STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Tarsem Lal Jindal,

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala. 






…Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o  District Revenue Officer,  
Fatehgarh Sahib.







…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 839 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sukhwinder Sngh, Head Registration Clerk, office of D.C. Fatehgarh Sahib, on behalf of respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 27.02.2015m   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  sought various information/documents regarding  checking reports of sale deeds registered during 2012-13 and 2013-14.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 16.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 18.03.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A Memo. No. 487/H.R.C., dated 29.04.2015 has been received from PIO-cum-DRO, Fatehgarh Sahib vide which it has informed that the information has not been supplied to the complainant because he has not deposited the document charges.
4.

Today, the respondent reiterates that information has not been supplied as the complainant has not deposited document charges. However, he has brought the information with  him. A perusal of case file reveals that RTI application was received in the office of PIO on 03.03.2015 and the complainant was asked to deposit document 
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charges on 01.04.2015  i.e.  after 28 days . Since the complainant has not been asked 
to deposit document charges within stipulated time frame as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, the PIO is directed to send the information to the appellant by registered post, free of cost. The respondent assures that the information will be supplied to the complainant by registered post within two days. 
5.

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









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Tarsem Lal Jindal,

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala. 






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Tehsildar,

Sangrur.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 828 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Johri Ram, Naib Tehsildar Sangrur, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 13,02,2015m   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal,  sought various information/documents regarding  checking reports of sale deeds registered during 2012-13 and 2013-14.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 16.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  18.03.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.
3.

A letter dated 01.05.2015 has been received on 20.05.2015 from the complainant informing that he has received the requisite information on 01.05.2015.
4.

Today,  Shri Johri Ram, Naib Tehsildar Sangrur, appearing on behalf of the respondent, informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, which has been duly received by him. 
5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Parveen Kumar,

H. No. 142, 16 Acres,

Barnala-148101. 







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Principal Government Girls

Senior Secondary School, Bhadaur,

District: Barnala-148102.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 834 of 2015     

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


Vide RTI application dated 23.01.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Parveen Kumar, sought various information/documents regarding salary details  and deductions of Shri Parveen Kumar, Lecturer, Political Science
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Parveen Kumar filed a complaint dated 03.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  16.03.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

None is present on behalf of the complainant  as well as the respondent and no intimation has been received from them. 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.
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4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









Sd/-



 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. R.S Chauhan,

H. No. 92/6, Baba Deep

Singh Nagar, Opposite: GNE College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Director Rural Development &
Panchayats, Sector 62, Vikas Bhawan,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 831 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri R. S. Chauhan,  complainant, in person.
Shri Rajinder Pal Bansal, XEN, Panchayati Raj Ludhiana; Shri Jagdeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary; Smt. Balwinder Kaur, Superintendent;  Smt. Sunita Anand, Senior Assistant, Shri Talwinder Singh, Clerk and Shri Tejinder Pal Singh, Clerk, office of Director Rural Development and Panchayats, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 11.03.2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri R.S.Chauhan sought Action Taken Report on his letter dated 11.02.2015.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri R. S. Chauhan filed a complaint dated  11.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 18.03.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant. He submits a copy of provided information, which is taken on record. The complainant confirms that he has received information.
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. R.S Chauhan,

H. No. 92/6, Baba Deep

Singh Nagar, Opposite: GNE College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Additional Deputy Commissioner,
Ludhiana.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 832 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
Shri R. S. Chauhan,  complainant, in person.
Smt. Manmohan Kaur, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 11.03.2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               R.S.Chauhan, sought Action Taken Report on his letter dated 29.01.2015.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  R.S.Chauhan filed a complaint dated 11.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  18.03.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A letter No. 785, dated 25.05.2015 has been received from ADC(Development) Ludhiana vide which it has been informed that a regular inquiry is being conducted into the matter and on the completion of the inquiry, a report will be sent to the complainant. It has been further informed that the complainant has been informed of this fact vide letter No. 7382, dated 10.02.2015  but he has expressed his dissatisfaction. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the 
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complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









