                                   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  R.P.Mehta,

Vill.& P.O. Amroh,

Tehsil Mukerian 

Distt. Hoshiarpur.                               




Complainant  

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & 

Panchayats Officer,

Talwara, Distt. Hoshiarpur.                                                                 Respondent   

                                                      CC No. 721   of 2014

  Present:  Complainant in person.


       Ms. Rajinder Kaur, BDPO,  Talwara with Shri Hardip Singh


       Panchayat Officer.

ORDER:


Shri R.P. Mehta, complainant vide an RTI application dated 29.11.2013,  addressed to  PIO o/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer cum Controller, Panchayats Elections, Talwara, sought the information as follows:

“ Action Taken Report on letter no. 110 dated 24.6.2013 to submit the papers to Ramgarh Sikri against Shri Naresh Kumar son of Shri Ranjit Singh VPO Amroh holding 150 Kanals land giving false affidavit by him, with Inspection of record.”


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 20.2.2014.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. a notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.


On the last date of  hearing i.e. on 23.4.14,  it was noted that the Block Development & Panchayats Officer, Talwara vide letter no. 198, dated 5.2.2014, had written to the complainant that he would  seek the requisite information from Shri Manjinder Singh,  AFSO, FSO Dasuya, who was appointed as  Returning Officer  Gram Panchayats Elections, Amroh.  It was further noted that the reply sent by the BDPO seemrf to be not in accordance with the RTI application  dated 29.11.2013, filed by the applicant alongwith annexures dated 24.6.2013. It was further noted that Shri R.P.Mehta had sent a request in writing received in the commission on 22.4.2014 wherein he had requested for adjournment of this case to some other date. 

Before the further proceedings  in the matter were to be  taken up, the BDPO Talwara was directed to appear before the commission personally on the next date of hearing with  written submissions, action taken report and record pertaining to the RTI application filed  by him on 29.11.2013, for the perusal of the same by the commission and the case was  adjourned to  today for further hearing. 

On the last date of hearing i.e. on 21.5.2014,  Shri Hardeep Singh, Panchayat Officer, Block Talwara stated that no action on the letter  dated 29.11.13 given by the complainant to the BDPO,  Talwara  could be taken because of  Parliamentary  Elections as the entire staff was on election duty.  He sought 15 days time to submit the action taken report.  The applicant-complainant also agreed for giving time to the respondent PIO for due response.  

As such,  Ms. Rajinder Kaur, BDPO, Talwara and Shri  Hardeep Singh, Panchayat Officer, Talwara were directed to attend the Commission on the next fixed date along with the written submissions, action taken report and record for the perusal of the same by the Commission and the case was adjourned to  18.6.2014 for further proceedings.

During hearing of this case today, Ms. Rajinder Kaur, BDPO, Talwara stated that the requisite information has been provided vide letter dated 17.6.14 wherein it has been mentioned that Shri  Naresh Kumar s/o Ranjit Singh, present Sarpanch of village Amroh is not in illegal possession of  Shamlat land  as per Fard Bandi of  2008-09.   At this  Shri R.P. Mehta, complainant stated that as per Fard of  2002 to 2004, grand-father of  Shri Naresh Kumar, present Sarpanch has been shown to be in illegal possession.   

After hearing both the parties, it is noted that due response as per office record  has been provided to the complainant by  BDPO,  Talwara vide letter dated 17.6.14.


Still for the convenience of applicant-complainant, it is to mention here that since the applicant-complainant has approached the Commission in a complaint case under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, as per  para 31 of  the judgment of  Hon’ble Supreme Court of  India  delivered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787 to 10788  of 2011 (arising out of  SLP © No. 32768 to 32769 of 2010) wherein it has been held as under:-

“The Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information.


As such, the  Commission is unable to issue further directions to the Respondent PIO cum BDPO, Talwara for providing information to the applicant-complainant in this CC no. 721/14 being a complaint case filed under provisions of  Section 18 of the Act ibid.


In this view of the matter, complainant, if he so desires may   file First Appeal against the decision of the PIO before the DDPO cum First Appellate Authority.  If, the complainant approaches the First Appellat Authority,  the FAA is directed to decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving opportunity of hearing to all concerned.


The FAA  is further directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete relevant and correct.


Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.  In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated  29.11.13 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.


If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act, 2005,

          With  these observations, the case is  disposed of/ closed.

                                                                                              Sd/-
                                                                                                    
Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:  18.6.2014



              State Information Commissioner. 

                                    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Nisha Jangra d/o 

Sh. Satyawan Jangra,

Opp. Tatra Gate, Hanuman Colony,

Hissar Cantt, Distt. Hissar.
                                                                   Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Education, Punjab

(School Education), 

Pb. Civil Sectt-2, Sector 9-A,

Chandigarh.

Public Information Officer,

Distt. Education Officer,

(SE) Amritsar.

First Appellate Authority, 

o/o Secretary, Education, Punjab

(School Education), 

Pb. Civil Sectt-2, Sector 9-A,

Chandigarh                                                                                        Respondent  

                                                      AC No. 1026   of 2014

Present:  None for appellant.


    Shri Surinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. for respondent.

.

ORDER:



Ms. Nisha Jangra Appellant vide an RTI application dated 5.6.2013, addressed to PIO,  o/o Secretary School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh  sought the following 4 point  information  of Smt. Santosh Rani w/o Harish Kumar, Head Mistress, Govt. Girls School, Shivalaya Road, Amritsar:

1 “Date of Joining of service;

2 Details of maternity leave availed by the aforesaid official(Fro   To)

3 Attested Photocopy of the page of service book of the aforesaid official where the maternity leave is recorded.

4 Attested photocopy of Form 16 of the aforesaid official for year of 2012-13.”



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 letter dated 18.7.2013 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   on 20.2.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 24.4.2014.


