STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Amar Singh,

House No. 385, Gali No. 13, Aman Nagar,

Opposite DMW, Patiala.







…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o General Manager

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, (H.O),

Nabha Road, Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o Managing Director,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,

Nabha Road, Patiala.





…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  19 of 2016

Order
Present: 
Shri Amar Singh, appellant, in person.



Shri Gian Chand, Clerk, on behalf of respondents. 

Shri Amar Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 23-06-2015  addressed to PIO sought certain information on 11  points regarding Pension Scheme 92. 

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 05-10-2015 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  22-12-2015and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
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3.

Today both the parties are present.  The appellant, Shri Amar Singh, informs  that the information supplied to him is incomplete and requests that complete and correct information may be provided to him. He points out the deficiencies in the provided information. Accordingly,  the PIO is directed to supply complete and correct information to the appellant within 15 days. The respondent assures that requisite complete information will be supplied to the appellant within this time frame. 
4.

On the assurance of the respondent to supply complete information to  the appellant within 15 days,  the case is closed and disposed of.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  Amandeep Singh s/o Shri Amrik Singh,
H.No. 129, Guru Amar Dass Nagar near Verka Milk Plant,

Jalandhar.









…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Executive Officer, Nagar Sudhar Trust, Jalandhar.
2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o  Regional Deputy Director, Local Govt, Jalandhar.

…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  75 of 2016

Order

Present: 
None for the appellant.


Shri Rahul Bhola and Shri  Gurmeet Singh, on behalf of respondents. 

Shri Amandeep Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13-07-2015  addressed to PIO sought certain information on twelve points regarding allotment of plots.
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  07-09-2015 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 24-12-2015 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

A letter  dated 08.03.2016 has been received  from the appellant informing that he is unable to attend hearing today as he has  to appear in the Sessions Court,. He has requested to adjourn the case  to some other date.
4.

The respondent submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the appellant and submits a copy of the provided  information, which is taken on record. Accordingly, the appellant is directed to send his observations, if any,  on the  provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission.  
5.

Adjourned to 19-05-2016  at 11.00 A.M.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  Amandeep Singh s/o Shri Amrik Singh,
H.No. 129, Guru Amar Dass Nagar near Verka Milk Plant,

Jalandhar.









…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Jalandhar Development Authority, Jalandhar.
2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o Regional Deputy Director, Local Govt, Jalandhar.

…Respondents.

Appeal Case  No.  76 of 2016 

Order

Present: 
None for the appellant.


Shri Rahul Bhola and Shri Gurmeet Singh, on behalf of respondents. 
Shri Amandeep Singh  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 07-08-2015 addressed to PIO sought certain information on 19  points. 

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 06-11-2015 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 24-12-2015  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

A letter  dated 08.03.2016 has been received  from the appellant informing that he is unable to attend hearing today as he has  to appear in the Sessions Court.  He has requested to adjourn the case  to some other date.

4.

The respondent submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the appellant and submits a copy of the provided  information, which is taken on record. Accordingly, the appellant is directed to send his observations, if any,  on the  provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission.  
5.

Adjourned to 19-05-2016  at 11.00 A.M.






 



Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  Tejbir Singh s/o Shri Virendar Singh,

603,A-Wing,”Neelkanth Majestic”,

Plot N o. 5, Sector-17, Roadpali, Kalmboli,

Navi Mumbai- 410218
.







…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

3rd floor, Punjab Civil Sectt-1, Chandigarh.
2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

3rd floor, Punjab Civil Sectt-1, Chandigarh.



…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  84 of 2016

Order

Present: 
 Shri Tejbir Singh, the appellant, is present.


Shri Gurmeet Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondents.
Shri Tejbir Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 17-07-2015,  addressed to PIO,  sought copies of service book, pension/dues paid to late Shri Dhoom Singh – Tehsildar.
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 29-08-2015 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, both the parties are present in the court.  Shri Gurmeet Singh, appearing on behalf of respondents submits  that the information asked for by the appellant  in respect of  Shri Dhoom Singh son of Shri Ram Parsad Singh, who was employed in the year 1925 and died in 1949 ,  is about 65-66 years old and there is no record available in the office and the appellant has also  been informed vide Memo No.13/1/15.RE1(1)/709072/1, dated the 11-03-2016. He requests that the case may please be closed.
4.