Sd/-



 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Tarsem Lal Jindal,

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 838 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sukhbir Singh Brar, Tehsildar Ludhiana(West); Shri Vishawjit Singh Sidhu, Naib Tehsildar Ludhiana(South); Shri Gurpreet Singh, Registration Clerk, office of Sub-Registrar Khanna and  Shri Pritam Singh, Registration Clerk, office of Sub-Registrar Jagraon, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated  13.02.2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Tarsem Lal Jindal  sought various information/documents regarding  checking reports of sale deeds registered during 2012-13 and 2013-14.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 16.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  18.03.2015   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A letter dated 18.04.2015 has been received from the complainant informing that the provided information is incomplete.  In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the 
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provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H. S. Hundal,

H. No. 3402, Sector: 71,  Mohali.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner, LUDHIANA.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner, LUDHIANA.



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1706 of  2014    

Order

Present: 
None for the appellant.


Ms. Sonia Sharma, I.T. Manager, on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  H. S. Hundal, Appellant,   vide an RTI application dated 10.02.2014,         addressed to PIO, sought certain information  on 15 points regarding utilization of funds and works concerning NREGA/MNREGA Schemes  in respect of Jagraon Block since its commencement till date.
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  12.03.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 13.05.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on the same day   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 03.07.2014 to be heard by Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, State Information Commissioner, Punjab. 

3.

On 03.07.2014, respondent informed that requisite information had been provided to the appellant vide letter dated 04.04.2014. He submitted a copy of the provided information, which was taken on record. The appellant informed that he was not satisfied with the provided information. Consequently, after hearing both the parties, the appellant was directed to furnish deficiencies, if any, in the provided information to 
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the PIO and the PIO was directed to supply complete information to the appellant as per his RTI application. The case was adjourned to 28.08.2014.

4.

On 28.08.2014, the respondent informed that the appellant had not pointed out any deficiency in the provided information. She further informed that she had brought some more information for handing over to the appellant. The appellant was not present. Therefore, the respondent was directed to send the information to the appellant by registered post, under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to  05.11.2014. On demitting office by Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, the case was transferred to the Bench of the undersigned and fresh notice of hearing was issued for 18.02.2015.

5.

On 18.02.2015,  the respondent  brought requisite information for handing over the same to the appellant in the court. He submitted  a copy of forwarding letter to the Commission, which  was  taken on record.  Since the appellant  was  not present, the respondent  was  directed to send the information to the appellant by registered post and the appellant  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 07.05.2015.
6.

On 07.05.2015,  a letter dated 07.05.2015 was  received from the appellant requesting  that he  might  be exempted from personal appearance. The appellant was  directed to send his observations, on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Today, the respondent has brought information for handing over the same to the appellant in the court but he is again not present nor any intimation has been received from him.  Accordingly, the respondent is directed to send the information to the appellant by registered post
8.

The case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 16-06-2015


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Parbodh Chander Bali,

H.No.16, Shiv Nagar, 

Batala Road, Amritsar.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o  Secretary to Government Punjab,

Department of Local Government,

Mini Secretariat Sector 9, Chandigarh.




…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 2236 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Parbodh Chander Bali, complainant, in person.
Shri Balwinder Pal, Senior Assistant, Home-7 Branch, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 29-07-2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Parbodh Chander Bali  sought various information/documents regarding suspension of Shri Raj Kumar, Municipal Town Planner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. On obtaining no information, he filed a complaint dated 09.09.2013 with the Commission which was heard by Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Shri Harinder Pal Singh Mann in CC-3327 of 2013,  who imposed a penalty of Rs. 10,000/- upon the PIO for the delay in the supply of information and awarded a compensation of Rs. 1500/- to Shri Parbodh Chander Bali, complainant, for the loss and detriment suffered by him.  The case was last heard on 15.04.2014  and disposed of on the ground that  the respondent had informed that the payment of compensation amounting to Rs. 1500/- had been paid and penalty of Rs. 10,000/- had  been deposited in the treasury. A copy of Treasury Challan was submitted, which was taken on record.

2.

 Shri Parbodh Chander Bali    filed instant  complaint with the Commission vide application  dated 11.08.2014,  which was received in the  Commission  on the same day. Vide the said application he  has  complained to the Commission 
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Commission that compensation of Rs. 1500/-  awarded to him  in CC-3327 of 2013 by Shri Harinder Pal Singh Mann, State Information Commissioner, Punjab  has not been 
 paid to him till date by the Public Authority.  Accordingly,  notice of hearing was   issued to both the parties for  26.11.2014.