During the hearing of this case on 24.4.2014, the perusal of the case file revealed that the information demanded by the appellant had been denied by the Supdt. o/o Secretary School Education, Punjab vide letter No. 2028 dated 21.6.2013, on the grounds that the same could not be provided being third party information as per the provisions contained under section  11 of the RTI Act, 2005. 

However, Mrs.  Nisha Jangra, appellant  stated that she is married and having a matrimonial dispute with the in-laws family, demanded information relates to her mother-in-law who is working as Headmistress. Therefore, demanded information is very essentially needed for court evidence.

After hearing the appellant at length, since commission was of the considered view that the demanded information was required to be given to the appellant, in larger public interest. As such,  Shri Balbir Singh, PIO cum Supdt. Education 2 Branch was directed to supply to the appellant duly signed complete, correct, and point-wise information within a period of 10 days free of cost  under registered cover. It was also mentioned that all the pages of information should be duly signed /attested.

He was further directed to attend the commission on the next date of hearing with one set of provided information for the perusal and record of the commission. The case was adjourned to 13.5.2014 for further proceedings. 

On hearing held  on 13.5.14. Shri Dinesh Bansal, Sr. Asstt. Education 2 Branch, appearing on behalf of PIO o/o Secretary (School Education), Punjab Civil Secretariat, Sector 9-A, Chandigarh, stated that the requisite information have already been sent to the appellant vide letter no. 27828/2 dated 12.5.2014, under registered cover. 

However, since information to the appellant was sent on 12.5.2014 and she had not received it, therefore,  copy of information so sent was given to her in the Commission also, when, after perusal of it, appellant stated that copy of form no.16 for the year 2012-13 demanded by her at Sr. no. 4 of her RTI application has not been provided so far.

It was further noted that the letter dated 12.5.2014 had  been received in the commission from Smt. Santosh Rani, Headmistress, Govt. High School; Nawan Tanel, Amritsar wherein she had mentioned that Ms. Nisha Jangra, was seeking her personal information and since the matrimonial dispute was pending between their family, her personal information may not be supplied.

In view of this, part of provisions of section 8 (j) and 11 of RTI Act, 2005 were reproduced as under:- 

Section 8(j)  “Information which relates  to personal information the  disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authority, as the case may be is satisfied that the larger public interest justified the disclosure of such information.”

Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005 pertains to the third party information also clearly envisaged that :- 

“Provided that except  in the case of trade or commercial secrets protected by law, disclosure may be allowed if the public interest in disclosure outweighs   in importance any possible harm or injury to the interests of such third party.”

Therefore, as was already stated in Commission’s order dated 24.4.2014, that  this appellant was seeking information in larger public interest, because of her Matrimonial dispute and demanded information by appellant, was needed for court evidence same was desirable  to be given to her in larger public interest as public interest in disclosure of it to the appellant, outwayed in importance any possible injury or harm to interests of third party, in this case.

As  such, the PIO cum Superintendent Education -2 Branch o/o Secretary School Education, Punjab was directed to ensure that the duly attested information on point no. 4 was provided to the appellant within a period of 10 days  from the last date fixed, under registered cover and for the purpose of obtaining this information, would appoint Distt. Education Officer, (SE) Amritsar as deemed PIO under the provisions of section 5(4) of the said Act. Commission also impleaded  the Distt. Education Officer (SE) Amritsar as a necessary party for the purpose , who was directed to assist the PIO and to appear before the commission on the next fixed date  with two spare attested copies of Form 16 of the aforesaid official i.e  Smt. Santosh Rani w /o Shri Harish Kumar, Headmistress Govt. High School, Nawan Tanel, Amritsar for the year 2012-13.

It was also made clear that failing to provide the information on point no. 4 to the appellant this time also could attract the penalty provisions of section 20(1) of the said act against the PIO cum Superintendent o/o Secretary School Education, Punjab, as well as Distt. Education Officer, (SE) Amritsar and the case was adjourned to 18.6.2014 for further proceedings.

During hearing of this case today,
 Shri Surinder Singh, Sr. Asstt.  appearing on behalf of Shri Balbir Singh Dharwal, PIO cum Supdt.  stated  that the remaining information i.e. attested copies of  Form-16 for the year 2012-13 in respect of Smt. Santosh Rani, Headmistress, Govt. High School; Nawan Tanel, Amritsar have been sent to the appellant vide letter dated  23.5.14 under registered cover.  He also handed over to the Commission copies of the supplied information,

Now since the complete information in this case stands supplied, no further cause of action survives.   As such, the case is disposed of/closed.





 








                                                                                      Sd/-












Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



           State Information Commissioner. 

                                  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                 SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sukhwinder Singh,

s/o Shri Bahadur Singh

c/o Sh. Ramesh Kumar Sandhu

Vill. & P.O. Naugawan Tehsil Rajpura,

Distt. Patiala.
                                                                                         Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School.

 Nogawan, Distt. Patiala.

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School,

Nogawan, Distt. Patiala.                                                               Respondent  

                                           AC No. 1128   of 2014

Present:  
Appellant in person.


   Ms. Veena kumari,  Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School.

                      Nogawan, Distt. Patiala.

ORDER:



Shri Sukhwinder Singh,  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 2.12.13 , addressed to PIO cum  Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School Nogawan, Distt. Patiala sought certain information on   5 points for the period  from 2000 to 2013. 



