STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sarabjit Singh,

Village Rajindrapuri PO Bhasaur,

Tehsil Dhuri District Sangrur.





…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Block Development & Panchayat

Officer, Malerkotla-I,  District Sangrur.

2.
First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur.



…Respondents


Appeal Case  No.  2542 of 2014  

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

Shri  Pawanjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary Malerkotla on behalf of the respondents.



Shri   Sarabjit Singh   Appellant vide an RTI application dated 02-06-2014 addressed to PIO,   sought certain information on 13 points regarding M
NREGA SCHEME in respect of Village Rajindrapuri(Block Malerkotla-1). 

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated   31-07-2014     under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 09-08-2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on   14-08-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 26.11.2014.

3.

On 26.11.2014, Shri Harnail Singh, Superintendent, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, informed  that the requisite information had been supplied to the 
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appellant.  The appellant informed that the provided information was  incomplete as the information in respect of 4 points was  still pending and the provided information had  not been attested. Accordingly, it was  directed that the provided information be duly attested and the remaining information in respect of 4 points be supplied to the appellant within 10 days, under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 19.02.2015.
4.

On 19.02.2015, the appellant informed the Commission that the requisite information had not been supplied to him so far despite the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing. Shri Harnail Singh, Superintendent, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, informed  that the information was  in the possession of Shri Pawanjeet Singh, Panchayat Secretary, office of BDPO, Malerkotla-1. Accordingly, Shri Pawanjeet Singh, Panchayat Secretary, office of BDPO, Malerkotla-1, was  directed to supply the requisite information to the appellant before the next date of hearing  and explain reasons for delay, in person, on the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, Sh.Pawanjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary,  appearing on behalf of the respondent informs that the information relating to period from 2008 to 2015 has been supplied. He assures that the remaining  information  relating to period  from 2004 to 2008 will be supplied to the appellant  within 15 days. Accordingly, he is directed to supply the remaining  information to the appellant before the next date of hearing under; intimation to the Commission. 
6.

Adjourned to 01.07.2015  at 2.00 P.M. to be heard in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh, for confirmation of compliance of orders.









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

District Ludhiana Shri Rahul Gupta,

H.No.170, Gali No.6, Mohalla Gobindpura, 
Jagraon, District: Ludhiana.






…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Block Development & Panchayat

Officer, Jagraon, District Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o District Development & Panchayat


Officer,  Ludhiana.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2596 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant. 
 Sh. Harjinder  Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of  the respondents. 



Shri Rahul Gupta Appellant vide an RTI application dated 02-12--2013 ,      addressed to PIO, office of  sought certain information on 5 points in respect of Villages Kothe Sher Jang, Kothe Jeeva, Kothe Fatehdeen, Kothe Baggu under Tehsil Jajraon regards grants received, copies of bills for purchase of different items, copies of Bank Statements etc.

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated  06-02-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 19-08-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, 
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which was received in the Commission on  20-08-2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 27.11.2014.
3.

On 27.11.2014, the appellant informed  that no information had been supplied to him so far. None was  present on behalf of the respondents nor any intimation had  been received from them.  Viewing the absence of respondent seriously, the BDPO Jagraon was  directed to supply the requisite complete information to the appellant within 30 days, with a copy to the Commission. He was  also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain absence  alongwith reasons for delay in the supply of information, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 19.02.2015.

4.

A  letter No. 132, dated 11.02.2015 was  received from BDPO, Jagraon informing the Commission that he was unable to attend hearing on 19.02.2015 as he had  been appointed as Assistant Returning Officer, Jagraon for Nagar Council Elections and his staff had  also been deputed for elections. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date. 

5.

On the request of BDPO, Jagraon, the case was  adjourned  for today  and  the BDPO Jagraon  was directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing and explain reasons for delay, in person, on the next date of hearing, failing which action under the provision of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him, ex-parte. 
6.

Today, Sh. Harjinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary informs that the requisite information has been sent to the appellant  by registered post on 28-4-2015. A telephonic message has been received from the appellant informing that he is unable to attend the court today due to the marriage of his near relative. Accordingly, the appellant is directed to send his observations on the provided information, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. 
7.

