STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 3943 of 2015

Sh. Kailash Thukral,

Social Activist, E.M. 104, 

Rasta Mohalla, Jalandhar City-1.





 --------Appellant           




            Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer, 

Improvement Trust, 
Jalandhar.

First Appellate Authority

O/o Regional Deputy Director,

 Local Govt., 227-228,

Master Tara Singh Nagar, Jalandhar.                                             -------Respondent
Present:        Sh. Kailash Thukral, appellant in person. 

For the respondent: Sh. Mukhtyar Singh, Court Clerk (805451-7603) o/o respondent no.1 and Sh. Rahul Bhola, Senior Assistant for FAA. 

ORDER

1.
The appellant states that during the last hearing he has curtailed the scope of information and that information provided by the respondent vide letter dated 22.08.2016 still has deficiency therein. He requests that the respondent may be directed to remove the deficiency immediately without further delay. 
2.
The respondent files written submission dated 22.08.2016 which is taken on record and copy thereof is given to the appellant by hand. 
3.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 20.09.2016 at 2:00 PM.

4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)


Dated: 23.08.2016

                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No.  1452 of 2015
Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur (M-9653054940)

Village and Post Office: Rasulpur (Mallah),

Tehsil Jagraon,

District  Ludhiana-142035.






.…Appellant

Versus

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural),

Ludhiana.

2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Jalandhar.



3. Public Information Officer,
O/o SHO, Police Station, 



City Jagraon. 



Distt: Ludhiana.



              

…...Respondents

Present:   
Shri Satinder Pal Singh, Advocate on behalf of appellant. 

For the respondent: Sh. Nirmal Singh, ASI. P.S. City Jagraon (9779600292)

ORDER
1. Shri Satinder Pal Singh, ld. advocate on behalf of appellant states that the information has been delayed intentionally and the action that has been taken vide letter dated 16.08.2016 could have been taken earlier when the RTI application was filed. He requests that penal action against the PIO should be taken and compensation should be awarded to him as per provisions of the RTI Act. 
2. The respondent files written submission dated 22.08.2016 which is taken on record and copy thereof is given to the ld. counsel of the appellant.
3.
To come up for orders on 20.09.2016 at 02:00 P.M.

4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016


                     
        State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1762 of 2016
Date of institution:17.05.2016
Date of decision: 23.08.2016
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan.
House No. 78/8, Park Road,

New Mandi, Dhuri, Tehsil Dhuri,

District Sangrur. 








.…Appellant

Versus

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Director, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,
Sector-17-B, Chandigarh. 

2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o Chief Director, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector-17-B, Chandigarh. 


              

…...Respondents

Present:   
None for the appellant.  

For the respondent: Sh. Krishan Lal, Superintendent (94175-79836), 
Sh. Ajit Singh, ASI and Sh. Sukhjinder Singh, Senior Assistant.
ORDER
1.       The RTI application is dated 20.03.2016 vide which the appellant has sought information as enumerated in his RTI application. First appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority (hereinafter FAA) on 11.04.2016 and second appeal was filed in the Commission on 17.05.2016 under Section 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter RTI Act).

2.
Notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 21.06.2016 in the Commission.

3.
The appellant is absent without intimation to the Commission. 
4.      The respondent states that reply to the Notice of the Commission has already been filed vide letter dated 15.06.2016 mentioning therein the detail of the case.  He submits that the RTI application was received on 14.03.2016 and that vide respondent's 
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office no. 14380/VB/S-14 dated 06.04.2016 the information seeker was intimated that the matter is under investigation and hence information cannot be provided under Section 8(g) & (h) of the RTI Act. He further points out that on filing first appeal with the FAA on 18.04.2016, the information seeker was again intimated vide letter no. 19051/VB/S-14 dated 03.05.2016 seeking exemption under Section 8(g) & (h) of the RTI Act. The respondent point outs that on filing second appeal in the Commission, in the reply dated 15.06.2016 filed in lieu of notice of the Commission it has been mentioned that the enquiry is still under process and that the appellant has been intimated accordingly from time to time. 