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 letter dated 10.2.14  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on   10.3.14 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties.


 On the last date of   hearing of this case  i.e. 8.5.14, it was observed that the respondent PIO  cum Principal, Govt.  Sr. Sec. School, Nogawan, Distt. Patiala demanded an amount of  Rs. 1244/- as additional fee/document charges from the appellant for supplying him photo copies of 520 pages.


Shri Ramesh Kumar, representative of the appellant.  stated before the Commission that  he had personally gone to the said School with a Bank draft but the same was not taken by the Principal of the said School.   He added further that he even sent the Bank draft under registered post but the same was returned back as the registered letter was not accepted by the school authorities.


It was noted that the RTI  Application was filed by the appellant on 2.12.13 and a letter was written on 21.1.14  by the school authorities demanded additional fee amounting to Rs. 1244/- while as per the relevant rules, the additional fee/document charges could  be demanded within a period of 10 days only.  So much so, neither the bank draft had been accepted by the Principal when the appellant went to the school to deliver it personally nor when it was sent under registered post.  


As such, Smt. Veena Kumari, Principal,  Govt. Sr. Sec. School Nogawan, Distt. Patiala was directed to prepare point-wise correct, complete and   duly attested information under her signatures and to bring two sets of the same to the Commission on the next date of hearing.  One set of this information would be handed over to the appellant and the other would be kept by the Commission for its perusal and record.


The appellant would also file an affidavit duly attested by the Magistrate/Notary Public certifying the larger public interest involved in seeking information and he was also directed to attend the Commission personally on the next date of hearing and the case was adjourned to 3.6.2014 for further proceedings.


On the last date of hearing i.e. on 3.6.2014,  it was noted that Shri  Sukhwinder Singh, appellant had requested on phone that hearing of his case would be adjourned to some other date.   Acceding to his request the case was adjourned to 18.6.14.


It was also noted that the respondent PIO  cum Principal,  Govt. Sr. Sec. School Nogawan, Distt. Patiala has brought the complete information running into 520 pages to the Commission for handing over the same to the complainant on receipt of additional fee/documents charges amounting to Rs. 1244/-.   It was further noted that the appellant was directed to file an affidavit duly attested by the Magistrate/Notary Public certifying the larger public interest involved in seeking information and he was also directed to attend the Commission personally on the next date of hearing and the case was adjourned to 3.6.2014.   However, a telephonic  message had been  received from him seeking the adjournment.    


He was directed to appear before the Commission personally on the next fixed date alongwith an affidavit as directed vide order dated  8.5.14 failing which it would be presumed that he had nothing to say and ex-parte proceedings would be taken and the case was adjourned to 18.6.2014 for further proceedings.


During the hearing of this case today, Shri Sukhwinder Singh, appellant stated that he could not appear before the Commission  on the last date of  hearing  due to death in family circle.  He further stated that he will deposit an amount of  Rs. 1244/- (Rs. One thousand two hundred forty four only) as additional fee/document charges for seeking information.   The respondent PIO cum Principal,  Govt. Sr. Sec. School Nogawan, Distt. Patiala is therefore directed to supply the information to the appellant on the deposit of requisite additional fee/document charges.   


Both the appellant, Shri Sukhwinder Singh  as well as Ms. Veena Kumari, PIO cum Principal,  Govt. Sr. Sec. School Nogawan, Distt. Patiala are directed to appear before the Commission on the next date of  hearing.


Adjourned to  6.8.2014 at  11.00 AM for further hearing.


                                                                                              Sd/-










Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner

Copy to:-

i)Ms. Veena Kumari, PIO cum                      (REGISTERED)
 Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School.

 Nogawan, Distt. Patiala.

ii)Shri Sukhwinder Singh,                            (REGISTERED
s/o Shri Bahadur Singh

c/o Sh. Ramesh Kumar Sandhu

Vill. & P.O. Naugawan Tehsil Rajpura,

Distt. Patiala.
                                                                                         

                   For necessary compliance.

                                                                                                          Sd/-
                                                                                                    Sd/-
                                                                                     
Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner
                                        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                          SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Rajni c/o Sh. Baldev Raj,

Lichian wala Bagh colony,

Vill. Babowal, Distt. Gurdaspur.                                                   
  Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Distt. Education Officer (SE),

Ludhiana.

                                                                                                       
    Respondent                                                     

                                                          CC No. 1208   of 2014

      Present: None for complainant.


          Shri Dharampal Singh, Jr. Asstt. for respondent, 

.

ORDER:


Ms.  Rajni,  complainant vide an RTI application dated  20.1.14  addressed to  DEO (SE),  Ludhiana  sought  photo copies of the dispatch register and diary register fro the period  from  1.7.2009 to  31.12.2009 maintained in the office of DEO (SE),  Ludhiana.


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 16.4.14.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.


On the last date of hearing i.e. on 4.6.2014,  it was noted that on the receipt of RTI Application, the PIO o/o  DEO (SE), Ludhiana immediately demanded from the complainant, an additional fee/document charges  amounting to  Rs.  2316/- for providing information which was running into 1158 pages.   However, Shri Dharampal Singh,  appearing on behalf of  Shri Gurjot Singh, PIO cum Dy. DEO (SE), Ludhiana  stated that no additional fee had been deposited by the applicant-complainant till date though the same was demanded well within time.