3.

On 26.11.2014,  the complainant reiterated that compensation awarded to him in CC-3327 of 2013 by Shri Harinder Pal Singh Mann, State Information Commissioner, Punjab had not been paid to him till date. He requested  that the concerned  Public Authority  might  be directed to pay the amount of compensation to him. 
None was  present on behalf of the respondent nor any intimation had been received from him.  Viewing the absence of respondent seriously, the PIO was  directed to appear in person on the next date of hearing and submit proof to the effect that compensation had been paid to the complainant and the same had been duly received by him. He would  also explain the reasons for this lapse vis-à-vis the factual position of the case,  failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. A copy of the order was  forwarded to Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab to ensure the compliance of the orders. The case was adjourned to 14.01.2015.

4.

On 14.01.2015, a  letter dated 13.01.2015 was  received through e-mail from the complainant informing that he was  unable to attend hearing as he had gone to Sydney(Australia) and would  be back in the third week of March, 2015. He requested to adjourn the case to First Week of April,2015. He further informed that compensation amount of Rs. 1500/- had  not been paid to him as yet and requested to increase the amount of compensation to Rs. 5000/- for more detriment suffered by him in making this new appeal. He  also requested to penalize the PIO under Section 20 of RTI Act, 2005 for contempt of Commission. 

5.

Smt. Manjit Kaur, Senior Assistant, L.G.-1 Branch,  appearing on behalf of  the respondent, submitted  a copy of Demand Draft No. 853945 dated 16.04.2014 issued by State Bank of India, Sector:7, Chandigarh in favour of Shri Parbodh Chander, 

complainant. She informed  that the draft was sent by her predecessor Shri Balwinder Pal, the then Senior Assistant,  who had  been transferred to Home-7 Branch. 
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Accordingly, Shri Balwinder Pal, Senior Assistant, Home-7 Branch, Punjab Civil Secretariat was  directed to appear in person on the next date of hearing to explain as 

to why the draft had  not been delivered to the complainant till date. He  was  directed to  ensure that compensation amount  was  paid to the complainant without any further delay.  On the request of the complainant, the case  was  adjourned to 07.04.2015.

6.

On 07.04.2015,  Smt. Manjit Kaur, Senior Assistant, L.G.-1 Branch,  appearing on behalf of  the respondent,  informed  that Shri Balwinder Pal, the then Senior Assistant, L.G.-1 Branch had been transferred to Home-7 Branch.  She further informed  that Shri Balwinder Pal could  only explain the reasons as to why the draft  of compensation amount of Rs. 1500/-  could not be sent to the complainant. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to issue directions to Shri Balwinder Pal through Principal Secretary Home(Jail) to apprise the Commission of the  factual position of the case  in person on the next date of hearing and to ensure that compensation amount was  paid to the complainant within 20 days. A copy of the order  was  forwarded to Principal Secretary Home(Jails), Punjab, to ensure that Shri Balwinder Pal, Senior Assistant, Home-7 Branch was  present in person on the next date of hearing to apprise the Commission of the  factual position of the case and  ensure that the compensation amount was  paid to the complainant within 20 days. The case was adjourned to 27.05.2015.
7.

On 27.05.2015, Shri Balwinder Pal, Senior Assistant, Home-7 Branch was  present. He sought  time  and assured  that compensation amount of Rs. 1500/- would be  paid to  the complainant before the next date of hearing.  The case was adjourned for today for confirmation of compliance of orders.
8.

Today, the complainant submits that he was awarded a compensation  of Rs. 1500/- in CC-3327 of 2013 by Shri Harinder Pal Singh Mann, State Information Commissioner, Punjab vide his orders dated 21.01.2014 and since he was not paid the amount of compensation, he submitted the instant RTI application on 11.08.2014. He informs  that 5 hearings have been held in the instant case but amount of compensation has not been paid to him till date and he has been suffering continuously. He submits that amount of compensation may be enhanced to Rs. 5000/-.
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9.