5.
After hearing the respondent and perusing the record available on file, it is ascertained that the matter about which information has been sought by the appellant from the respondent it is still under investigation and the enquiry has yet not been completed. I agree with the contention of the respondent that the information cannot be provided in view of provisions of under Section 8(g) & (h) of the RTI Act.  In wake above, the instant Appeal Case is hereby disposed of and closed.
6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016


                     
        State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 2841 of 2015

Sh. Rahul Gupta,

S/o Sh. Dharampal,

H.No.170, Street No:-6, Mohalla: Gobindpura,

Jagraon, Distt: Ludhiana.



          


 ..…Complainant.

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food Supply and Controller,

Moga.









...Respondent

Present:      None for the appellant. 

          For the respondent: Sh. Dinesh Kumar, Inspector (98551-12333).
ORDER

1.
The complainant is absent without intimation to the Commission. 

2.
Sh. Dinesh Kumar, Inspector states that the complainant has submitted another RTI application also whereby some part of information is what he has sought in the instant Complaint Case.  He further states that the complainant has inspected the record and the complete information in both the RTI application has been provided to him. He requests that short adjournment may be given to file written submission in this case explaining the fact of the case.  
3.
 The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 21.09.2016 at 2.00PM.
4.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.
Chandigarh 
                 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016


        

State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 1108 of 2016 
Date of institution:27.04.2016
Date of decision: 23.08.2016
Dr. Harbir Singh,

H.No:307, Charan Bagh,

Patiala.








      .…Complainant.

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Diwan Housing Finance Corporation, Ltd.,

Chandigarh.




  



  ...Respondent
Present:       Dr. Harbir Singh, complainant in person.  
None for the respondent.
ORDER

1. Vide his RTI application dated 01.02.2016, the information has been sought about the 'procedure of dispatching of cheques of maturity amount' from the respondent i.e. Diwan Housing Finance Corporation, Ltd., Chandigarh. On not getting information he filed complaint in the Commission on 27.04.2016 under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.
2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 18.07.2016 in the Commission. 
3. The Notice sent to the respondent for hearing on 18.07.2016 and notice of order dated 18.07.2016 have been received back undelivered on account of incomplete address.  
4. The complainant submits that the information sought by him should have been provided to him by the respondent who is a public authority as he is permitted by the Company Law Board and raises funds in the shape of FDRs from the public in accordance with the existing law. 
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5.
After hearing the complainant and perusing the record available on file, it is ascertained that the Deputy Registrar vide his letter dated 05.05.2016 has already written to the complainant that the complaint against the respondent does not fall in the jurisdiction of this Commission. 

The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has decided on 07.10.2013 in Thalappalam Ser. Coop. Bank Ltd. and others. Vs State of Kerala and others. Civil Appeal No.9017 (& 9020, 9029 and 9023) of 2013 that a private body can be termed as a public authority under Section 2(h) only if it is substantially financed or substantially controlled by the appropriate government. 
The complainant has not been able to substantiate that the respondent body is a public authority in the light of aforementioned judgment of the Apex Court. 


In wake of above, the instant Complaint Case is found having no merit and therefore it is disposed of and closed. 

6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties.
Chandigarh 
                 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016


        

State Information Commissioner
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1086 of  2016

Sh. Janak Singh s/o Sh. Ujagar Singh,

R/o Bahilolpur, Block Majri, 

Tehsil & District-S.A.S. Nagar. 

            

     

..…Appellant

Versus

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Majri, District: S.A.S. Nagar.
2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

S.A.S. Nagar.
 





…...Respondent

Present:       Sh. Janak Singh, appellant in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98148-20893).
ORDER
1.
The appellant states that he has pointed out the deficiency in the information provided by the respondent vide letter dated 12.08.2016 and copy thereof has been sent to the Commission also. He requests that the respondent may be directed to remove the deficiency in the information. 
2.
The respondent requests that an adjournment may be given to file additional written submission. 
3.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 20.09.2016 at 2.00PM.
4.
Announced in the Court.  Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 


Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1087 of  2016

Sh. Janak Singh s/o Sh. Ujagar Singh,

R/o Bahilolpur, Block Majri, 

Tehsil & District-S.A.S. Nagar. 
                

