STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajpal Singh,
S/o Shri Gurcharan Singh,

V.P.O.: MAHUANA, Tehsil: Malout,

District: Sri Muktsar Sahib.






…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director, SCERT, Punjab,
Block -  E, 6th Floor, PSEB Complex,
 Phase:8, Ajitgarh (Mohali).

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Director, SCERT, Punjab,

Block -  E, 6th Floor, PSEB Complex,

 Phase:8, Ajitgarh (Mohali).




…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1236 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None for the Appellant
Shri Ashwani Kumar, Senior Assistant and Shri Kesar Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondents.

Shri Rajpal Singh, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 13.01.2014,   addressed to PIO, office of Director, SCERT, Punjab, Block -  E, 6th Floor, PSEB Complex, Phase:8, Ajitgarh (Mohali) sought certain information on 16 points with regard to TET test. 

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  15.02.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 13.03.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 18.03.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

The respondent states that complete point-wise information has been supplied to the appellant by registered post. He submits a copy of the provided 
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information to the Commission, which is taken on record. 
4.

The appellant is not present nor any intimation regarding non-receipt of information has been received from him, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. More-over, a perusal of the provided information reveals that the provided information is exactly as per the demand of the appellant. 
5.

Therefore, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/- 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajpal Singh,

S/o Shri Gurcharan Singh,

V.P.O.: MAHUANA, Tehsil: Malout,

District: Sri Muktsar Sahib.






…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director, Public Instructions(S), Punjab,

Block -  E, 6th Floor, PSEB Complex,

 Phase:8, Ajitgarh (Mohali).

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Director, Public Instructions(S), Punjab,

Block -  E, 6th Floor, PSEB Complex,

 Phase:8, Ajitgarh (Mohali).




…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1237 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant
Smt. Rupali Tanwar, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri Rajpal Singh, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 15.01.2014,   addressed to PIO, office of Principal Secretary,  School Education, Mini Secretariat,  Punjab, Sector:9, Chandigarh sought certain information on  4 points with regard to the recruitment of 7654 teachers, which was transferred to D.P.I.(SE) Mohali under Section 6(3) of RTI Act, 2005 by the PIO of the office of  Principal Secretary School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.
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 15.02.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005. Deputy Director, office of D.P.I.(SE)  supplied information to the appellant vide Memo. No. 6/30-2014-GH;(8)$178, dated 28.02.2014. Not satisfied with the provided information, the appellant  approached the Commission in second 
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appeal   vide application dated 13.03.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  18.03.2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

The respondent states that complete point-wise information has been supplied to the appellant by registered post. She submits a letter enclosing therewith a copy of the provided information to the Commission, which is taken on record. 

4.

The appellant is not present nor any intimation regarding non-receipt of information has been received from him, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. More-over, a perusal of the provided information reveals that the provided information is exactly as per the demand of the appellant. 

5.

Therefore, the case is disposed of and closed. 







 




Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh,
S/o Shri Raghunath Dass,

Bazar Vakilan, Hoshiarpur – 146001.




…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Education Officer(S),
Hoshiarpur.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o District Education Officer(S),

Hoshiarpur.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1315 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None for the Appellant
Shri Darshan Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S), Hoshiarpur, on behalf of the respondents. 

Shri Kuldeep Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application No. 140, dated 13.07.2013, addressed to PIO, office of o/o District Education Officer(S),

Hoshiarpur. sought certain information on 12 points with regard to grant of Rs. 52386/-.
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 30.08.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 20.03.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 24.03.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

Shri Darshan Singh, Deputy D.E.O.(S), Hoshiarpur, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, states that the information has been provided to the appellant and he is satisfied with the information asked for at points No. 1 to 6, 9 and 
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11 but he is not satisfied with the information asked for at points No. 7, 8, 10 and 12. The respondents assures the Commission that the complete remaining information will be supplied to the appellant to his satisfaction before the next date of hearing. He requests for adjournment of the case to some other date. 
4.

