STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Lawyers’ Chambers, District Courts,

Sector 76, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer,  Gurdaspur.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO No. 177-78, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh.



……..…Respondents.

Appeal Case  No.  23 of 2016

Order

Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, 
 in person.


Shri Baldev Randhawa, M.V.I. Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri H.S.Hundal, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13-10-2015  addressed to PIO sought certain information on six points regarding registration record.
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  16-11-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated 21-12-2015   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 22-12-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

Today, the respondent informs that the information has not been supplied to the appellant as he has not deposited the document charges. The appellant informs that he has been asked to deposit documents charges after one month. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information, free of cost, before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at 11.00 A.M.










Sd/-


 
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Lawyers’ Chambers, District Courts,

Sector 76, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer, Gurdaspur.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO No. 177-78, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh.



…Respondents


Appeal Case  No.  24 of 2016

Order
Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, 
 in person.



Shri Baldev Randhawa, M.V.I. Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondents.
Shri H.S.Hundal Appellant vide an RTI application dated  addressed to PIO sought certain information regarding functioning of DTO office, Gurdaspur.
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  21-12-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 22-12-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that the information has not been supplied to the appellant as he has not deposited the document charges. The appellant informs that he has been asked to deposit documents charges after one month. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information, free of cost, to the appellant before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at 11.00 A.M.









 Sd/-

Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Lawyers’ Chambers, District Courts,

Sector 76, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer, Gurdaspur.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO No. 177-78, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh.



…Respondents.


Appeal Case  No.  97 of 2016

Order
Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, 
 in person.



Shri Baldev Randhawa, M.V.I. Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri H.S.Hundal Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13-10-2015 addressed to PIO sought certain information on  ten points regarding issuance of permits to school buses and vehicles of other educational institutions.
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  16-11-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated 21-12-2015   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 29-12-2015 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that the information has not been supplied to the appellant as he has not deposited the document charges. The appellant informs that he has been asked to deposit documents charges after one month. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information, free of cost, before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at 11.00 A.M.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Lawyers’ Chambers, District Courts,

Sector 76, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer, Gurdaspur.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO No. 177-78, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh.



…Respondents.


Appeal Case  No.  102 of 2016

Order
Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, 
 in person.



Shri Baldev Randhawa, M.V.I. Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri H.S.Hundal  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13-10-2015 addressed to PIO sought certain information on eleven points regarding designating APIOs, PIOs, First Appellate Authority alongwith copies of bills/vouchers etc.
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  16-11-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated  24-12-2015  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 29-12-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that the information has not been supplied to the appellant as he has not deposited the document charges. The appellant informs that he has been asked to deposit documents charges after one month. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information, free of cost, before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at 11.00 A.M.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  H.S.Hundal, Advocate,

Lawyers’ Chambers, District Courts,

Sector 76, SAS Nagar.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer, Gurdaspur.
2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO No. 177-78, Sector 17-B, Chandigarh.



………Respondents.

Appeal Case  No.  104 of 2016 

Order
Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, appellant, 
 in person.



Shri Baldev Randhawa, M.V.I. Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondents.
Shri H.S.Hundal  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13-10-2015 addressed to PIO sought certain information on  six points regarding inspection/checkings of Public Transport/buses after the ORBIT Bus incident at Moga.
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 16-11-2015  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated 24-12-2015   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 29-12-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that the information has not been supplied to the appellant as he has not deposited the document charges. The appellant informs that he has been asked to deposit documents charges after one month. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information, free of cost, before the next date of hearing.
4.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at 11.00 A.M.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner
                      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Kamalpreet Singh,

M/S J.T.Sales Corporation,

Street No. 1, Kabir Nagar, Daba Road, Ludhiana.


……..Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. Of Industries & Commerce,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.




………..Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1654 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kamalpreet Singh, complainant in person alongwith his counsel  Shri H.S.Hundal, Advocate.

Shri Bahadur Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent and Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of  Controller of Stores, Punjab,  on behalf of the respondents.


Vide RTI application dated 20-05-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri  Kamalpreet Singh, sought attested copies of the entire office notings of  file dealing with his  representation No. 1659-68-77, dated 23.02.2015. 

2.

The case was earlier heard by  Shri Yashvir Mahajan, State Information Commissioner on 05.08.2015, 09.09.2015,  21.09.2015 and 09.10.2015. After hearing on 09.10.2015, the case was adjourned to 02.12.2015.   In the meantime, on the request of the complainant, the case was  transferred to the Bench of the Undersigned.  

3.