   

  ..…Appellant

Versus

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Majri, District: S.A.S. Nagar.

2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

S.A.S. Nagar.

 




…...Respondent

Present:       Sh. Janak Singh, appellant in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98148-20893).
ORDER
1.
The appellant states that though the information has been received by him but there is delay in providing the information therefore the penal action should be taken against the respondent as per RTI Act, 2005.
2.
The respondent requests that an adjournment may be given to file additional written submission. 
3.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 20.09.2016 at 2.00PM.
4.
Announced in the Court.  Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 
Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1088 of 2016

Sh. Janak Singh s/o Sh. Ujagar Singh,

R/o Bahilolpur, Block Majri, 

Tehsil & District-S.A.S. Nagar. 

            

 

..…Appellant

Versus

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Majri, District: S.A.S. Nagar.

2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

S.A.S. Nagar.






…...Respondent

Present:       Sh. Janak Singh, appellant in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98148-20893).
ORDER
1.
The appellant states that though the information has been received by him but there is delay in providing the information therefore the penal action should be taken against the respondent as per RTI Act, 2005.

2.
The respondent requests that an adjournment may be given to file additional written submission.

3.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 20.09.2016 at 2.00PM.
4.
Announced in the Court.  Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 
Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No. 1 of 2016

Date of institution:08.12.2015

Date of decision: 23.08.2016 

Sh. J. S. Palial (M-9805661920)

Village Palli, P.O. Bhater,

Tehsil Mukerian, Distt. Hoshiarpur-144224.


                 ..…Appellant


Versus


1. Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Mukerian, Distt. Hoshiarpur.

2. First Appellate Authority,

O/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Hoshiarpur. 




…...Respondent

Present:
None for the appellant. 

For the respondent: Sh. Gurmeet Singh, BDPO-cum-PIO, Mukerian 78378-51300.

ORDER

1.
In the instant case, the RTI application is dated 09.07.2015 whereby the information has been sought about inquiry against Smt. Charanjeet Kaur, Ex-Sarpanch  from the respondent PIO on following four points:-

i. Inquiry report submitted by the Inquiry Officer.

ii. Copy of letters written to DDPO/DC/SSP.

iii. Copy of letter and approval by the SSP, Hoshiarpur.

iv. Copy of FIR filed.

On receiving detailed and incomplete information from the PIO, he filed appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 29.09.2015 and then second appeal in the Commission on 08.12.2015 under Section 19 (3) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
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2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on .2016 in the Commission.

3.
In his written submission dated 23.05.2016 he pointed out that first appellate authority did not attend any hearing and as such failed to discharge his duties. He further mentioned that the PIO and FAA did not file any reply with an advance copy to the appellant. He has also mentioned that the Commission has not given consideration to what PIO avers qua the information required by the appellant and the willful failure of the public authorities during the hearing. He has further pointed out that the PIO has sent a vague reply that the information is provided as available on record and that PIO-cum-BDPO was responsible for maintaining the inquiry report along with FIR lodged by him.  In the end of his submission, he has mentioned that he has received the incomplete information from the first time after two months from his RTI application and again some information on 05.04.2016 and as such the public authorities have failed in discharging their duties in regard to RTI Act and has requested for taking “action consistence with the provisions of the Act and passes its kind orders against willful delay, willful incomplete information, willful misstatement made by the PIO and oblige the appellant with the information which he was rightfully entitled to receive about 10 months back”. 

4.
The respondent filed reply to the Notice of the Commission on 15.02.2016 mentioning therein that the information as held on record of the respondent PIO has been sent to the appellant vide letter dated 07.09.2015.
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Appeal Case No. 1 of 2016


The written submission dated 05.04.2016 revealed that enclosing therewith the information has been sent to the appellant by registered letter dated 02.04.2016. 