On  the request of the respondent, the case is adjourned to 28.08.2014 at 2.00 P.M. with the direction that the remaining complete information be provided to the appellant before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission.









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Bhajan Lal,
S/o Shri Banta Ram, 

Village: Gaji Salar,P.O.: Rajla, 
Tehsil: Samana,District: Patiala.





…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Samana, District: Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Samana, District: Patiala.





…Respondents
Appeal Case  No. 1332 of 2014  

Order
Present: 
Shri Bhajan Lal,  appellant, in person.
Shri Jasbir Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondents.

Shri Bhajan Lal, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 19.09.2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Samana, District: Patiala,  sought photocopies of the record of Gram Panchayat Gaji Salar for the period from 10.04.2012 to 03.07.2013.
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 30,12,2013   under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated nil   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 25.03.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

The respondent informs the Commission  that the requisite information has already been supplied to the appellant but the appellant states that he has not received the same so far. However, the respondent hands over the complete information to the appellant in the court, who expresses his satisfaction. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sewa Singh,
S/o Shri Mathra Dass,
Village: Jatiwal, P.O.: Panj-Garian,
Block: Machhiwara, Tehsil: Samrala,

District: Ludhiana.







…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

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

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,
Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1343 of 2014    

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


None for the respondents.

Shri Sewa Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 03.10.2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Machhiwara, Tehsil: Samrala, District: Ludhiana,  sought photo copies of record of Gram Panchayat Jatiwal for the period from 27.08.2008 to 19.06.2013.
2.

Failing to get complete  information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated  10.01.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated nil   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  18.03.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for today.
3.

The complainant informs the Commission  that Shri Kewal Singh, Panchayat Secretary-cum-PIO, Gram Panchayat Jatiwal asked him vide letter No. Special-1, dated 30.10.2013 to deposit Rs. 2000/- as document charges so that  1000 pages of information could be supplied to him. He further states that he 
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 deposited Rs. 2000/- as document charges on 06.11.2013 but complete information running into 1000 pages has not been supplied to him as yet.
4.

 In view of the above noted facts,  the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Machhiwara, Tehsil: Samrala, District: Ludhiana is directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing. He is also  directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons for delay in the supply of requisite information, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be initiated against him. 
5.

Adjourned to  09.07.2014  at 2.00 P.M.









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Block Development and Panchayat Officer,


Machhiwara, Tehsil: Samrala, District: Ludhiana.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sandeep Singh Ahuja, Advocate,
Chamber No. 249, Yadwindra Court Complex,

District Courts, Patiala.






…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Government Mohindra College,
Patiala.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 999 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Bhavish Gautam, on behalf of the complainant. 
Shri Amrit Samra, Assistant Professor, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 16.11.2013,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Sandeep Singh Ahuja, Advocate,   sought various information/documents with regard to Guest Faculty Lecturers empanel under PTA and HEIS during the academic sessions 2012-13 and 2013-14.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Sandeep Singh Ahuja, Advocate, filed a complaint dated 19.03.2014  with the Commission,  which was received in it on 24.03.2014 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

The representative of the complainant informs the Commission that no information has been supplied to the complainant so far. The respondent is unable to explain as to why the information has not been supplied as yet. 
 In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case
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 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.

4.

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

5.

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

6.

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









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Joginder Singh,
S/o Shri Banarsi Singh,
Village: Gumti, 
Tehsil & District: Barnala.
.








…Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Barnala.








…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1003 of 2014  

Order
Present: 
Shri Joginder Singh,  complainant, in person.
Shri Gurmail Singh, Panchayat Secretary and Shri Jarnail Singh, Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat Gumti, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 09.09.2013   addressed to the respondent, Shri Joginder Singh,  sought various information/documents with regard to the expenditure incurred by Gram Panchayat Gumti on various works.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Joginder Singh  filed a complaint dated 18.03.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 21.03.2014 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

The respondent states that the complete information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant submits a letter informing the Commission that he has received the complete information. He requests that the case may be filed. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/- 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Lachhman Singh,
S/o Shri Raunak Singh,

Village: Manderan, Tehsil: Khamanon,
District: Fatehgarh Sahib.






…Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,
Khamanon, District: Fatehgarh Sahib.




…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1033 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
Shri Lachhman Singh, complainant, in person.
Ms. Kuljeet Kaur, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 29.11.2013   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Lachhman Singh  sought copy of Report of Inquiry held in April/May, 2013.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Lachhman Singh filed a complaint dated 25.03.2014, with the Commission,  which was received in it on  the same day          and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

The complainant informs the Commission that he has received the requisite information and is satisfied. He requests the Commission that the instant case may be closed.  

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Jagir Singh,
S/o Shri Devi Chand,

Village: Lubangarh, Block: Machhiwara,

Tehsil: Samrala, District: Ludhiana.




…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

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


…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1004 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Jagir Singh, complainant, in person.
None for the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 21.12.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri Jagir Singh,  sought various information/documents with regard to grant of Rs. 1,50,000/-given to the Panchayat by the then Health Minister Smt. Laxmi Kanta Chawla; amount spent on the construction of street and about the recovery of Rs. 36,178/- standing in the name of Smt. Avtar Kaur, Ex-Sarpanch. 
2.

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

with the Commission,  which was received in it on 21.03.2014  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A perusal of the file reveals that BDPO, Machhiwara vide letter No. 156-RTI, dated 05.05.2014 directed Shri Sanjiv Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, and Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Lubangarh to provide the requisite information to the complainant and to attend the hearing on 19.06.2014 i.e. today but none is present on behalf of the respondent.  The complainant states that no information has been supplied to him as yet. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of 
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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.

4.

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

5.

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

6.

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









Sd/-  
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harminder Singh,
# 2877, Phase-VII,

S.A.S. Nagar-160060.






…Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o S.H.O. Police Station,
Phase-8, Mohali-160062.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No.  3973 of 2013   

Order
Present: 
Shri Harminder Singh, complainant, in person.
Shri Gurdip Singh, Inspector, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 20.09.2013,  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Harminder Singh, sought Action Taken Report  on 10 points in respect of his application dated 08.07.2013  regarding submission of supplementary challan  before the court of law against Shri Satnam Singh, SI and others  in connection with FIR No. 237 dated 04.09.2005, Police Station Phase-8, Mohali.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harminder Singh filed a complaint dated nil with the Commission,  which was received in it on 06.11.2013  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  05.12.2013. 
3.

This case has been heard by Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, on 05.12.2013, 05.02.2014, 20.02.2014, 10.03.2014, 02.04.2014, 16.04.2014 and 19.05.2014. During the course of hearing on 19.05.2014,  the complainant informed the Commission that the information in respect of Point No.2 pertaining to the status of his application dated 08.07.2013 had not been provided to him and the respondent stated that the application of the complainant was not available in their office. Then the complainant contented that he did not want to pursue his case any longer in that court and requested that his case might  be heard by another Bench. Consequently, the case was transferred to the Bench of 
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undersigned by the Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab on 22.05.2014 and a hearing notice was issued for today.
4.

Today, Shri Gurdip Singh, Inspector, appearing on behalf of the respondent, states that the RTI application of the complainant  dated 20.09.2013 and his original application dated 08.07.2013, regarding which the information has been sought,  are not available/traceable  in their office. He requests that the same may be provided to him so that information could be supplied to the complainant. Accordingly, the complainant is directed to supply the copies of the said applications to the respondent. 
5.

In view of the fact  that the complainant is unable to receive complete information in the instant complainant case since 20.09.2013,   it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be 
 given by the Commission.

6.

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.
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7.

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. 

8.

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: 19-06-2014


             State Information Commissioner