In view of the facts stated above,  the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Mangal Singh s/o Sh. Sewa Singh,

296, S.J.S.Avenue, Ajnala Road,

Amritsar- 143008.







…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o Deputy Commissioner,  Amritsar.



…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  87 of 2016

Order

Present: 
 None is present on behalf of both the parties.
Shri Mangal Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 22-09-2015  addressed to PIO sought certain information regarding appointment of daily wagers on muster roll. 

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 25-10-2015  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 28-12-2015 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

None is present on behalf of both the parties without any intimation.  Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, one more opportunity  is afforded to the PIO to supply requisite information to the appellant before the next date of hearing. 

4.

Adjourned to 10-05-2016 at 11.00 A.M.










 Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  Balwant Singh,

House No. 2228, Phase-2,

Urban Estate, Patiala.







…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o General Manager,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,

Nabha Road, Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o Managing Director,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation,

Nabha Road, Patiala.





…Respondents.
Appeal Case  No.  161 of 2016 

Order
Present: 
Shri Balwant Singh, appellant, in person.



Shri Raghbir Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondents. 
Shri Balwant Singh  Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 08-08-2015, addressed to PIO,  sought certain information regarding payment of retirement benefits to him. 

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  31-10-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated 30-12-2015   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 01-01-2016 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
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3.

Today, both the parties are present in the court.  Shri Raghbir Singh, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of respondents, informs  that the information sought by the appellant has already been supplied to him vide letter No. 3188, dated the 18th November, 2015.  The appellant  informs  that the provided information is not correct and requests that correct and complete information may  be supplied to him. He points out deficiencies in the provided information. 
4..

The respondent assures that  the remaining information  will be supplied to the appellant within  a period of 15 days,  with a copy to the Commission. 
5.

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










Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Balwant Singh,

House No. 2228, Phase-2,

Urban Estate, Patiala.








…Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o General Manager,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, Nabha Road, Patiala.
2.
First Appellate Authority,






O/o Managing Director,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, Nabha Road, Patiala.

…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  154 of 2016 

Order

Present: 
 Shri Balwant Singh, appellant, in person.



None on behalf of respondents.
Shri Balwant Singh  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 08-=08-2015  addressed to PIO sought certain information regarding payment of dues to him for the period from 1999 to 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 31-10-2015 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated 30-12-2015  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 31-12-2015 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

The appellant informs  that no information has been supplied to him till date. A perusal of the case file reveals that the hearing notice has inadvertently  been sent to the GM, PRTC, Chandigarh Depot whereas it was  to be sent to the GM, PRTC, Patiala.   Accordingly, 

 the General Manager, Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, Patiala is directed to supply the requisite information to the appellant before the next date of hearing.

4.

Adjourned to 19-05-2016 at 11.00 A.M.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03--2016          


          State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Om Parkash,

60, Krishna Gali No. 1,

Nehru Colony, Majitha Road, Amritsar.




Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.





Respondent

Complaint Case No. 04 of 2016

ORDER


Present
None on behalf of complainant.




Shri Tejwant Singh, Patwari, on behalf of respondent.

Vide RTI application dated 21-09-2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Om Parkash sought copy of mutation from  Sub Registrar, Tehsildar Amritsar-2.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Om Parkash   filed a complaint dated 21-12-2015   with the Commission, which was received in it on 23-12-2015    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.

Shri Tejwant Singh, Patwari, appearing on behalf of respondent, submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, which has been duly received by him. He submits a copy of receipt taken from the complainant.  
4.

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









Sd/-
Chandigarh






(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 17-03--2016




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Satinder Singh Dhillon s/o

Shri Gurbachan Singh Dhillon,

Dhillon Transport, Mansa.






………Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o General Manager,

Pepsu Road Transport Corporation, Bathinda.