It was further noted that neither the applicant-complainant was present nor anything had been heard from  him.   As such  Ms. Rajni, applicant-complainant  was directed to deposit additional fee/document charges, as stated above,  with the PIO cum Dy. DEO (SE),  Ludhiana within a period of 15 days failing which it would be presumed that she was no longer interested in seeking the information.   She was also directed to attend the Commission either in person or through her authorized representative on the next fixed date to defend her case and the case was adjourned to  18.6.14 , for further proceedings.


During hearing of this case today, Shri Dharampal Singh, Jr. Asstt. stated that the complainant has deposited  the additional fee/document charges  amounting to Rs.  2316/- for providing the information which was running into  1158 pages.   However, after receipt of the additional fee/document charges, the information running into about 1384  pages have been sent to the complainant under registered cover on 10.6.14.   He also produced photo copy of the postal receipt for the perusal of the same by the Commission.


Now since the information stands supplied to the complainant, no further cause of action survives.   As such, the case is disposed of/closed.

                                                                                                         Sd/-
                                                                                          
Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014


   
     State Information Commissioner. 

                                            STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                          SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Ramandeep Singh Ahluwalia,

s/o Shri Gurcharan Singh,

Ward No. 12, Street No. 2,

Kartar Nagar, Khanna,

Ludhiana.                                                                                      
  Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Minister of Local Government,

Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh-160001 

                                                                                                       
    Respondent                                                     

                                                          CC No. 1201  of 2014

Present:  Complainant in person.


    Shri Daman Devinder Singh, Asstt. Municipal  Engineer o/o MC, Khanna.

               Shri Taranjit Singh,  Asstt. , LG-3 Branch o/o Secretary, Local Govt.  

               Punjab.                    

 

ORDER:

Shri Ramandeep Singh Ahluwalia, complainant vide an RTI application dated  3.2.14 addressed to PIO o/o  Minister of  Local Govt. (Punjab)   sought certain information on 11 points  for the period from 2013 onwards


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 16.4.14.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.


On the last date of hearing i.e. on 3.6.2014, it was noted that a letter had been received from the applicant-complainant that the said RTI  application was transferred by the  office of Minister of Local Govt. to  PIO o/o Directorate, Local  Govt., Chandigarh who transferred this application to  PIO, Municipal Council,  Khanna and PIO cum Supdt.   of Local  Govt.  Secretary office  (LG-3 Branch)  o/o Secretary, Local Govt. Branch, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh for providing the information directly to the complainant.  But as per the written statement made by the complainant no information had been supplied to him by the PIO so far.  As such, the PIO cum Supdt. o/o  Director Local Govt., Punjab  (LG-3 Branch), Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,  Chandigarh and PIO cum Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Khanna were directed to appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing with their written submissions.  action taken report and record  for perusal of the same by it before further action in the matter was initiated and the case was adjourned to  18.6.14 for further hearing.


During hearing of this case today,  Shri Daman Devinder Singh, Asstt.  Engineer, MC,  Khanna stated that the RTI application was transferred by the o/o Minister Local  Govt. Punjab to the o/o Director, Local Govt. Punjab who further transferred the same to M.C. Khanna though the information pertained to  PIO cum Supdt. LG-3 Branch, o/o  Secretary,  Local Govt., Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.  He further stated that the information pertained to the o/o EO,  Municipal Council, Khanna  and the information have already been provided to the complainant vide letter no. 16-17, dated 15.4.14.   He also handed over to the Commission letter no. 130, dated  17.6.14 duly signed by EO, requesting for exemption for appearance before the Commission due to Bhog ceremony in his relation.  


Shri  Taranjit Singh, Asstt. LG-3 Branch o/o  Local Govt. , Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh stated that since the PIO o/o Minister, Local Govt.  directly transferred the RTI application to the Director,  Local Govt. Punjab, hence the office of  Secretary, Local Govt. is never in the receipt of  RTI application.


In view of these facts, a copy  of the  RTI application dated  3.2.14 filed by the complainant has been handed over to  Shri Taranjit Singh, Asstt.  in the Commission today.  


In view of the above noted facts,  Shri Charanjit Singh, PIO cum Executive  Officer,  Municipal Council, Khanna and Shri  Chhotey Lal, PIO cum Supdt. LG-3 Branch o/o Secretary,  Local Govt., Punjab, Mini Secretariat,  Sector 9, Chandigarh  are directed to file their written submissions, submit their action taken reports and record before the Commission for perusal of the same by it on the next date of hearing so that the next course of action to be taken in this case could be decided.


Adjourned to 6.8.14  at 11.00 AM  for further hearing.

                                                                                                     Sd/-


Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014


   
     State Information Commissioner. 

Copy to:-

 i) Shri Chhotey Lal 

Public Information Officer  cum Superintendent    (REGISTERED) 

o/o  Director Local Govt., Punjab 

 (LG-3 Branch), Punjab Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9,  Chandigarh.     
ii) Shri Charanjit Singh

 Public Information Officer cum Executive Officer,   (REGISTERED)

Municipal Council, Khanna.   
For necessary compliance.

                                                                                                             Sd/-
                                                                                          
Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014


   
               State Information Commissioner. 

                                               STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                          SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms.  Manjit Kaur c/o

Shri Iqbal Singh Verka, Advocate,

157, Verka, Amritsar.                                                                          
  
Complainant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public  Instructions (EE).

Punjab, Sector 62,  Mohali. . 

                                                                                                       
    Respondent

                                                          CC No.  867   of 2014

Present:  Shri Raj Karan Singh Verka, counsel for  complainant.


    Shri  Harcharan Singh, BEO, Shri Sukhbir Singh, BEO and 

                Shri Amar Singh, Sr. Asstt. for respondent.

