STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Deepak Anand (Advocate),

S/o Sh. Madan Lal Anand,

Magazine Street, Near Santoshi Mata Mandir,

Sangrur – 148001.







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Near Mahavir Chownk, Sangrur – 148001.



…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 991 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Manoj Kumar, Excise Inspector, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 11.02.2015,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Deepak Anand sought various information/documents in respect of Smt. Narinder Pal Kaur, Excise & Taxation Officer, Dhri including property statement, residence, allowances, leaves etc.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Deepak Anand  filed a complaint dated  08.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  13.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter No. 122, dated 20.05.2015 by registered post on 23.05.2015 but no observations have been received from him. He submits a copy of provided information, which is taken on record. A perusal of the provided information reveals that the information relating to Smt. Narinder Pal Kaur has not been supplied. 
4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. 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 
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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.

5.

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.

6.

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. 

7.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

S/o Sh. Harbans Lal,

R/o Mohalla Aranhali, Rahon,

Nawanshehar – 144517.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o District Education Officer,

Secondary, Hoshiarpur. 






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 997 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
Shri Jatinder Kumar,  complainant, in person.
None for the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 14.11.2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Jatinder Kumar  sought various information/documents  on 10 points in respect of G.N. Senior Secondary School, Piplawala. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Jatinder Kumar filed a complaint dated 07.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 13.04.2015   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the complainant informs that no information has been supplied to him so far. None is present for the respondent nor any intimation has been received from them. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the 
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complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

4.

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

5.

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

6.

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









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Harjit Singh, S/o Sh. Surjan Singh,

H. No. 1, Street No. 1, Thalesh Bagh

Colony, Sangrur. 







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur. 








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1021 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Vicky, Junior Assistant, office of D.C. Sangrur and Shri Surinder Kumar, Junior Assistant, office of Tehsildar  Dhuri, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 07.11.2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Harjit Singh sought various information regarding allotment of land to the widows/parents/children  of Armed Forces Personnel.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harjit Singh  filed a complaint dated 08.04.2015 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  17.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent submits a letter No. 1 SPL/RTI, dated 24.06.2015 vide which it has been informed that a reply has been sent to the complainant vide letter No. 675/RTI, dated 03.12.2014 that the sought information is in the form of questionnaire, which cannot be supplied. 
4.

The respondent informs that the information, available on record, has been supplied to the complainant but no observations have been received from him. The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. 

5.

Since complete information has not been supplied to the complainant on the  ground that the sought information is in form of questionnaire,  it is relevant to invite 
Contd……p/2

CC-1021 of 2015 



-2-    
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.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. Dev Raj,

VPO: Pandhori Khas,

Tehsil Nakodar, District: Jalandhar.




…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Primary Education Officer,

Nakodar -2, in the Complex of Government

High School, Nakodar.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 957 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri Dev Raj,  complainant, in person.
Shri Deepak Sidhu, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 08.10.2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Dev Raj  sought various information/documents regarding salary details of working and retired C.H.T.,  Head Teacher, J.B.T./ETT Teachers in Nakodar Block-2.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Dev Raj  filed a complaint dated  03.04.2015
with the Commission,  which was received in it on  07.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent informs that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant informs that he is not satisfied with the provided information as it is incomplete and misleading. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the 
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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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Tappa,

District: Barnala.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 998 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Gurmail Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 12.03.2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Tarsem Lal Jindal sought salary details of Smt. Saroj Rani Aggarwal, S.R. Tappa alongwith copies of her applications for grant of station leave. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Jindal filed a complaint dated 08.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 13.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A letter  No. 1298/RTI, dated 15.06.2015 has been received from the PIO-cum-Tehsildar Tappa, vide which it has informed that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter No. 1225/RTI, dated 07.04.2015. 

4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. In case the complainant is not satisfied with the provided information, his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the 
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RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

5.

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.

6.

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. 

7.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Tappa,

District: Barnala.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1013 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Gurmail Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 11.03.2015  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Tarsem Jindal sought various information regarding driver and consumption of petrol/Diesel for Government Vehicle allotted to Smt. Saroj Rani Aggarwal, S.R. Tappa.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Jndal filed a complaint dated  14.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 15.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent submits a letter  No. 1299/RTI, dated 15.06.2015 vide which it has informed that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter No. 1231/RTI, dated 07.04.2015. 
4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. In case the complainant is not satisfied with the provided information, his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information. As such, since the complainant has approached the Commission under the provisions of Section 18 of the 
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RTI Act, 2005,  no directions for providing further information can be  given by the Commission.

5.

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.

6.

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. 

7.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Sub Registrar-cum-PIO,

Ludhiana (East). 







Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1012 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Ranjit Singh Kang, Computer Operator, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 13.03.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  sought various information regarding Sale Deed No. 10580, dated 20.12.2001. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Jindal  filed a complaint dated 14.03.2015 with the Commission and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A letter No. 1392/SR, dated 23.06.2015 has been received from Sub Registrar Ludhiana(East) informing that the complainant has been informed vide letter No. 21/SR, dated 17.04.2015 that copy  of available document is supplied under RTI Act and his instant RTI application is not covered under the Act. 
4.

The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. In case the complainant is not satisfied with the reply sent by the PIO,  his attention is invited to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to 
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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.

5.

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.

6.

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. 

7.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri. John Bahadur,

H. NO. 105, Gali No.3,

Isha Nagar, Suranusi, Jalandhar.





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Director Rural Development &

Panchayat, Sector 62, SAS Nagar.




…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 984 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri John Bahadur,  complainant, in person.
None for the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 16.09.2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  John Bahadur sought copy of promotion order for the post of  Senior Assistant(Accounts), copy of seniority list  alongwith copy of noting portion. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri John Bahadur filed a complaint dated  nil 
with the Commission,  which was received in it on  13.04.2015   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

A  Memo. No. 18/65/2014-2/RDE-4/1928-29, dated 26.05.2015, addressed to the complainant and a copy endorsed to the Commission, has been received from the APIO informing that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant. 
4.

Today, the complainant informs that the provided information is incomplete. None is present for the respondent nor any intimation has been received from them. In these circumstances, it is relevant to invite the attention of the Complainant to the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India rendered on 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011(arising out of SLP(C) No. 32768-32769/2010) in Para 31 whereof, it has been held that while entertaining a complaint 
case under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to 
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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.

5.

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.

6.

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. 

7.

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:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Barnala,

District: Barnala.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1007 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sandeep Kumar, Steno, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 23.02.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Tarsem Lal Jindal   sought various information regarding number and date vide which Inquiry Report regarding 20 Sale Deeds has been submitted to the higher authorities. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal filed a complaint dated 11.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 13.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent submits a letter No. 448/RTI, dated 24.06.2015 from the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala vide which it has been informed that requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, which has been duly received by him. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Barnala,

District: Barnala.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1002 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sandeep Kumar, Steno, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 23.02.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem  Lal Jinal  sought Action Taken Report on his letter dated 21.08.2014 regarding Sale Deed No. 1340, dated 01.07.2014.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  filed a complaint dated 11.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 13.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent assures that the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant within 30 days. The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. 
4.

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









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Dhanaula Road, Barnala.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Tehsildar, Tappa,

District: Barnala.







…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1008 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Sandeep Kumar, Steno, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 18.02.2015,   addressed to the respondent, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal  sought Action Taken Report of his letter dated 12.01.2015 regarding Sale Deeds No. 342, dated 24.04.207; No. 698, dated 04.05.2007; No. 546, dated 30.04.2007; No. 5462, dated 30.11.2005; No. 5207, dated 23.11.2005 and No. 8042, dated 03.03.2005.
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Tarsem Lal Jindal   filed a complaint dated  11.04.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 13.04.2015 and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent assures that the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant within 30 days. The complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. 
4.

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









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri. Karamjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdev Singh, 

Village: Gobindgarh, PO- Jugiana,

District: Ludhiana.







…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Superintending Engineer,

Panchayati Raj Lok Nirman, SAS Nagar.




…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 961 of 2015     

Order

Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Rajinder Pal Bansal, XEN, Panchayati Raj, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 05.03.2015,    addressed to the respondent, Shri  Karamjit Singh   sought Action Taken Report on a complaint dated 21.09.2013 submitted by Shri Harvinder Singh. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Karamjit Singh filed a complaint dated 05.03.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 07.04.2015  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent has brought a reply for handing over to the complainant but the complainant is not present nor any intimation has been received from him. Accordingly, the respondent is directed to send the reply to the complainant by registered post. Further, a perusal of the RTI application  reveals that the sought information is vague. However, the respondent informs that the available information has been supplied to the complainant. 
4.

Since no specific information/document  has been asked  for  by the complainant,  the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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

Kothi No. 1289, Sector 80,

SAS Nagar.








…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Primary Education Officer,

Kharar – 3 at Phase- 2,

SAS Nagar.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 960 of 2015     

Order
Present: 
Shri Hardev Singh,  complainant, in person.
Shri Rachhpal Singh, B.P.E.O., Kharar-3 and Ms. Manpreet Kaur, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 26.02.2015   addressed to the respondent, Shri               Hardev Singh sought various information/document on 4 points regarding grant of scale to Smt. Paramjit Kaur, ETT Teacher  after 14 years of service. 
2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Hardev Singh filed a complaint dated  26.02.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 07.04.2015    and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  today.

3.

Today, the respondent hands over requisite information to the complainant in the court, who, after perusal of the information, expresses satisfaction. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  25-06-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