…….Respondent

Complaint Case No.  56 of 2016

ORDER
Present:              Shri Satinder Singh Dhillon , complainant in person.

Shri Sukhmander Singh, Superintendent and Shri Gian Chand, Clerk, on behalf of respondents.

Vide RTI application dated  20-07-2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Satinder Singh Dhillon, sought copy of action taken report on his letter dated 15-06-2015. 
2.                  Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Satinder Singh Dhillon   filed a complaint dated 24-09-2015   with the Commission, which was received in it on   29-09-2015 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.              Shri Sukhmander Singh, Superintendent, appearing on behalf of respondents,  informs  that the information asked for by the appellant has  been provided to him. He submits a  copy of provided information, which is taken on record. The appellant submits that the provided  information is incorrect and misleading.  He points out the deficiencies in the provided information. Accordingly, the respondent  is directed to supply  complete  and correct information to the appellant before the next date of hearing in view of the deficiencies pointed out by him.
4.              Adjourned to  11-05-2016 at  11.00 A.M.










Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 17-03- 2016




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Paramjit Singh s/o Sh. Avtar Singh,

VPO: Kathu Nangal,

District: Amritsar.







……..Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

o/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Amritsar.
Public Information Officer,

Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Majitha, District:  Amritsar.






……..Respondent

Complaint Case No. 67 of 2016

ORDER

Present:
Shri Paramjit Singh, complainant, in person.


Shri Pritpal Singh, Panchayat Officer, Jandiala Guru, on 
behalf of respondent.

Vide RTI application dated 17-09-2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri Paramjit Singh  sought various information/ documents on  seven points in respect of MNREGA Job Car Holders of Village Kathunangal. 
.2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Paramjit Singh   filed a complaint dated 16-11-2015  with the Commission, which was received in it on 17-11-2015    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.

Shri Pritpal Singh, Panchayat Officer, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Jandiala Guru informs  that the information sought by the complainant does not relate  to their Block, as Kathu Nangal falls under  Majitha Block and the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar has wrongly forwarded the complaint to their office. The complainant  also states that his information relates to Majitha Block. 
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4.

Accordingly,  the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Majitha is directed to supply the requisite information to the complainant before  the next date of hearing with a copy to the Commission. The office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar is also directed to instruct the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Majitha to supply the requisite information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The PIO  of Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Jandiala Guru is exempted from  attending the court during future hearing in this case.  
5.

Adjourned to   19-05-2016  at  11.00 A.M.









Sd/-
Chandigarh






(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 17-03--2016




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
ShriTejinder Singh ,

Village: Bholapur, PO: Ramgarh,

District:  Ludhiana.








Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

o/o Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

3rd floor, Punjab Civil Sectt-1, Chandigarh.




Respondent

Complaint Case No.91 of 2016

ORDER
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurmeet Singh Ghanola, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondents.

Vide RTI application dated 14-05-2015   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tejinder Singh sought action taken report against Naib Tehsildars and Tehsildars named in CWP- 16528/2013.

.2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tejinder Singh   filed a complaint dated  06-01-2016  with the Commission, which was received in it on 06-01-2016    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 the requisite information has been supplied to the appellant on 11-03-2016 by  registered post. He submits a copy of provided information, which is taken on record. The appellant is not present without any intimation nor any observation has been received from him, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 
4.

Accordingly,  the case is closed and disposed of.









Sd/-
Chandigarh






(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 17-03--2016




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Parbodh Chander Bali,

16, Shiv Nagar, Batala Road,  Amritsar- 143001.



…Appellant

                              Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Transport Officer, Amritsar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o District Transport Officer, Amritsar.



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  2830 of 2015

Order

Present: 
 None on behalf of the appellant . 

Shri Wassan Singh, Clerk, on behalf of respondents.

Shri  Parbodh Chander Bali,  Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 08.06.2015,   addressed to PIO, sought certain information regarding Driving Training Units for all types of vehicles etc.  

2.

During hearing  on 02.12.2015,  a letter dated 02.12.2015 was  received through e-mail from the appellant informing that the PIO had  not sent any information to him. He  requested that penalty proceedings might  be initiated against the PIO for not caring for his RTI application for 6 months. He also requested to adjourn the case and fix via video conference. 