A serious note is taken of the absence of BDPO Jagraon who is not present despite clear cut directions of the Commission to explain the delay in the supply 
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of information.  Therefore, a  copy of the order is forwarded to DDPO, Ludhiana, to ensure the compliance of the orders. 
8.

Adjourned to 01.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor),  Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
CC: 

 District Development and 


       REGISTERED

Panchayat Officer,
LUDHIANA.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
Dr.  Charanjiv Singh,

Kothi No. 1, Dhaliwal Colony,

GPO Road,, Patiala.







…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar Punjabi University, Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Registrar Punjabi University, 
Patiala.


…Respondents
Appeal Case  No.  1242 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
Dr.  Charanjiv Singh, appellant, in person.

Shri  Ashish Bansal, Advocate, on behalf of the respondents. 


Dr.  Charanjiv Singh,  Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 23-7-2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala,  sought certain information in respect of teachers to whom benefits of previous service has been given by the University during the period from 1996 to 22.07.2013.

2.

The  PIO sent  reply to the appellant vide letter No. 4488, dated 16.09.2013 informing him that the information asked for cannot be provided as per Punjab Government, Personnel Department(IAS Branch) Memo. No. 13/303/2010-IAS(9)/3581, dated 24.09.2010.  Being not satisfied with the reply, the appellant  filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated   10-10-2013   under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005. The PIO  vide letter No. 8277, dated 22.11.2013  again sent a reply to the appellant reiterating the stand taken in their letter 

dated 16.09.2013.  On obtaining no information, the appellant subsequently approached 

the Commission in second appeal vide application dated 14-03-2014 under the 
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provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission 
on 18-3-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 
28.05.2014.
3.

On 28.05.2014, Shri Ashish Bansal, Counsel for the respondents, sought time to enable him to study the case and supply the information to the appellant. Accordingly, the respondent PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing otherwise punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 20.08.2014.

4.

On 20.08.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents stated that the PIO of Punjabi University, Patiala had sought clarification from the Commission vide letter No. 1585/S-6/544/13/RTI Cell, dated 01.07.2014 whether information could   be provided to the appellant in view of  CWP No. 13516 of 2013, which is pending in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court. The respondent PIO was  again directed to supply complete information to the appellant as per his instant  RTI application,  as per the directions already issued by the Commission  vide order dated 28.05.2014,  before the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 11.09.2014.

5.

On 11.09.2014,  a  copy of the information supplied to the appellant by the PIO vide letter No. 2013/S-II/547/13/RTI Cell, dated 28.08.2014 was  received in the Commission. A  letter dated 10.09.2014 was  received from the appellant informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend the hearing due to certain family circumstances arising out of the death of his father. He  further informed that he was not fully satisfied with the provided information. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date.  Accordingly, the appellant was directed to point out deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. 
On the request of the appellant, the case was adjourned to 19.11.2014.
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6.

On 19.11.2014,  the appellant informed  the Commission that information 

had been supplied to him but it was  incomplete. He further informed  that he had sent his observations, on the provided information, to the PIO. Accordingly, the PIO was directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 15 days under intimation 
to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 22.12.2014.
7.

On 22.12.2014,  two letters dated 22.12.2014 were  received from the appellant through e-mail informing the Commission that he was unable to attend hearing  as he was  suffering from fever. He  further  informed that the information supplied by the PIO in reply to the discrepancies/deficiencies pointed out by him,  had not been incorporated in the columns left blank in the format/chart in which the information was earlier supplied. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to provide the information relating to discrepancies after incorporating the same in the columns left blank in the format/chart in which  the information was earlier supplied, within 30 days, under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 19.02.2015.
8.

On 19.02.2015,  the appellant informed  that the information,  as per the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing,  had  not been supplied to him as yet. Accordingly, one last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO to provide the information relating to discrepancies after incorporating the same in the columns left blank in the format/chart  in which the information was earlier supplied,  before the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today.
9.

