Kaur as Reader and as Associate Professor and copy of approval given by Audit/DCLA, Punjabi University Patiala for her promotion  from Reader to Associate Professor. Ld. Counsel for the respondents asserts that case for fixation of pay of Dr. Balwinder Kaur has not been separately dealt with but entry in this regard has been made in the Service Book. He also informs that approval for her promotion from Reader to Associate Professor has not been obtained from Audit/DCLA. 
7.

Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply duly attested copy of only that part of Service Book to the appellant,  which relates to fixation of pay of Dr. Balwinder Kaur as Reader and as Associate Professor. It is also directed that a copy of approval given by Audit/DCLA, Punjabi University, Patiala for her promotion from Reader to Associate Professor be provided to the appellant before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission. 
8.

Adjourned to 19.11.2014 at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/- 


 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Mohinder Pal Kaur,

H.No.102, Sector-125, Gulmohar Complex,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.







…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab State Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.18,Himalaya Marg,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector-17A, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjab State Small Industries

And Export Corporation Ltd.,18, 

Himalaya Marg, Udyog Bhawan,

Sector 17 A, Chandigarh.





….Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2530 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant. 

Shri S.P.Singh, CGM Estate; Shri Amarjit Singh, Estate Officer-1; Shri Vijay Gupta, Dealing Assistant and Shri  Amrik Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, P.S.I.E.C.,  on behalf of the respondents.

1.

In this case  on 26.02.2014,  Shri Amrik Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, appearing on behalf of the respondents submitted  two affidavits, one from Shri J. S. Randhawa, PIO and other from Shri Ram Dutt Khulbe, Senior  Assistant-cum-Record Keeper and Shri Vijay Gupta, Senior Assistant-cum-Dealing Assistant, which were taken on record. In those affidavits they have stated that the photo  copy of entire correspondence file of Industrial Plot No. D-140, Phase: VII, Focal Point, as 
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sought by the applicant, was supplied to her vide letter No. PSIEC/APIO/RTI/13/9784, dated 15.11.2013. They have also  stated that PSIEC has already supplied the correct information based on the available record and there 

is no other paper available on record pertaining to Plot No. D-140, Phase:VII, Focal Point, Mohali. They have further stated that the information as available on official record has been supplied to  the applicant in respect of her application dated 4.9.2013 and nothing has been kept confidential as such. Shri H. S. Hundal, Counsel for the appellant stated that the affidavits submitted by the respondents were  completely false as he had some documents in his possession relating to the said plot which are not available in original file brought by the respondents on the last date of hearing. Accordingly, the respondent-PIO was  directed to make more sincere efforts to trace the missing record as per the contention of the appellant. Therefore, the PIO was  directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. 25.03.2014  to explain the factual position of the case and submit a fresh affidavit duly attested by Executive Magistrate to the effect that complete documents as available in their record have been supplied to the appellant  in respect of her RTI application and there is no other paper available on their record pertaining to Plot No. D-140, Phase: VII, Focal Point Mohali, otherwise punitive action under the relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated. The case was adjourned to 25.03.2014.
2.

On 25.03.2014, as per the directions issued by the Commission on 26.02.2014, Shri J. S. Randhawa, PIO, submitted  an affidavit on 25.03.2014 which was  handed over to the Counsel for the appellant, and a photocopy was  retained in the Commission’s file. Similarly,  the affidavits submitted by Shri Ram Dutt Khulbe, Senior Assistant-cum-Record Keeper and Shri Vijay Gupta, Senior Assistant-cum-Dealing Assistant, submitted on 26.02.2014,  were  handed over to the Counsel for the appellant, and their photocopies were  retained in the file. The PIO reiterated that the
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complete information, as available on their record,  had been supplied to the appellant and no other information is available in their record. On the other hand, Ld. Counsel for the appellant reiterated that he had some documents relating to this case in his 

possession which are not available in the original file of PSIEC. In the  circumstances narrated above, a copy of the order was  forwarded to Shri Yash Vir Mahajan, M.D., PSIEC, to look into the matter personally and take appropriate necessary action as some documents are missing in the original file of PSIEC, which are in the possession  of the appellant. He was asked to  give a personal hearing to the appellant to ascertain the factual position of the case so that responsibility for missing of the papers could be fixed and appropriate action could be initiated against the guilty. The case was adjourned for to 29.05.2014.

3.

On 29.05.2014, a letter No. 1272, dated 28.05.2014 was  received from Shri Amrik Singh, APIO enclosing therewith a copy of the orders passed by Managing Director-cum-First Appellate Authority after hearing the appellant. In the orders,  CGM(Estates) has been advised to locate the original copies of the official memos issued by the Chief Engineer to the original allottee early and inform the same to him early.
A copy of the order issued by  M.D.-cum-First Appellate Authority, was  handed over to Shri H. S. Hundal, Counsel for the appellant, who expressed his  dis-satisfaction  stating that he would like to submit  a written response in this regard in the form of rejoinder. Accordingly,  he was  directed to send his response to the respondent PIO with a copy to the Commission. Besides, Shri Amarjit Singh, Estate Officer-1, PSIEC,  was  directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain the factual position of the case so that complete information could be supplied to the appellant. The case was adjourned to 22.07.2014.

4.

On 22.07.2014, Shri Amrik Singh, APIO submitted  a copy of a letter from Estate Officer-1 addressed to the PIO stating that the Planning Wing vide letter No. 1779, dated 17.07.2014 had  intimated that the letter No. 22348, dated 07.04.1982 had been weeded out alongwith building plan, which was taken on record. 
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5.

Ld. Counsel for the appellant informed  the Commission that the following documents had  not been supplied to the appellant as they were missing in the record of PSIEC:-



(1)
The original lease deed



(2)
Show-Cause Notice that is sent prior to cancellation of plot.