Admitting the plea put forth by the complaint and in  view of the loss and detriment suffered by him during this long period, amount of compensation is enhanced to Rs. 2500/-(Rupees two thousand five hundred only) to be paid by the Public Authority through Bank Draft. Viewing seriously the callous and lackadaisical  approach adopted  by  Shri Balwinder Pal, Senior Assistant,  one last opportunity is afforded to him  to  ensure that  the compensation amount of Rs. 2500/- is paid to the complainant before the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be initiated against him. 
10.

Adjourned to  14.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh,  for confirmation of compliance of orders.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015


             State Information Commissioner

CC:

Shri Balwinder Pal, 




REGISTERED


Senior Assistant, Home-7 Branch,



Punjab Civil Secretariat-1,


Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Brish Bhan S/o Saroop Chand,

H. No. 33, Kahangarh Road, Pattran,
District:  Patiala. 







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Punjab, Bhupindra Road, Patiala.





…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 826 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
Shri Brish Bhan,  complainant, in person.
Smt. Urvashi Goel, E.T.O., on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 20.12.2014,    addressed to the respondent, Shri Brish Bhan,  sought various information regarding dates on which liquor quota was issued to contractors in the month of April for the year 2014-15 and information regarding income before issuance of said quota.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Brishan Bhan filed a complaint dated 18.03.2015 

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.

Today, the respondent  informs that requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant. The complainant informs that he is not satisfied with the provided information.  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 
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RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

Since there is an alternative and efficacious remedy of first appeal available to the Complainant under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has not been availed in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority has not had the occasion to review the decision of the PIO, as envisaged under the RTI Act by passing a detailed well reasoned speaking order.  In case the Complainant has any grouse about the provided information, he is advised to challenge the response of the PIO before the designated First Appellate Authority, as envisaged under Section 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, who will decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving an opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

5.

If, however, the Complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, he will be at liberty to file  a Second Appeal before the Commission under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

6.

In view of the observations noted above, the instant case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Dalbir Singh,

Village: Khela, Tehsil: Khadoor Sahib,

District: Tarn-Taran. 






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Marriage Registrar,

Barnala.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 818 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri Amandeep Singh,  complainant, in person.
Shri Sandeep Kumar, Steno, office of Tehsildar, Barnala.


Vide RTI application dated 04.04.2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Amandeep singh  sought copy of Marriage Certificate in respect of Smt. Mamta Joshi and Shri Navdeep Bhardwaj. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Amandeep Singh  filed a complaint dated 28.07.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  16.03.2015   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent hands over requisite information to the complainant, who expresses satisfaction. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is  disposed of and closed. 










 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Amandeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Dalbir Singh,

Village: Khela, Tehsil: Khadoor Sahib,

District: Tarn-Taran. 






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Marriage Registrar,

Barnala.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 819 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri Amandeep Singh,  complainant, in person.
Shri Sandeep Kumar, Steno, office of Tehsildar, Barnala.


Vide RTI application dated 04.04.2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Amandeep singh  sought copy of Marriage Certificate in respect of Smt. Mamta Joshi and Shri Navdeep Bhardwaj. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Amandeep Singh  filed a complaint dated 28.07.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  16.03.2015   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent hands over requisite information to the complainant, who expresses satisfaction. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is  disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Ms. Manju Bala, W/o Sh. Munish Mittal,

H. No. 1528, Officer Apartment,

Sector 24 - B, Chandigarh.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o The Deputy Director, Rural Development
and Panchayats, Vikas Bhawan,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 798 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Smt. Balwinder Kaur, Superintendent(Admn.), on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 02.12.2014,  addressed to the respondent, Smt. Manju Bala sought various information/documents in respect of Law Officers.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Smt. Manju Bala filed a complaint dated  13.03.2015
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.

Today, the respondent informs that complete information has been sent  to the complainant by registered post on 06.05.2015  and no observations have been received from her. 
4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation regarding non-supply of information has been received from her,  which shows that she has received the information and is satisfied. 
5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Yagyadeep, Advocate,

S/o Shri Dev Raj Nayyar,

# 1147, Sector: 33-C, Chandigarh. 





…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, 

Punjab School Education Board Complex,

Sector: 62, Mohali.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, 

Punjab School Education Board Complex,

Sector: 62, Mohali.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1134 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
None for the  appellant.