Today, Dr. Charanjiv Singh, appellant,  informs  that the information provided by the respondent is illegible and self contradictory  and has not supplied as per   the directions of the commission issued on the last date of hearing.  Accordingly,  Shri Devinder Singh, PIO-cum-Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala is directed to appear personally before the court on the next date of hearing to explain the factual position of the case  so that complete information could be supplied to the appellant 
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without any further delay, failing which  punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 
2005 will be initiated against him.  
10.

Adjourned to 19.05.2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 








     Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Shri  Devinder Singh,



REGISTERED



PIO-cum-Registar,



Punjabi University Patiala.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nirmal Singh,

S/o Sher Singh,

R/o VPO: Kalsian,

Tehsil: Raikot, District: Ludhiana. 





…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

RAIKOT, District: Ludhiana.





…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1634 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant  as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 31.01.2014,  addressed to the respondent, Shri Nirmal Singh  sought various information/documents  regarding grants received by Gram Panchayat Kalsian for various Schemes alngwith particulars of beneficiaries during the period from 01.01.2009 till date. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Nirmal Singh filed a complaint dated 08.05.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on  09.06.2014  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  28.08.2014 to be heard by Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, State Information Commissioner, Punjab. 

3.

On 28.08.2014, the appellant informed that the information had not been provided to him so far. Since the notice of hearing was inadvertently issued to BDPO Roop Nagar instead of BDPO Raikot, the case was adjourned to 05.11.2014 and a fresh notice was issued to BDPO, Raikot. On demitting office by Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, State 
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Information Commissioner, Punjab, the case was transferred to the Bench of the undersigned and fresh notice was issued for 19.02.2015.
4.

On 19.02.2015, a letter dated 16.02.2015 was  received from the complainant informing the Commission that he  was  unable to attend hearing on 19.02.2015 as he had  to attend marriage ceremony of his relative. He  further informed that no information had been supplied to him by the PIO so far. He  requested to take appropriate action against the PIO.

5.

Shri Gurdip Singh, Panchayat Secretary, appearing  on behalf of the respondent, informed  that requisite information had been supplied to the complainant. Since the complainant had not received the information, the PIO was directed to send one more copy of the information to the complainant by registered post and the complainant  was  directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. No observations on the provided information have been received from the complainant,  which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information.   

7.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:  29-04-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Naresh Kumar,

S/o Shri Ram Lubhaya,

B-34-39/37, Main Road,

Sandhu Nagar Near Akal Mandal Gurdwara, LUDHIANA.

…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Noorpur Bedi, District: Ropar.





…Respondent

Complaint  Case No.  241 of 2015   

Order
Present: 
None for the complainant.

Shri Balbir Singh, SEPO and   Shri Jaspal Singh, Panchayat Secretary , on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 19.11.2014,  addressed to the respondent, Shri               Naresh Kumar sought Action Taken Report on his letter dated 21.10.2014. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Naresh Kumar filed a complaint dated  05.01.2015 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 06.01.2015  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  19.02.2015.
3.

On 19.02.2015, a letter dated 19.02.2015 was  received from the complainant, through FAX, informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend hearing  due to ill health. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date. 

4.

The respondent informed  that requisite information had  been sent to the 
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complainant. Since complainant  was  not present, the respondent  was  directed send 
one more copy of information to the complainant by registered post and the complainant was  directed to send  his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today. 
5.

A letter dated 23.04.2015  has been received through FAX from the complainant informing that he has received the information. He has requested to close the case. 
6.

Accordingly, The case is disposed of and closed. 









 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Anil Sandhir,

H.No.2994, HIG Phase 1,

Dugri, Ludhiana.








…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Principal SDC Government College,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Principal SDC Government College,


 Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 3390 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Anil Sandhir Appellant in person.
Shri Prabhjot Singh Sachdeva, Advocate, on behalf of the respondents.
 


Shri  Anil Sandhir  Appellant vide an RTI application dated 09-09-2014 ,      addressed to PIO, sought certain information on 8  points in respect of staff  members of the College. 

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  09-10-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  11-11-2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 13-11-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 19.02.2015.
3.