To the show cause notice issued to Sh. Yudhveer Singh, BDPO-cum-PIO, a reply dated 14.07.2016 was filed during the hearing on 18.07.2016. The PIO has mentioned that the information sought pertaining to this Appeal Case was held by Gram Panchayat, Channi Nand Singh, office of DSP, Mukerian and office of DDPO, Hoshiarpur. He has further stated that after receiving the information from Gram Panchayat, Channi Nand Singh it was provided by registered post vide letter dated 07.09.2015. The information held by the DSP was provided vide letter dated 11.02.2016 and the information received from office of DDPO, Hoshiarpur was provided vide letter dated 31.03.2016 to the appellant. In the end he has submitted that there is no intentional delay in providing the information by the respondent PIO.  

5.
The documents placed on file by both the parties have been perused. The letter dated 07.09.2015 sent by the respondent to the appellant reveals that the inquiry in this case was conducted by the DDPO, Hoshiarpur.  Letter dated 31.03.2016 of the respondent PIO sent to the appellant indicates that the inquiry report has been obtained from the office of the DDPO on which the sanction has been granted by the Deputy Commissioner.   


The Commission has ascertained that the information sought by the appellant was held on record of the Panchayat Secretary of Village, Channi Nand Singh, DSP, Mukerian and DDPO, Hoshiarpur who are independent Public Authorities. As such, the information sought by the appellant was held by three public authorities and there is no 
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provision in the RTI Act to seek information held by multiple public authorities through single RTI application. 


Full Bench of the Commission has held on 13.01.2012 in Complaint Case no. 2903 of 2011 :-


“We hold that under Section 6(3) of the Act ibid the legal obligation of a PIO who receives a request for information under Section 6(1) of the Act is limited to transfer this request to only one public authority that holds the information. This obligation does not extend to transfer the request to multiple public authorities”


It is further ascertained from the reply dated 14.07.2016 that the BDPO, Mukerian after receiving the RTI application dated 09.07.2015 had written to Sh. Farmaan Masih, Panchayat Officer vide letter dated 15.07.2015 followed by reminder on 12.08.2015 to provide information to the appellant. Letter dated 24.08.2015 from BDPO, Mukerian to Sh. Farmaan Masih, Panchayat Officer indicates that the former has also sought the explanation of the concerned Panchayat Officer for delay in providing information. It is revealed that the BDPO, has taken timely action to provide information to the appellant and there is no intentional delay on his part. Therefore, the show cause notice issued to Sh. Yudhveer Singh respondent PIO is hereby discharged. However, it is discerned that Sh. Farmaan Masih, Panchayat Officer has delayed in providing the information to the appellant by about a month. 

The Commission recommends that disciplinary action against Sh. Farmaan Masih, Panchayat Officer, responsible for intentional delay in providing information to 
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the appellant, despite persistently asked by BDPO, Mukerian, under the service rule applicable to him should be taken by the Director, Rural Development & Panchayat under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005.


The contention of the appellant that the FAA has not filed any reply and therefore action against him needs to be taken is not tenable as there is no provisions in the RTI to take action against the First Appellate Authority. 

     
In wake of aforementioned, the instant Appeal Case is hereby disposed of and closed.  

6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats, Punjab and to the parties.

Chandigarh 
                 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016


       

 State Information Commissioner
CC :-


Director, Rural Development & Panchayats (By name),
(Regd. post)


Vikas Bhawan, Sector- 62, S.A.S. Nagar. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 1027 of 2016

Date of institution:04.05.2016
Date of decision: 23.08.2016
Sh. Raspal Singh Mali (99888-66966)

s/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

R/o Village Dau Ramgarh, Tehsil Kharar,

District- S.A.S. Nagar. 

 




    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kharar.








    ...Respondent

Present:   
None for the complainant. 

For the respondent:- Sh. Jatinder Singh Dhillon, BDPO, Kharar and 
Sh. Jasvir Singh, Panchayat Secretary.  
ORDER

1. The RTI application is dated 27.05.2015 whereby the information-seeker has sought information as mentioned in his RTI application. He filed complaint in the Commission on 04.05.2016 under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter RTI Act).
2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing for 19.07.2016 in the Commission.
3.
The complainant has intimated on telephone that he has received the information  and requests that the case may be disposed of. 