 Shri Hardev Singh,  Superintendent-cum-PIO and  Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant,  office of DRME, on behalf of the respondents.


Shri Yagyadeep, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 23.12.2013, addressed to PIO, office of  Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, SCO No. 87, Sector: 40-C, Chandigarh. sought certain information on 7 points with regard to recruitment for 12 posts of Professor, 19 posts of Associate Professor, 11 posts of Assistant Professor and 5 posts of Lecturer.

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 03.02.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide 

application dated 10.03.2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on the same day   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 20.05.2014. 
3.

On 20.05.2014, the respondent submitted  a letter from the PIO of the
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office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab,  addressed to Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research, Punjab, with a copy endorsed to the 

Commission vide Endst. No. 8220, dated 19.05.2014, which was  taken on record.  

Vide this letter the PIO of the office of Director Research and  Medical Education, Punjab had requested the Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research to furnish them the requisite record so that the information, asked for by the appellant, could be supplied to him. Simultaneously, the PIO had requested the Commission to grant some more time to enable them to supply the requisite information to the appellant, which was  granted. 
Accordingly, Shri Didar Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab, was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 20 days with a copy to the Commission. He was also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons for the delay in the supply of information to the appellant. The case was adjourned to 05.08.2014.

4.

On 05.08.2014,  Shri Dhiraj Kumar, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the respondents, stated  that the requisite record from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab,  had  not been supplied to them as yet and therefore the requisite information could not be supplied to the appellant. He assured  that as and when the record is received from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, the requisite information would be supplied to the appellant. He submitted  a letter No. 1 M.E.1-2014/12077, dated 04.08.2014 from the Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, which was  taken on record. 

Vide the said letter DRME had  requested the Commission to grant some more time to enable them to supply requisite information to the appellant as the requisite record is in 

 the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, and they 

have been requested to supply the record. 
A copy of the order was forwarded to the Public Information Officer of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, with the direction  to supply the requisite record to the PIO of the 

office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab, Sector:40, Chandigarh so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 21.10.2014.
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5.

On 21.10.2014, , Shri Ashok Kumar,  Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that requisite record had not been received as yet from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh. He submitted  a letter No. 1 ME.1-2014/15413 dated 20.10.2014  from the DRME, assuring the Commission that as and when the record is received from the office of  Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh, the requisite information would  be supplied to the appellant. 

6.

Despite the directions of the Commission issued  to the PIO  of the office of  Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh,  on the last date of hearing, requisite record had  not been supplied to DRME. One last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh, to supply the relevant record to DRME so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. He  was  also directed to apprise the Commission of the status of the case in person on the next date of hearing. 
A copy of the orders was forwarded to Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh to ensure the compliance of the orders by the PIO. The case was adjourned to 22.12.2014. 

7.

On 22.12.2014, Shri Sushil Sharma, Senior Assistant, Health-3 Branch, appearing on behalf of PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education
 Informed that the relevant record was not available in their office. He further stated that the record might be in the possession of members of Selection Committee. Accordingly, the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education was directed 

 to send the relevant record to the PIO of the office of DRME after obtaining from the concerned Member of the Selection Committee so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 19.02.2015.

8.

On 19.02.2015, the respondent submitted  a letter No. 3ME.1-2015/2376, dated 19.02.2015 from the PIO office of DRME, which  was  taken on record. Vide the 
Contd…..p/4
AC- 1134 of 2014   


-4-

said letter the PIO of the office of DRME  informed that relevant record had  not been 
received as yet from the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education. He  assured that as and when the record  was  received, the requisite information would  be supplied to the appellant. In these circumstances he  sought some more time. 
On the request of the PIO of the office of DRME, the case  was adjourned to 07.05.2015.
9.

On 07.05.2015,  the respondent informed  that the information, received from the Government, had  been sent to the appellant by registered post on 07.05.2015. He submitted  a copy of provided information to the Commission, which was  taken on record. Accordingly, the appellant 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 for today.
10.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been sent to the appellant by registered post on 07.05.2015 and no observations have been received from him.
11.

The appellant  is not present nor any intimation regarding non-supply of information has been received from him,  which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 
12.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 








 

Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  16-06-2015


             State Information Commissioner