On 19.02.2015,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents made  a written submission, which  was  taken on record. He submitted that the information was 
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supplied to the appellant on 01.10.2014. He further submitted  that some deficiencies were point out by the appellant on  09.10.2014 and   after removing the deficiencies, complete information was supplied to him 12.11.2014. Accordingly, the appellant was directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, the appellant informs that the  information on 4 points is still pending. Ld. Counsel for the respondents  informs  that the Almirah in which this information is lying is locked and the keys of the Almirah are with the appellant.  He further informs that a Committee with the approval of D.P.I.  will be formed to open the Almirah in the presence of the Appellant. He assures that as and when the almirah is opened, the information on 4 points will be provided to the appellant. 

5.

Adjourned to 21.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M.  to be heard in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malkiat Singh Mann, Advocate,

Preet Vihar Colony, DHURI,

District: Sangrur – 148024.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Vice Chancellor,

Desh Bhagat University, 

MANDI GOBINDGARH.






…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 2997 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 29.08.2014, s addressed to the respondent, Shri  Malkiat Singh Mann sought Action Taken Report on letter No. F.No. 10-2/2014(CPP-1/PU) dated 8th July, 2014 by University Grants Commission, Bahadurshah Zafar Marg, New Delhi.

2.

The Registrar of Desh Bhagat University, Mandi Gobindgarh sent a reply to the complainant vide letter No. DBU/14/1127, dated 15.09.2014. Not satisfied with the reply from the Registrar,  Shri Malkiat Singh filed a complaint dated 29.09.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 21.10.2014 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  22.01.2015.

3.

On 22.01.2015, Shri Prem Kumar Rattan, appearing  on behalf of the  complainant informed  the Commission that no information had  been supplied to the complainant so far. He contradicted  the stand taken by the Registrar Desh Bhagat University, Mandi Gobindgarh in his  letter No. DBU/14/1127, dated 15.09.2014. Therefore, the PIO was  directed to supply the requisite information to the complainant 

within 30 days and apprise the Commission of the factual position of the case, in 
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person, on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned to 10.03.2015.
4.

On 10.03.2015, none  was  present on behalf of the respondent nor the information had been supplied to the complainant. Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, one last opportunity  was  afforded to the PIO to supply complete information to the complainant before the next date of hearing . He was  also directed to personally explain the reasons for delay in the supply of information vis-à-vis the reasons for absence, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. 
5.

A letter dated 29.04.2015 has been received from Shri  Prem Kumar Rattan, representative of the  complainant in the instant case,   informing the Commission that he is unable to attend court today as he has to appear before Chief Secretary Punjab in connection with his  representation submitted to him. He has requested to adjourn the case to some other date. 
6.

On the request of Shri Prem Kumar Rattan, the case is adjourned to  01.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard  in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 








             Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Prem Kumar Rattan,

H.No.78/8,Park Road, New Mandi,

Dhuri District Sangrur.







…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Punjabi University, Patiala.
2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Punjabi University, Patiala.




…Respondents
Appeal Case  No. 2954 of 2014     

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant. 
Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate,  on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 16-07-2014, addressed  to the respondent, Shri Prem Kumar Rattan  sought various information/documents in respect of entire staff members who have availed of Ex-India Leave for more than 30 days during the last 10 years alongwith copy of application, copy of orders sanctioning the leave, copy of visa and copy of passport. 

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 04-08-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 01-09-2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 24-09-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 23.12.2014.
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3.

On 23.12.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents  informed  that the information, asked for, by the appellant  was  not available in the office of the University in compiled form. He further stated that the sought information was  very large and 

voluminous and the sources would have to be diverted to prepare the information. He requested  that the appellant might  be asked to seek some specific information. Consequently, the matter was discussed in detail in the presence of both the parties. After the discussion, it  was directed that the information pertaining to only Class-I and Class-II officers, working in the University Campus,   be provided to the appellant, for the last 5 years,  free of cost, before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned to 10.03.2015. 

4.

Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. The appellant seeks time to study the provided information, which is granted.  Accordingly, the appellant is directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. 
5.