ORDER:


  Ms. Manjit  Kaur, complainant vide an RTI application dated 23.8.13  addressed to   PIO o/o Director Public Instructions (EE), Punjab sought an action taken report on the release of retiral benefits of the applicant with reference to memo. no. Admn. 1-2-2011, dated 13.12.11 addressed to all  DEOs.


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 10.3.14.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.


On the last date of hearing i.e. on  14.5.14,  it was noted that the PIO o/o DPI (EE), Mohali vide letter dated 10.9.13 transferred the RTI application to the PIO o/o  DEO (EE)  Amritsar under the provisions of  Section 6(3) of the said Act.   However,  no information has been provided by DEO (EE) Amritsar to the applicant so far.

.   It was further noted that total   lackadaisical approach had been adopted by the respondent PIO in providing information to the appellant.   As such a show cause notice wass issued to the PIO office of  DEO (EE), Amritsar  to explain as to why penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- (Rupees Twenty five thousand only) be not imposed upon him for not providing the information as mandated under the provisions of  Section 7(1)  of RTI Act,   till date to the  complainant  though he filed an RTI Application on  23.8.2013.  

            PIO office of  DEO (EE), Amritsar   was afforded an opportunity of being heard on the next date of hearing failing which it shall be presumed  that he had nothing to say and the ex-parte proceedings would be initiated against him.

              He was further directed to attend the Commission on the next date of hearing with action taken report/record.

              He  was also directed to  file an affidavit duly attested by the Magistrate/ Notary Public certifying that duly attested information whatsoever is available in their office record pertaining to the RTI  Application made by the  complainant had been made available to him and nothing has been concealed and the case was adjourned to 10.6.14 for further proceedings.


On the last date of hearing, i.e. on 10.6.2014, Shri Harcharan Singh, BEO stated that the requisite information had been supplied to the applicant-complainant vide letter no. 110-12 dated 6.6.2014. However, the complainant stated that the provided information was incomplete and misleading. As such before further action in the matter was considered to be taken,  Shri Harcharan Singh Block Development Officer, Verka Distt. Amritsar was directed to appear before the Commission with action taken report, written submissions and record for the perusal of the same by the commission and the case was adjourned to 18.6.2014 for further proceedings.


During the hearing of this case today,  Shri Raj Karan Singh Verka, counsel for the complainant  presented a hand written letter dated 18.6.14 under his signatures to the Commission wherein it has been mentioned that   the requisite information sought by the complainant have been  received.  It has further been mentioned that complainant is satisfied with the provided information and  the case may be disposed of.


After hearing Shri  Harcharan  Singh, Respondent PIO cum BEO, Amritsar in details, the Commission is also of the considered  view that the show cause notice issued to him, deserves to be filed. 


In view of  above noted facts, the case is disposed of/closed.
                                                                                              Sd/-


Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014


   
     State Information Commissioner. 

                             STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

          SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Promila Kumari,

c/o Shri Iqbal Singh Verka, Advocate.

157, Verka, Amritsar.                                                       
  Complainant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public  Instructions (EE).

Punjab, Sector 62, Chandigarh.                                         
    Respondent
                                                          CC No.  868   of 2014
Present: Shri Raj Karan Singh Verka, counsel for  complainant.


    Shri  Harcharan Singh, BEO, Shri Sukhbir Singh, BEO and 

                Shri Amar Singh, Sr. Asstt. for respondent.

ORDER:


Ms. Promila Kumari, complainant vide an RTI application dated  23.8.2013 addressed to PIO o/o  Director Public Instructions. (EE), Punjab  sought an action taken report on the release of retiral benefits of the applicant with reference to  memo.  no. Admn. 1-2-2011, dated 13.12.11 addressed to all DEOs.


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 8.5.14.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties.


On the last date of  hearing i.e. 14.5.2014, it was noted that the PIO o/o DPI (EE), Mohali vide letter dated 10.9.13 transferred the RTI application to the PIO o/o  DEO (EE)  Amritsar under the provisions of  Section 6(3) of the said Act.   However,  no information had been provided by DEO (EE) Amritsar to the applicant so far.

.      It was further noted that total  lackadaisical approach had been adopted by the respondent PIO in providing information to the appellant.   As such a show cause notice was issued to the PIO office of  DEO (EE), Amritsar  to explain as to why penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- (Rupees Twenty five thousand only) be not imposed upon him for not providing the information as mandated under the provisions of  Section 7(1)  of RTI Act,   till date to the  complainant  though he filed an RTI Application on  23.8.2013.  

            PIO office  DEO (EE), Amritsar   wass afforded an opportunity of being heard on the next date of hearing failing which it would be presumed  that he had nothing to say and the ex-parte proceedings would be initiated against him.

              He was further directed to attend the Commission on the next date of hearing with action taken report/record.

              He  was also directed to  file an affidavit duly attested by the Magistrate/ Notary Public certifying that duly attested information whatsoever was available in their office record pertaining to the RTI  Application made by the  complainant had been made available to him and nothing had been concealed and the case was adjourned to  10.6.14 for further proceedings.

On the last date of hearing, i.e. on 10.6.2014, Shri Harcharan Singh, BEO stated that the requisite information had been supplied to the applicant-complainant vide letter no. 110-12 dated 6.6.2014. However, the complainant stated that the provided information was incomplete and misleading. As such before further action in the matter was considered to be taken,  Shri Harcharan Singh Block Development Officer, Verka Distt. Amritsar was directed to appear before the Commission with action taken report, written submissions and record for the perusal of the same by the commission and the case was adjourned to 18.6.2014 for further proceedings.