3.

Since none was  present for the respondents without any intimation, the PIO was directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing and explain the reasons for delay on 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 to 04.02.2016. 
4.

On 04.02.2016,  again  none was  present on behalf of the respondents without any intimation nor any information had  been supplied to the appellant.  Viewing 
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the callous and lackadaisical attitude of PIO-cum-DTO, Amritsar seriously, a Show-Cause Notice was issued to him/her  to explain reasons through a duly attested affidavit as to why a penalty at the rate of Rs.250/- subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him/her  and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him since 08.06.2015. The case was adjourned for today. 
5.

Today, Shri Wassan Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  submits that the requisite information has  already been supplied to the appellant,  which has been duly received by him.  He  submits a copy of provided information alongwith receipt taken from the appellant, which is taken on record.  A telephonic message has been received from the appellant informing that he is unable to attend hearing due to some domestic work. However, a letter dated 17.03.2016 has been received through e-mail  from the appellant informing that he received the information  on 16.03.2016 afternoon, which is incomplete. According, the PIO is directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing, with a copy to the Commission.   Besides,  the PIO  is again directed to submit  reply to the Show Cause notice issued to him/her on the last date of hearing, failing which  action for imposing penalty upon him/her and awarding compensation to the appellant will be initiated, ex-parte. He/she is  also  afforded an opportunity of personal hearing before taking any action. 
6.

Adjourned to 05.05.2016 at 11.00 A.M.










Sd/- 




Chandigarh




            
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03-2016          


          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Ms. Sonia Rani, 

r/o HL – 168, Sukhdev Nagar, 

Focal Point, Ludhiana – 141010.






…..Appellant


Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Chief Administrator,

Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority,

Raj Guru Nagar, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.
2.
First Appellate Authority,







O/o  Additional Chief Administrator,

Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority,

Raj Guru Nagar, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.


…..Respondents


Appeal Case  No. 844 of 2015   

Order
Present: 
Shri Tarlochan Singh, father of appellant, on her behalf.

Shri Rakesh Kumar single, EO, and Smt. Jaskiran Kaur, Section Officer, on behalf of the respondents.
This  case was last heard by Shri S. S. Channy, Chief Information Commissioner Punjab on 30.07.2015,  when the representative of the respondents promised to expedite the information before the next date of hearing. It was made clear that in case the information was not supplied, action for imposing penalty upon the PIO and awarding compensation to the appellant will also be considered on the next date of hearing.  The case was adjourned to 15.09.2015. In the mean time this case was  transferred to this Bench  for further hearing.

2.

On 15.09.2015  none was  present for the respondent, without any intimation.   Viewing the willful absence of the respondent seriously, one last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO to supply complete 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, ex-parte. The case was adjourned to 28.10.2015.

3.

On 28.10.2015,  the representative of the appellant informed  that the 
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provided information was incomplete. He submits that the PIO was  malafidely denying 
the information to the appellant and requested  that necessary action might  be taken against the PIO under Sections 19(8)(b) and 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 for the delay in the supply of information as  the instant  RTI application was pending since 26.12.2014. 

4.

Accordingly, a Show-cause Notice was  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 for the delay in the supply of information and as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by her during this long period.  The case was adjourned to 22.12.2015, which was further postponed to  11.01.2016, then to 14.01.2016 and then for 08.02.2016 due to certain administrative reasons.

5.

On 08.02.2016,  the respondent submitted  that the information, available on record, had  already been supplied to the appellant and no more information, relating to instant RTI application was  available on their record. Accordingly, the respondent was  directed to make a written submission from the PIO to this effect on the next date of hearing. Besides, one last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO to submit a reply to the Show-Cause Notice through a duly attested affidavit, on the next date of hearing, failing which action for imposing penalty upon him and awarding compensation  to the appellant would  be initiated, ex-parte. He was  also afforded an opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, both the parties are present. Shri Rakesh Kumar Singla, Estate Officer-cum- PIO submits an affidavit stating therein that the requisite information, asked for by Ms.Sonia Rani, has been supplied to her and no other information is available on the record. The affidavit, in original, is handed over to Shri Tarlochan singh, father of Ms. Sonia Rani.
7.