A letter dated 29.04.2015 has been received from Shri  Prem Kumar Rattan, appellant,    informing the Commission that he is unable to attend court today as he has to appear before Chief Secretary Punjab in connection with his  representation submitted to him. He has requested to adjourn the case to some other date. The appellant has sent the  deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply complete information,  after removing the deficiencies pointed out by the appellant, before the next date of hearing.
6.

On the request of appellant,  the case is adjourned to  01.07.2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard  in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.                                                                                                                                        








    Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri N.K. Sayal, 

Member RTI Activists Federation,


Sayal Street, SIRHIND -140406.





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Financial Commissioner Cooperation,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1606 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri N. K. Sayal, complainant, in person.

Smt. Gursharan Kaur,  Superintendent Grade(1)-cum-PIO(Cooperation-1 Branch) and Shri Randhir Singh, Senior Assistant,  office of Financial Commissioner Cooperation; Shri Sukhdev Kumar, Senior Assistant, office of Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh; Shri Prem Chand Verma, Superintendent, office of Deputy Registrar Cooperative Societies, Fatehgarh Sahib and Smt. Jaspreet Kaur, Superintendent, office of Joint Registrar Cooperative Societies, Patiala, on behalf of the respondent. 



Vide RTI application dated 22-03-2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri  N. K. Sayal   sought various information/documents in respect of cancellation of enlistment of M/S Mandi Gobindgarh L&C Cooperative Society Ltd.; M/S Sampli L&C Cooperative Society Ltd. and M/S Adarsh L&C Cooperative Society Ltd., Sirhind, District: Fatehgarh Sahib.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri N. K. Sayal   filed a complaint dated 03-06-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  04-06-2014   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  16.07.2014.
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3.

On 16.07.2014, a telephonic message was  received from the complainant informing the Commission  that he was  unable to attend the hearing due to ill health and requested to adjourn the case to a short date. 
The respondent stated that the requisite information had already been supplied to the complainant. Since the complainant was  not present, he was  directed to send his observations, if 

any, on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission and the 

PIO  was  directed to supply the information in view of the observations of the complainant. The case was adjourned to 23.07.2014.

4.

On 23.07.2014, the respondent submitted  a copy of Memo. No. 76/52/79-C-1(5)/1995, dated 04.04.2014, from Superintendent Grade-1(Cooperation-1 Branch) addressed to Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh, with a copy to the complainant, which was  taken on record. Vide this Memo. while transferring the RTI application of the complainant under Section 6(3), the  Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh had  been asked to supply the information asked for at points  No. 4 and 5 clarifying that the information asked for at points No. 1,2 and 3 would be supplied by them to the complainant on receiving a letter dated 12.02.2014 from the office of Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh.
The respondent handed  over information to the complainant in the court in respect of points No. 4 and 5, with a copy to the Commission, which was  taken on record.  Accordingly, the PIO of the office of Financial Commissioner Cooperation, Punjab, was   directed to supply the information asked for at points No. 1,2 and 3 to the complainant before the next date of hearing positively, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against him. The case was  adjourned to 30.09.2014  at 2.00 P.M., which was later preponed to 22.09.2014. 

5.

On 22.09.2014, Shri Sushil Kumar, Superintendent-cum-PIO(Cooperation-1 Branch), office of Financial Commissioner Cooperation, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that the information asked for at Points No. 1,2 
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and 3 had been supplied to the complainant. The complainant submitted  that this information was incomplete. Shri Sushil Kumar replied  that regarding Point No.2, an inquiry is being conducted by RCS and as and when the inquiry is complete, copy of Inquiry Report would be supplied to the appellant. The appellant further submitted that   he had already sent,  in writing,  the deficiencies in the provided information in respect of Points No. 1,2,3,4 and 5  to the PIO  vide  his letter dated 08.08.2014. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply information/status  to the appellant after removing the deficiencies pointed out by him vide his letter dated 08.08.2014. The case was adjourned to 10.12.2014.

6.

On 10.12.2014, the respondent informed  the Commission that information had been supplied to the complainant except Inquiry Report. A copy of provided information  was  submitted to the Commission, which was  taken on record.  It was  further informed that inquiry was  being conducted by Joint Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Patiala and as and when the inquiry was  complete, the inquiry report would  be supplied to the complainant. 