During the hearing of this case today,  Shri Raj Karan Singh Verka, counsel for the complainant  presented a hand written letter dated 18.6.14 under his signatures to the Commission wherein it has been mentioned that  the requisite information sought by the complainant have been  received.   It has further been mentioned that  complainant is satisfied with the provided information and the case may be disposed of.


After hearing Shri  Harcharan  Singh, Respondent PIO cum BEO, Amritsar in details, the Commission is also of the considered  view that the show cause notice issued to him, deserves to be filed. 


In view of  above noted facts, the case is disposed of/closed.
                                                                                              Sd/-


Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014


   
       State Information Commissioner. 

.

                                STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                          SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Sanjeev Gupta,

r/o 338, Mohalla Shri Ram Sharnam Colony,

Pathankot-145001.                                                                                     
  Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Education Officer,

(Elementary) Gurdaspur. 

                                                                                                       
               Respondent                                                     

                                                          CC No.  1381 of 2014

  Present:
None for the applicant-complainant.

Shri Dharampal, PIO cum  Sr. Asstt. o/o DEO (EE) Gurdaspur for the respondent.  



ORDER:


Shri Sanjeev Gupta, complainant vide an RTI application dated 19.2.2014, addressed to Distt. Education Officer (Elementary Education), Gurdaspur  sought 4 points information/complete documents  pertaining to appointment of Vidhushi Gupta d/o Sh. Vidhya Bhushan Gupta Registration no. 2494, r/o Mirpur colony Pathankot, against the post of teaching fellows (presently serving at Primary School Sunder Chak Pathankot and  Ms. Harish Kumari d/o Sh. Dharam Lal Sharma (Regn. No. 5328) r/o Khanpur Chowk Tehsil & Distt. Pathankot..


Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed a complaint with the Commission, received in it on 9.5.2014.


Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the Act ibid. Notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.


During hearing of this case today, Shri Dharampal  PIO cum Sr. Asstt. o/o DEO(EE) Gurdaspur stated that the  requisite information have been sent to the complainant vide letter no.197-98 dated 17.6.2014 and sent under registered cover on 18.6.2014.


He further stated that the copy of the advertisement since was not available in their office record as the posts were advertised on Govt. level, same could not be supplied. 


He further stated that two documents of Ms. Vidhushi Gupta i.e. application for applying for the post and the copy of the merit list signed by the committee since was not available in the office file of Ms. Vidhushi Gupta also could not be sent.


After hearing, Respondent PIO-cum Sr. Asstt. o/o DEO (Elementary) Gurdaspur, it is observed that due response as per office record has been given to the applicant. However, since applicant  is not present today and his response about the provided information could not be known therefore, at this juncture, it is relevant to invite the attention of the complainant to the judgment 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. 


As such, 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 by him in the instant case and the First Appellate Authority (FAA) 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, therefore, 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 namely Distt. Education Officer (Elementary Education), Gurdaspur, 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 opportunity of hearing to all concerned, by passing a speaking order.

 If, however, the applicant-complainant still does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., he will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3  ) of the RTI Act 2005.

In terms of the observations noted above, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 
                                                                                                          Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated: 18.6.2014


   
       State Information Commissioner

                                         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Savinder Singh Bhagowalia
                                                                                         

(Retd) Principal, s/o Sh. Bishan Singh,

V.P.O.  Bhagowal, 

Distt. Gurdaspur- 143511.                                                                             Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & 

Panchayats Officer,

Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur.

First Appellate Authority, 

O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.                                                                                           Respondent                                                     

                                                      AC No. 1668 of 2014

Present:
Shri Savinder Singh, appellant in person;

Ms. Rupinderjit Kaur, PIO cum BDPO, Batala and Shri Pawan Kumar, Supdt.,o/o BDPO Batala for the respondent.

ORDER:



Shri Savinder Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 22.8.2013, addressed to PIO,  o/o Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur, sought certain information for the period May, 2013  onwards, regarding  the shifting of his vote from  Gram Panchayats Bhagowal main to Gram Panchayat Bhagowal Khurd. 



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 letter dated 6.10.2013, under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal on 10.5.2014, under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.


During the hearing of this case, today, Ms. Rupinderjit Kaur, PIO cum BDPO Batala, stated that requisite information has personally been received by the appellant with forwarding letter No. 1057, dated 5.6.2014.He also presented a copy of the same to the commission for its perusal and record. 


Since the information in this case stands supplied, no cause of action survives further. As such the case is disposed of / closed. 

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

                    

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sumit Jain,

s/o Shri Surinder Lal Goyal, Advocate,

Near Hindu Sabha School, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.                                                                                          Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (SE)

Punjab, PSEB Complex,Sector 62,

S.A.S.Nagar,  Mohali. 

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Director Public Instructions (SE)

Punjab, PSEB Complex,Sector 62,

S.A.S.Nagar,  Mohali.                                                                               Respondent                                                     

                                                      AC No. 1669   of 2014

Present:
Shri Sumit Jain, present in person;



Shri Gurpreet Singh, Sr. Asstt. for the respondent PIO.

ORDER:



Shri Sumit Jain, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 7.11.2012, addressed to PIO, 0/0 Director of Public Instructions Punjab, Mohali, sought a copy of the speaking order pssed by the DPI (SE) Punjab as per the directions  made by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in CWP/12575 of 2012 Sumit Jain & others  vs Punjab State, order dated 9th July 12.