Since the requisite information stands supplied to the appellant, the case is closed and disposed of. 











Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 17-03-2016

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Amrik Singh, DIG(Retd.),

1, Dutt Road, Moga – 142001.





…Complainant


Versus

Public Information Officer








o/o Chief Town Planner, Punjab,

PUDA Bhawan, Sector: 62, S.A.S. Nagar(Mohali).


…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1830 of 2015    

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

Shri  Prabhjeet Singh Dhillon, Assitant Town Planner and Shri Sandeep Kumar Handa, Planning Officer, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 26.05.2015   addressed to the respondent, Shri               Amrik Singh sought Action Taken Report on his complaint dated 16.06.2014 against Chadha Supercars Pvt. Ltd./Radiant Toyota for constructing and operating a car dealership at Village: Bughipura on Moga Ludhiana Road in Moga in violation of all norms and rules and without proper CLU Certificate, alongwith copies of Inquiry Report and all relevant documents, available on record. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Amrik Singh  filed a complaint dated 30.07.2015 

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  15.10.2015.

3.

On 15.10.2015, the case was heard by Shri Yashvir Mahajan, SIC, when none was present on behalf of the complainant. Since the complainant had filed a petition with the Hon’ble CIC to transfer his case to some other Bench, the case was adjourned to 01.12.2015.  In the meantime, the case was  transferred to this Bench. 

4.

On 01.12.2015,  the respondent informed  that the information running into
23 pages had  been sent to he complainant. Ld. Counsel for the complainant informed 

that the complainant had  not received the information as yet. On this, the respondent 
handed  over a copy of  information to the Ld. Counsel for the complainant, who, after
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perusing the information submitted  that the provided  information  was  incomplete as 
information regarding Points No. 1,3 and 10  had  not been supplied to the complainant. The respondent admitted  that the application/complaint, though had  been received in their office, was  not traceable.  Accordingly, the Chief Town Planner, Punjab was  directed to lodge an FIR with the Police to trace the missing document. Regarding information asked for at Points No. 1 and 3, it was  directed that copy of movement register from 01.06.2014 to 31.08.2014 be supplied to the complainant and regarding the information asked for at Point No. 10, the PIO was  directed to provide the present status of the said Car Agency in respect of CLU vis-à-vis any action taken regarding illegal use of the premises for industrial purposes be provided to the complainant, before the next date of hearing. 
A copy of the order was  forwarded to Chief Town Planner, Punjab, PUDA Bhawan, Sector: 62, S.A.S. Nagar(Mohali), to ensure the compliance of the orders. The case was adjourned to 05.01.2016.

5.

On 05.01.2016,  the respondent handed  over information  regarding Points No. 3 and 10 to the Ld. Counsel for the complainant in the court. Regarding Point No. 1, he submitted  that orders for lodging  FIR with the police were  being sought from the competent authority and on obtaining the orders, the FIR would  be lodged with the police for tracing out the missing document.
Accordingly, the Complainant was  directed to furnish his observations, if any, on the provided information, to the PIO with  copy to the Commission and the PIO  was  directed to supply complete information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, the respondent informs that the case regarding Point No. 1  has already been put up to the higher authority for obtaining approval for lodging FIR with the police for tracing out the missing document. He assures that as and when  the approval is obtained, it will be conveyed to the complainant accordingly. 

7.

Regarding information asked for at Points No. 3 and 10, the complainant submits deficiencies in the provided information, in black and white, to the PIO and 
accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information to the complainant, 
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before the next date of hearing,   after removing the deficiencies pointed out by him.
8.

The respondent asserts that the requisite information, available on record has been supplied to the complainant. In case  the complainant is still not satisfied with the provided  information 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.

9.

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.

10.

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. 

11.

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: 17-03-2016

            

 State Information Commissioner