7.

A letter dated 09.12.2014 was  received from the complainant through e-mail informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend hearing  due to ill health. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date as desired information had not been supplied to him as yet. 
On the request of the complainant, the case was adjourned to 10.02.2015.
8.

On 10.02.2015,  the respondent handed  over a copy of the Inquiry Report to the complainant in the court . After perusing the report, the complainant informed  that the report was  incomplete as it  was without necessary enclosures containing statements etc. Accordingly, Smt. Jaspreet Kaur, Superintendent, office of Joint Registrar Cooperative Societies, Patiala,  was  directed to supply complete Inquiry Report alongwith requisite enclosures to the PIO of the office of Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh, who would further transmit the same to the complainant. The case was adjourned for today. 
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9.

Today, the respondent submits that the information available on their record has already  been supplied to the complainant whereas the complainant is still  not satisfied. 

10.

In these  circumstances, a copy of the order, alongwith Case File, is forwarded  to Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission, Punjab,  for putting up the file  before Hon’ble C.I.C. for constitution of a Division Bench to decide the matter. 











                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     








    Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Deputy Registrar,



Punjab State Information Commission,



SCO No. 84-85,  Sector: 17-C, 



Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri N. K. Sayal,

Accounts Officer (Retd.) ,

Sayal Street, Sirhind District: Fatehgarh Sahib.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Department of Local Government,

Mini Secretariat Sector 9, Chandigarh.




…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 2432 of 2013     

Order

Present: 
Shri N. K. Sayal,  complainant, in person.

Smt.Jagwinder Kaur Clerk, L.G.-3 Branch,  on behalf of the Respondent. 



The case was last heard on 11.03.2014, when the respondent stated that the complainant had been informed vide letter dated 08.01.2014 of the action taken on the basis of the inquiry report. The complainant was   not satisfied. Then a detailed discussion was  held and after the discussion, complainant stated that he wanted a consolidated  inquiry report on the basis of  letter No. 3045, dated 27.11.2012 issued by the Department and an Action Taken Report thereafter. Accordingly, the respondent-PIO was  directed to supply a consolidated  inquiry  report vis-à-vis Action Taken Report to the complainant before the next date of hearing, under intimation to the Commission otherwise punitive action would be initiated against the PIO as the case had already been delayed much. The case was adjourned to 14.05.2014. 

2.

On 14.05.2014,  the respondent sought  some more time to supply the requisite complete information to the complainant. Accordingly, the respondent was directed to supply point-wise complete information to the complainant within 10 days positively under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action  under the 
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provisions of RTI Act, 2005, would be initiated against the PIO. The case was adjourned to 01.07.2014, which was further adjourned for 23.07.2014.

3.

On 23.07.2014,  the respondent stated that the report of first Inquiry had been supplied to the complainant. He submitted  a letter No. 9/26/2012-3LG-

3/273156-58, dated 21.07.2014 from the  APIO of the office of Principal Secretary 

Local Government(LG-3) Branch  addressed  to the complainant and a copy endorsed to the Commission, which was  taken on record. Vide the said letter it had been informed that a Report of another Inquiry conducted by Shri Amarjit Singh Gulati, IAS(Retd.) had been submitted to Director Local Government which was  under his consideration in Municipal Service Cell.  Accordingly, the PIO and the Superintendent, Municipal Service Cell of the office of Director Local Government, Punjab, were  directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to apprise the Commission of the present status of the case so that the requisite information could be supplied to the complainant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 13.08.2014.

4.

On 13.08.2014,  Smt. Gurdev Kaur, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that Superintendent Municipal Service Cell of the office of Director Local Government, Punjab was  busy in making arrangements for  conducting interview for the recruitment of staff   and therefore he was not able to attend  hearing. She submitted   a letter No. 4DLG-MSC-14/31323, dated 13.08.2014 from the PIO, which was  taken on record. Vide the said  letter,  the PIO has  informed the Commission that the relevant file has been put up to the higher authorities  for seeking orders and the appropriate action will be taken as per the orders, as and when passed. 