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  cum Principal Secretary (SE) Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh vide letter dated 4.2.2014,  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on  7.5.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.


During the hearing of this case today, Shri Gurpreet Singh, Sr. Asstt. Estt. 2  Branch o/o DPI (SE) Punjab, handed over a copy of the speaking order dated  17.6.2014, passed by  DPI, (SE) Pb. vide  Order No. 20/639-12 Estt-2(4),  to the appellant in the commission itself. He also handed over one set of provided information vide memo No. 20/639-12 Estt.-2(4) dated 17.6.2014 to the commission for its perusal and record. 


Perusal of the provided information reveals that the same is in accordance with the RTI application dated 7.11.2012, filed by the appellant. Now since the complete information stands supplied, no cause of action survives further, the case is disposed of/closed.

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

                                     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dharampal Singh,

r/o Dashmesh Nagar, Gali No. 1,

Near Post Office, Goniana Mandi, 

Distt. Bathinda.                                                                                               Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Saraswati Senior Secondary School/

College, Jaito, Distt. Faridkot.

First Appellate Authority, 

Distt. Education Officer (SE)

Faridkot.                                                                                                         Respondent                                                     

                                                      AC No. 1675   of 2014

Present:

Shri Dharampal Singh  in person;




Shri Munish Inder Singh, Advocate, council  for the respondent.

ORDER:



Shri Dharam Pal Singh,   Appellant vide an RTI application dated 16.1.2014 , addressed to PIO cum Principal  Saraswati Sr. Sec. School/College, Jaito, Distt.  Faridkot  sought  certain information on  23 points. 



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 cum D.E.O. (SE) Faridkot vide letter dated 29.1.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on 28.4.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act, accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.


During the hearing of this case today, it is noted that the Principal, Saraswati Sr. Sec. School, Jaito vide letter dated 24.1.2014, informed the appellant that   their school is  purely a  private body and  is not getting any aid, grant of  substantial finances. therefore the information demanded by the appellant cannot be supplied to. 

Similarly, DEO (SE), Faridkot vide letter No. 2350, dated 3.2.2014, also informed that the Principal Saraswati Sr. Sec. School/college Jaito has not provided any information because the school is a purely private one and this office has no concern with the college as DEO (SE) only deals with the schools. 

It is further noted that the appellant has not placed on record any evidence as to prove that the respondent institution is a public authority and covered under section 2(h) of the RTI act

I have perused the reply supplied to the appellant by the respondent Principal, Saraswati Sr.Sec. School/college Jaito, it is a settled law that if the institution is not getting any aid, grant or substantial finances then the same is not a public authority as is not covered under the provisions of section 2(h) of the RTI Act and is thus not amenable to provide the information to the appellant. .

After going through the official documents placed on record, I am of the considered view, that respondent institution i.e. Saraswati Sr. Sec. School/college  Jaito is not covered under the definition of a public authority and even as per spirit of judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India dated 7th October, 2013 , in  Civil Appeal No. 9017 of 2013 (Arising out of SLP © No. 24290 of 2012) (Before K.S. Radhakrishnan and A.K. Sikri, jj.) Thalappalam Ser. Coop.Bank Ltd. And others v/s State of Kerala and others. It is observed that Saraswati Sr. Sec. School/college  Jaito, Distt. Faridkot  does not qualify to be public authority as per provisions contained in section 2(h) of RTI act, 2005. Therefore, respondent institution is not amenable to provide information to appellant. 

With these observations, the case is disposed of/closed.

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

                                   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balwant Singh,

R/o House No. 818, Phase 6,

S.A.S.Nagar, Mohali.                                                                                  Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

School Education, Mini Sectt. Sector 9-A,

Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority, 

Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

School Education, Mini Sectt. Sector 9-A,

Chandigarh   
 Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions, Punjab,

(Secondary Education) PSEB Building,

 Sector 62, Mohali.    







Respondent   
                                                      AC No. 1692 of 2014
Present:

Shri Balwant Singh,appellant in person.




Shri Surinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. Edu. 2 Branch for the respondent PIO. 

ORDER:



Shri Balwant Singh, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 19.2.2014, addressed to PIO, o/o Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab, Mini Sectt. Chandigarh sought certain information on 2 points pertaining to the legal notice  dated 15.2.2012, given by Smt. Balbir Kaur, Lecturer Punjabi, G.S.S.S. Chanarthal Kalan, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib, to the Secretary School Education Punjab and DPI (SE) Pb. Mohali.  



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 letter dated 18.3.2014, under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on 9.5.2014, under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.



During the hearing of this case today, Shri Surinder Singh appearing on behalf of Shri Balbir Singh Dharwal,  PIO cum Supdt. Edu-2 Br. 0/0 Principal Secretary School Education, Punjab Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh submitted a self attested affidavit dated 17.6.2014 signed by PIO, wherein it has been mentioned that since the legal notice given by the appellant pertains to her claim for the promotion of a Punjabi Lecturer w.e.f 2001 therefore the said legal notice has been sent to the DPI ,(SE) Pb. Mohali vide memo no. 2/57/2012-3 Edu-2/2048 dated 9.3.2012, for taking  necessary action. 



It is further noted that none appeared on behalf of DPI (SE) to whom the copy of the legal notice has also been sent directly also alongwith one copy to the o/o Principal Secretary Secondary Education on 9.3.2012. Since none appeared from o/o DPI (SE) Pb ,  PIO o/o DPI(SE) is impleaded as necessary party and the case is adjourned to tomorrow at 11.00 am for further hearing.