The case was last heard on 02.02.2016, when  the complainant requested  that he might  be allowed to inspect the record to identify the documents required by him. Accordingly, the PIO  was  directed to get   the relevant record inspected by the appellant in his  office from 23.02.2016 to 26.02.2016 at 11 A.M.  to identify the documents required by him and supply the same on the spot, free of cost. The case was adjourned for today  for confirmation of compliance of orders.
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4.

Today, the respondent  submits letter No. 4533, dated 15.03.2016 informing that  available record has been got inspected by the complainant and the photo copies of the  documents identified by him have been supplied to him. In case the complainant is still not satisfied then his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an 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)

Dated: 16-03-2016




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Kamalpreet Singh,

M/S J.T.Sales Corporation,

Street No. 1, Kabir Nagar, Daba Road, Ludhiana..



Complainant.

Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. Of Industries & Commerce,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.




Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1655 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kamalpreet Singh, complainant in person alongwith his counsel  Shri H.S.Hundal, Advocate.

Shri Bahadur Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent and Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of  Controller of Stores, Punjab,  on behalf of the respondents.





Vide RTI application dated  18-05-2015 addressed to the respondent, Shri Kamalpreet Singh, sought various information on 14 points in respect of Shri B. S. Cheema, M/s JT Sales Corporation, Ludhiana and M/s Borosil Glassworks Ltd., New Delhi. 

2.

The case was earlier heard by  Shri Yashvir Mahajan, State Information Commissioner on 05.08.2015, 09.09.2015,  21.09.2015 and 09.10.2015. After hearing on 09.10.2015, the case was adjourned to 02.12.2015.   In the meantime, on the request of the complainant, the case was  transferred to the Bench of the Undersigned.  

3.

The case was last heard on 02.02.2016, when  the complainant requested  that he might  be allowed to inspect the record to identify the documents required by him. Accordingly, the PIO  was  directed to get   the relevant record inspected by the appellant in his  office from 23.02.2016 to 26.02.2016 at 11 A.M.  to identify the documents required by him and supply the same on the spot, free of cost. The case was adjourned for today  for confirmation of compliance of orders.

4.

Today, the respondent  submits letter No. 4535, dated 15.03.2016 informing that  available record has been got inspected by the complainant and the 
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photo copies of the  documents identified by him have been supplied to him. In case the 
complainant is still not satisfied then his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an 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)

Dated: 16-03-2016




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Kamalpreet Singh,

M/S J.T.Sales Corporation,

Street No. 1, Kabir Nagar, Daba Road,  Ludhiana.


……..Complainant

                    Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. Of Industries & Commerce,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.




………Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1656 of 2015

ORDER

Present:
Shri Kamalpreet Singh, complainant in person alongwith his counsel  Shri H.S.Hundal, Advocate.

Shri Bahadur Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent and Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of  Controller of Stores, Punjab,  on behalf of the respondents.





Vide RTI application dated  18-05-2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri Kamalpreet Singh, sought certified copies of inquiry conducted on the basis of his complaint dated 16-08-2014.

2.

The case was earlier heard by  Shri Yashvir Mahajan, State Information Commissioner on 05.08.2015, 09.09.2015,  21.09.2015 and 09.10.2015. After hearing on 09.10.2015, the case was adjourned to 02.12.2015 . In the meantime, on the request of the complainant, the case was  transferred to the Bench of the Undersigned.  

3.

The case was last heard on 02.02.2016, when  the complainant requested  that he might  be allowed to inspect the record to identify the documents required by him. Accordingly, the PIO  was  directed to get   the relevant record inspected by the appellant in his  office from 23.02.2016 to 26.02.2016 at 11 A.M.  to identify the documents required by him and supply the same on the spot, free of cost. The case was adjourned for today  for confirmation of compliance of orders.
4.

Today, the respondent  submits letter No. 4534, dated 15.03.2016 
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informing that  available record has been got inspected by the complainant and the 
photo copies of the  documents identified by him have been supplied to him. In case the 
complainant is still not satisfied then his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an 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)

Dated: 16-03-2016




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,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.







…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Municipal Committee, 
Moga- 142001

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, 
 Moga.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 809 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal, Appellant, in person.

Smt. Monica Anand, MTP,    on behalf of the respondents.
Shri H.S.Hundal, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 06.12.2014,       addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 10 points regarding the CLU case of Godawri Hyundai Car Dealers running a Car Agency on Ludhiana Road. 

2.

The case was last heard on 02.02.2016, when  the respondent – PIO  handed  over information to the appellant. She asserted  that the information, available on record, had  been supplied to the appellant. She made  a written submission containing  reply to the show-cause notice issued to her and stating that the information, available on record, had  been supplied to the appellant and no more information relating to instant RTI application was  available with them. The appellant pointed  out that this written submission was  to be made through a duly attested affidavit. Accordingly, while returning the written submission to the respondent-PIO,  she was  directed to submit a duly attested affidavit  on the next date of hearing containing reply 
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to the show-cause notice issued to her and also to the effect  that the information, 
available on record, has been supplied to the appellant and no more information relating to instant RTI application is available with them. The case was adjourned for today.
3.