5.

While giving one more opportunity to the PIO and the Superintendent Municipal Service Cell, to apprise the Commission of the present status of the case in person on the next date of hearing, the case  was adjourned to 05.11.2014 at 2.00 P.M. which was further adjourned to 12.11.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.
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6.

On 12.11.2014, Smt. Gurdev Kaur, Senior Assistant, Municipal Service 

Cell, office of Director Local Government, appearing  on behalf of the Respondent, informed  the Commission that requisite information had  been supplied to the complainant by post. The complainant denied stating that he had not received any information so far.  Accordingly, the respondent handed  over a copy of the supplied information to the complainant in the court. The complainant sought  time to study the provided information.  The complainant was  directed to send his observations, if 

any, on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 10.12.2014.

7.

On 10.12.2014, Smt. Gurdev Kaur, Senior Assistant, Municipal Service Cell, office of Director Local Government, appearing  on behalf of the Respondent, informed  that a copy of the decision had already been handed over to the complainant. A letter dated 09.12.2014  was  received from the complainant through e-mail informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend hearing  due to ill health. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date as desired information had not been supplied to him as yet.  
On the request of the complainant, the case was  adjourned to 10.02.2015.    He was , however, directed to furnish deficiencies, if any,  in the provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission. 

8.

On 10.02.2015, Shri Jaspal Singh, Superintendent,  Municipal Service Cell, office of Director Local Government, appearing  on behalf of the Respondent, informed  the Commission that regular  inquiry on a complaint  against Shri Harmail Singh Zandu, Junior Engineer(Retd.), Municipal Council, Sirhind had  been got conducted which had  now been  completed and Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind vide Order No. ;4-v;;-w;;-14$381, dated 21.08.2014 had  been directed to recover loss of Rs. 4,79,613/- from his gratuity and no FIR against him  had  been lodged with the Police. Accordingly, it  was  directed that a report to this effect be supplied to the complainant in black and white. 
Contd……p/4
CC- 2432 of 2013     



-4-

9.

The complainant informed  that the information asked for by him at Points No. (i),(ii) and (iii)  vide his RTI application dated 17.04.2013 had  not been supplied to him as yet and it related  to the office of Principal Secretary Local Government. Accordingly, the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, 

Was  directed to supply the information in respect of Points No. (i), (ii) and (iii) to the complainant, within 30 days under intimation to the Commission,  failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him as the instant RTI application was  pending since 17.04.2013.The case was adjourned for today.
10.

Today, the respondent submits that the information available on their record has been supplied to the complainant whereas the complainant is still  not satisfied. 
11.

In these  circumstances, a copy of the order, alongwith Case File, is forwarded  to Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission, Punjab,  for putting up the file  before Hon’ble C.I.C. for constitution of a Division Bench to decide the matter. 










                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     








 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Deputy Registrar,



Punjab State Information Commission,



SCO No. 84-85,  Sector: 17-C, 



Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Rachhpal Singh, Nambardar,

Village: Galib Ran Singh,

Tehsil: Jagraon, District: Ludhiana-142036.




…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

JAGRAON, District: Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,


Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 3296 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh.Narinderjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the Respondent..



Shri Rachhpal Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 21.07.2014,  addressed to PIO, sought certain information regarding income of Gram Panchayat Galib Ran Singh and detail of various works carried out by the Panchayat.

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  02.09.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal  vide application dated          09.10.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  05.11.2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 11.02.2015, which was further postponed to 23.02.2015  due to certain administrative reasons.
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3.

On 23.02.2015,  a letter No. 276, dated 20.02.2015 was  received from BDPO, Jagraon informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend hearing  as he had  been deputed  as Assistant Returning Officer for Nagar Council Elections. He  requested to adjourn the case to some other date. He was  however directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, the Respondent informs  that the information has been sent to the appellant by registered post on 28-4-2015.  Since the appellant is not present, he is directed to send his observation, if any, on the provided information to the appellant, with a copy to the Commission. 
5.