(3)
GPA of either J.P.Gupta or Amrit Gupta



(4)
Building Plan, the Revised Plan and the sanctioned Plan 

6.

Accordingly, the PIO was directed to supply the above mentioned documents to the appellant within 30 days and in case these were missing  in their record then  an FIR be lodged with the Police. 
A copy of the order was  forwarded to the Managing Director, PSIEC to ensure the compliance of the order. The case was adjourned to 16.09.2014.
7.

On 16.09.2014, a letter No. PSIEC/APIO/RTI/2011/4936, dated 08.09.2014, addressed to the appellant and a copy endorsed to the Commission, was  received from Shri Amrik Singh, APIO vide which information supplied by Estate Officer-1 had been supplied to the appellant and the appellant had been requested to supply a copy of lease deed and show cause notice served upon her by PSIEC. Ld. Counsel for the appellant informed the Commission that the provided information was wrong, contradictory and misleading.

8.

 Regarding missing of record, Shri Amrik Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that FIR had not been filed with the Police as yet. He further informed that Shri S.P.Singh, CGM Estate; Shri Amarjit Singh, Estate Officer-1 and Shri Vijay Gupta, Dealing Assistant are the concerned officers/official dealing with the case. Accordingly, Shri S.P.Singh, CGM Estate; Shri Amarjit Singh, Estate Officer-1 and Shri Vijay Gupta, Dealing Assistant  
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were directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to apprise the Commission of the facts of the case so that complete and correct information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned for today.
9.

As per the directions issued by the Commission on the last date of hearing, Shri S.P.Singh, CGM Estate; Shri Amarjit Singh, Estate Officer-1 and Shri Vijay Gupta, Dealing Assistant P.S.I.E.C.,  are present today. Shri S.P.Singh, CGM Estate informs the Commission that the information available on their record has already been supplied to the appellant. He requests that copies of so called missing documents may be supplied to them so that FIR could be lodged with  Police as per the directions of the Commission on 22.07.2014.  Accordingly, the appellant hands over a  photo copy of a letter issued vide Endst. No.PSSIC/EW/EO/1080, dated 28.07.1982 authorizing the allottee to take possession of the plot, to the respondent in the court today. He also submits a copy of the said  letter to the Commission, which is taken on record.   Therefore, the respondent is directed to take further necessary action for filing FIR with the police so that remaining information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay.
10.

Adjourned to 26.11.2014  at 2.00 P.M.











Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kamal Jit,
S/o Shri Gurdas Ram,

Village: Guru Garh,

P.O.: Machhiwara,

Tehsil: Samrala, District: Ludhiana.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  2324 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
Shri Mohan Lal, appellant, in person.
None for the respondents.

Shri Kamal Jit,  Appellant , vide an RTI application dated 25.04.2014, addressed to PIO, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana,  sought certain information regarding demolition of Harijan Dharamshala in Village Guru Garh.
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  09.06.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 16.07.2014,  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which 
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was received in the Commission on 18.07.2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

Shri Mohan Lal,  appearing on behalf of the appellant, informs the Commission that no information has been supplied to the appellant so far. None is present on behalf of the respondents nor any intimation has been received from them. Viewing the absence of the respondents seriously, one last opportunity is afforded to the BDPO Machhiwara to supply the requisite information to the appellant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act,2005 will be initiated against him.

4.

A copy of the order is forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana to ensure the compliance of the orders of the Commission.


5.

Adjourned to 16.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M.









 Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:
District Development and Panchayat Officer,

REGISTERED


Ludhiana.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Mohan Lal,
S/o Shri Gurdas Ram,

Villasge: Guru Garh,

P.O. Machhiwara, Tehsil: Samrala,

District: Ludhiana.








…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,


Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2325 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Mohan Lal, appellant, in person.
None for the respondents.

Shri Mohan Lal, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 07.05.2014, addressed to PIO, office of  Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana, sought certain information regarding grant received by Gram Panchayat Guru Garh for construction of houses alongwith names of beneficiaries.
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  10.06.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 16.07.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 18.07.2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
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3.

The appellant informs the Commission that no information has been supplied to him so far. None is present on behalf of the respondents nor any intimation has been received from them. Viewing the absence of the respondents seriously, one last opportunity is afforded to the BDPO Machhiwara to supply the requisite information to the appellant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act,2005 will be initiated against him.
4.

A copy of the order is forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana to ensure the compliance of the orders of the Commission.


5.

Adjourned to 16.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:
District Development and Panchayat Officer,

REGISTERED


Ludhiana.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sukhdev Singh,
S/o Shri Bara Singh,

VPO: Kotala, Tehsil: Samrala,
District: Ludhiana.








…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,


Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2328  of 2014     

Order
Present: 
Shri Sukhdev Singh,  Appellant, in  person.
Shri Amandeep, Panchayat Secretary and Shri Harjinder Singh, Sarpanch, on behalf of the appellant. 

Shri Sukhdev Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 20.01.2014,       addressed to PIO, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Machhiwara, District: Ludhiana,  sought Action Taken Report on his application dated 12.09.2013 for removal of drain from his plot.
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  11.04.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 17.07.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 18.07.2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
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3.

Shri Sukhdev Singh, Appellant, informs the Commission that the information has been supplied to him but it is late by 6 months. He submits that necessary action may be taken against the PIO for the delay caused in the supply of information. The respondent submits that the relevant record is very old and SEPO was transferred due to which the information could not be supplied within stipulated period. 
4.

Since the information stands supplied to the appellant to his satisfaction, the case is disposed of and closed. However, the PIO is warned to be careful in future in handling RTI cases so that the requisite information is supplied to the complainant/appellant within stipulated period as per the provisions of RTI Act,2005.









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:15-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