As per the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing, the respondent submits a duly attested affidavit today, which is handed over to the appellant. She also hands over a copy of requisite  Lay Out Plan to the appellant, who expresses satisfaction. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 








Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016


             State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

82, District Courts, 3B1, SAS Nagar.




……..
Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o District Transport Officer, Moga.




…….
Respondent

Complaint Case No. 2415 of 2015

ORDER

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




Shri Amardeep Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the  respondent.
Vide RTI application dated nil   addressed to the respondent, Shri H. S. Hundal  sought various information/ documents regarding security of women in buses.

2.

During hearing  on 15.12.2015,  a letter dated 15.12.2015 was  received through e-mail from the appellant informing that he was  unable to attend hearing on that day  as he had  to visit  Moga due to an urgent matter. He  requested  that respondents be directed to supply complete information  to him as per his RTI request and an adjournment be granted to point out the deficiencies. 

3.

A letter No. 6888, dated 15.12.2015 was  received through e-mail from the PIO informing that he was  unable to attend hearing as he had to appear before  Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in connection with COCP No. 3444 of 2014. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date. The case was adjourned to 02.02.2016.
4.

On 02.02.2016,  the complainant informed  that no information had been supplied to him so far. Respondent was  not present without any intimation . Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, the PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the complainant before the next date of hearing, 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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5.

Today, the appellant informs that he submitted RTI application on 31.08.2015 but  no information has been supplied to him as yet. The respondent informs that RTI application submitted by the complainant is not available in their office. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to trace out the RTI application of the complainant and supply the information before the next date of hearing. 
6.

The complainant submits that action for imposing penalty upon the PIO for the delay in  the supply of information may be taken and he may be compensated suitably for the loss and detriment suffered by him during this period. Accordingly, a Show-Cause Notice is issued to the PIO to explain reasons through a duly attested affidavit as to why a penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. 
7.

Adjourned to  18.05.2016  at  11.00 AM.









Sd/-

Chandigarh






(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 16-03-2016




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, S.A.S. Nagar(Mohali) – 160059.




…Appellant
                           Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

SCO No. 13-14, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

SCO No. 13-14, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.


…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1229 of 2015   

Order

Present: 
Shri H. S. Hundal,  appellant, in person.
Smt. Urvashi Goel, ETO-cum-APIO and Smt. Veena Rani, Superintendent, on behalf of the respondents.
Shri  H. S. Hundal, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 20.01.2015 , addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 10  points regarding inquiring the  conduct of Taxation Officials of Moga for not taking any action in the cases of unregistered Firms for non-payment of VAT and other taxes to the Department alongwith Action Taken Report on his complaints dated 01.12.2013 and 24.02.2014 and 04.08.2014.
2.

During hearing  on 15.12.2015, a letter dated 15.12.2015 was  received through e-mail from the appellant informing that he was  unable to attend hearing on that day  as he had to visit  Moga due to an urgent matter. He  further informed that on 28.10.2015, record was inspected and identified during the hearing and respondents had agreed that required information would be supplied by the next date of hearing but not even a single document  was supplied on the next date i.e. 28.10.2015. He  
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requested that punitive  action be initiated against the PIO and he might be 
compensated  suitably.  He  also requested that respondents might  kindly be directed to produce their Receipt Register pertaining to August, 2014 as there is an entry of 
 Appellant’s complaint.  He  further requested  that respondents be directed to supply complete information as per his RTI request and an adjournment be granted to point out the deficiencies. 
Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to produce their Receipt Register pertaining to August, 2014 on the next date of hearing. The appellant was  also directed to submit documentary proof on the next date of hearing as had been promised on the last date of hearing to prove that his complaint dated 04.08.2014 was received  in the office of the Public Authority. The case was adjourned to 02.02.2016.
3.

On 02.02.2016,  the respondent handed  over copy of Despatch Register for August, 2014 to the appellant  pertaining to their office at Chandigarh. She sought  time to supply copy of Receipt Register for August, 2014 being maintained by office of ETC at Patiala, which was granted. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, the respondent informs that receipt  register is not being maintained in the  office of ETC at Patiala. She hands over number of receipts to the appellant, who is directed to point out deficiencies, if any, to the PIO. Accordingly, the  PIO is  directed to produce relevant documents on the next date of hearing regarding procedure being  adopted to receive the correspondence.
5.

Adjourned to 18.05.2016 at 11.00 A.M. 








          Sd/-
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-03-2016


             State Information Commissioner