Shri Balbir Singh Dharwal, PIO cum Supdt., Edu-2 Br. is directed to bring along the concerned PIO o/o DPI (SE) tomorrow, alongwith concerned file/ papers  where the legal notice have been dealt with , and proper action taken report to be given to the appellant as per RTI application, be also brought along.


To come up on 19.6.2014 at 11.00 A.M. for further proceedings.

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

                    

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Paramjit Singh s/o 

Shri Ravel Singh, 

r/o Banarsi wali Gali, 

New Abadi Shukarpura, Batala,

Distt. Gurdaspur-143505.                                                                         Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o State Council for Education Research & Training,

Punjab, (SCERT) PSEB Complex, Sector 62,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o State Council for Education Research & Training,

Punjab, (SCERT) PSEB Complex, Sector 62,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.                                                                             Respondent   
                                                      AC No. 1693 of 2014
Present:

None for the appellant.

Ms. Madhu Sharma, PIO cumSupdt.  And shri Ashwani Gupta, Sr. Asstt. cum APIO o/o S.C.E.R.T. Mohali.
ORDER:


Shri Paramjit Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 18.1.2014  , addressed to PIO, o/o SCERT Pb. Mohali sought certain information on 4  points pertaining to the PSTET  examination 2012  conducted on 9.6.2013.


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 letter dated 17.3.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on 9.5.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.


During the hearing of this case today, Ms. Madhu Sharma, PIO cum- Supdt.  Stated that the requisite information have been sent to the appellant vide letter no. 9/89-3 dated 12.6.2014 under registered cover. She also handed over a copy of the supplied information  to the commission for its perusal and record.



She further stated that what so ever information was available with her office record have been supplied to the appellant. 

In view of facts that information as per record stands supplied to the  appellant, there is no justification in adjourning this case any more. As such, case is disposed of/closed. 

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

                                     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

      SCO No. 84-85, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Parbodh Chander Bali,

121-A Krishna Square-II, Batala Road,

Amritsar-143001
                                                                              Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions, 

(S.E), Punjab, PSEB Complex,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar, Mohali-160062.

First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Director Public Instructions, 

(S.E), Punjab, PSEB Complex,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar, Mohali-160062.                                           Respondent  

                                                      AC No.  1694  of 2014
 Present:


None for the appellant.




Shri Harish Kumar , PIO cum Deputy Controller, Finance and 




Accounts o/o DPI (SE) Pb, Mohali.
ORDER:



Shri Parbodh Chander Bali, Appellant by addressing  an RTI application dated 05.11.2013 , to PIO, o/o Director of Pensions & Social Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh, sought certified copies of  information on 4 points that the office of  A.G. (A&E) Punjab issued a letter No. Pen®/X/II-2/2000-01/841-42, dated 14.5.2004 to the Headmistress, Govt. Girls High School Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur,  fixed the Basic pension of Rs. 5013/- of a retired teacher Smt. Urmila Vaid w/o Shri Santosh Kumar Vaid r/o H.No. 147, Wadda Vehra, i/c Nehru Gate, Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur.. 



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 cum DPI(SE) Pb Mohali, vide letter dated 3.5.2013 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the Act   ibid and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  on 12.5.2014, under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the said Act and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.


During the hearing of this case, it is noted that the RTI application was wrongly addressed by the appellant to the Director Pensions & Social Welfare Punjab, Chandigarh. In fact, information either pertain to the bank  or had  to be provided by the o/o DPI (Secondary Education) Mohali as Mrs. Urmila Vaid w/o Shri Santosh Kumar Vaid, H.No. 147, Wadda Vehra, i/c Nehru Gate, Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur, is the Ex S.S.Mistress. 



Shri Harish Kumar, PIO cum Deputy Controller, Finance & Accounts  o/o DPI(SE), Pb. Mohali, stated that the requisite information has now been sent to the appellant vide letter No. 1516-18, dated 16.6.2014 and  Memo No.29/10-2013 Budget (1), dated 17.6.2014, under registered cover. The appellant is directed to file his observations to Shri Harish Kumar, PIO cum Deputy Controller, Finance & Accounts, o/o DPI(SE) Pb., Mohali on the provided  information within a period of 7 days. 

On the receipt of observations from the appellant, Shri Harish Kumar, PIO cum DCFA, o/o DPI(SE) Pb., Mohali  is once again directed to provide the correct, complete, point wise and duly attested information within a period of next 7 days from the receipt of observations from the  appellant, under registered cover. 

Shri Harish Kumar, PIO cum DCFA o/o DPI (SE) Pb. Mohali is also directed to appear before the commission on the next date of hearing with one set of provided information sent to the appellant for the perusal of the commission.  He is also directed to file an affidavit duly attested by the Magistrate/Notary Public  certifying that the complete, correct, point wise and duly attested information have been supplied to the appellant under registered cover as per the office record and nothing have been concealed therefrom.

The case is adjourned to 6.8.2014 at 11.00 A.M. for further hearing.
                                                                                                        Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

Copy to:


Shri Harish Kumar , PIO                                    (Registered)


cum Deputy Controller, 

Finance and Accounts 
                  o/o Director Public Instructions,Pb.,

                  (SE) Pb,  PSEB Complex. Sector 62,

                  S.A.S Nagar,Mohali.

Shri Parbodh Chander Bali,                              (Registered)

121-A Krishna Square-II, Batala Road,


Amritsar-143001
               -for compliance.

                                                                                              Sd/-

Chandigarh.







(B.C.Thakur)

Dated:18.6.2014



     State Information Commissioner. 