4.
Sh. Jatinder Singh Dhillon, BDPO, Kharar files reply to the Notice of the Commission mentioning therein that the information sought by the complainant has been provided to him under signature with which the latter is satisfied. 
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5.
After hearing the respondent and perusing the record available on file, it is ascertained that the information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant to the satisfaction of the latter. No further action is required in this Complaint Case which is hereby disposed of and closed. 
6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 1028 of 2016

Date of institution:04.05.2016
Date of decision: 23.08.2016

Sh. Raspal Singh Mali (99888-66966)

s/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

R/o Village Dau Ramgarh, Tehsil Kharar,

District- S.A.S. Nagar. 

 




    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

S.A.S. Nagar.







    ...Respondent

Present:   
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Gurwinder Singh, DDPO, S.A.S. Nagar. 

ORDER

1.
The RTI application is dated 27.08.2014 whereby the information-seeker has sought information as mentioned in his RTI application. He filed complaint in the Commission on 04.05.2016 under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter RTI Act).
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing for 19.07.2016 in the Commission.
3.
The complainant has intimated on telephone that he has received the information  and requests that the case may be disposed of. 

4.
Sh. Gurwinder Singh, DDPO, S.A.S. Nagar files reply to the Notice of the Commission mentioning therein that the information sought by the complainant has been provided to him under signature with which the latter is satisfied. 
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5.
After hearing the respondent and perusing the record available on file, it is ascertained that the information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant to the satisfaction of the latter. No further action is required in this Complaint Case which is hereby disposed of and closed. 

6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Complaint Case No. 1060 of 2016

Date of institution:16.05.2016
Date of decision: 23.08.2016

Sh. Balwant Singh (989160-1125),

S/o Sh. Prabh Singh, 

R/o House No. B8, 2nd Floor, 

Sardar Nagar, Delhi-110009.





    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, 

Ropar. 








    ...Respondent

Present:   
Sh. Balwant Singh complainant in person. 


For the respondent: Sh. Harish, Clerk (99889-87793).  

ORDER

1. The RTI application is dated 22.03.2016 whereby the information-seeker has sought information about action taken on his application dated 18.09.2015 for sanctioning of mutation of inheritance. On not getting any response from the PIO, he filed complaint in the Commission on 16.05.2016 under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter RTI Act).
2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing for 19.07.2014 in the Commission.
3.
The complainant states that he is not satisfied with the reply dated 23.08.2016 because this reply could have been given to him earlier also by the respondent.
4.
The respondent files brief reply dated 23.08.2016 to the Notice of the Commission which is taken on record and copy thereof is given to the complainant by hand today in the Commission.  He states that after the report of Patwari and Kanungo concerned, the mutation is pending for order of Tehsildar who is placed under suspension since May, 2016.
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5.
After hearing both the parties and perusing the record available on file, it is ascertained that the information has been provided to the complainant by the respondent vide letter dated 23.08.2016. The Commission advises the complainant to submit representation for sanctioning of mutation to the Deputy Commissioner, Roopnagar, if he so desires. No further action is required in this case. The instant Complaint Case is hereby disposed of and closed. 
6.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Fax 0172-4630888 
Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Appeal Case No.  510 of 2016

Sh. Ravinder Talwar,

H.No.21, Ekta Vihar,


Near Grover Colony,

120-H- Road, Jalandhar City.






..…Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI (Colleges), Punjab,

SCO:66-67, Sector:17,

Chandigarh.

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secy.,

Deptt., of Higher Education,

Punjab, Chandigarh.






….Respondent

Present:   
Sh. Ravinder Talwar, appellant in person. 

For the respondent: Sh. Anil Kumar, Deputy Director (98724-25351) and Sh. Rajneesh Goyal, Law Officer (80540-06502).
ORDER

1.
Sh. Rajneesh Goyal, Law Officer requests that a short adjournment may be given to file written submission in compliance with the order dated 22.07.2016 of the Commission.
2.
The matter is adjourned for further hearing on 08.09.2016 at 2.00PM.

3.
Announced in the Court. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

Chandigarh
   (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 23.08.2016

                            
     State Information Commissioner