Adjourned to  01-07-2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard  in Court No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









 
 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harvinder Singh,

Advocate Chamber No.710,

District Court, Ludhiana.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana-II.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 2578 of 2014  
Order

Present: 
Shri Nazar Singh,  on behalf of the complainant. 

Shri Harmail Singh, Panchayat Secretary, and Sh.Vipan Kumar, Junior Engineer  on behalf of the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 14-05-2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri    Harvinder Singh,   sought certain information regarding ownership of plot of S. Bhagat Singh and Jarnail Singh and copies of bills regarding incurring of expenditure for laying floor and constructing street from the house of S. Amrik Singh to the house of S. Kashmira Singh. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harvinder Singh filed a complaint dated  08-09-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  11-09-2014    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  11.12.2014.

3.

On 11.12.2014, the respondent informed  that requisite information had been supplied to the complainant but the representative of the complainant stated  that no information had  been received by the appellant as yet. Accordingly, the BDPO  was directed to bring the requisite information, as per RTI application of the complainant,  on the next date of hearing for handing over the same to the complainant in the court. He 
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would  also apprise the Commission of the factual position of the case so that complete information could be supplied to the complainant to his satisfaction.  The case was adjourned to 11.02.2015, which was further postponed for 23.02.2015 due to certain administrative reasons. 

4.

On 23.02.2015,  the complainant informed  that information regarding point Nos.  1 and 2 had  been supplied but information regarding Point No. 3,  i.e. copies of bills regarding incurring of expenditure for laying floor and constructing street from the house of S. Amrik Singh to the house of S. Kashmira Singh had  not been supplied. After discussing the matter at length, BDPO, Ludhina-2  was  directed to get prepared an  estimated cost from the concerned Junior Engineer for laying floor and constructing street from the house of S. Amrik Singh to the house of S. Kashmira Singh and supply the same to the complainant before the next date of hearing, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be taken against him. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

The representative of the complainant  informs that  the complainant  is  not satisfied with the provided  information as it is incomplete and incorrect. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply  complete information to the complainant before the  next date of hearing. 

6.

Adjourned to  01-07-2015 at 2.00 P.M. to be heard in Court  No. 2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.










Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gaurav Yadav,

Mohalla Krishna Puri Besides

Vishvakarma Mandir, Sadar Thana

Road, Nabha District Patiala.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University, Patiala.





..…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 3108 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Gaurav Yadav,  complainant, in person.

Dr. B.M. Singh, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 03-11-2014,   addressed to the respondent, Shri  Gaurav Yadav   sought various information regarding notices sent during Session 2012-2013 and 2013-2014.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Gaurav Yadav filed a complaint dated  03-11-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  05-11--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  11.02.2015, which was further postponed to 23.02.2015  due to certain administrative reasons.

3.

On 23.02.2015, Dr. B.M. Singh, Advocate, appearing on behalf of the respondent informed  that requisite information, available on record, had been supplied to the complainant. The complainant informed  that the provided information was incomplete. Accordingly, the complainant was  directed to point out deficiencies, in the provided information, in black and white,  to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today,  Ld. Counsel for the  respondent  hands over requisite information to the complainant in the court. The complainant expresses satisfaction and requests that the case may be closed. 

5.

Accordingly, the  case is closed and disposed of.
 







    Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri  Sanpreet Singh,

Near Shiv Mandir Mohalla 

Pattuan Chowk, RAHON, 

District: Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar-144517.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Director of Public Instructions,

(Colleges), Punjab,  Sector 17C,Chandigarh.



…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 3012 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant   as well as the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 24-01-2014 addressed to the respondent, Shri  Sanpreet Singh  sought various information/documents on 6 points regarding working of lecturers of Private  Aided Colleges.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Sanpreet Singh   filed a complaint dated  20-10-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  22-10-2014    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  11.02.2015, which was further postponed to 23.02.2015  due to certain administrative reasons.

3.

On 23.02.2015, the respondent submitted  a copy of Memo. No. 20/11-2014 Grant-1(4), dated 07.01.2015 vide which requisite information had been supplied to the complainant. Since the complainant was  not present, he  was  directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. 
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4.

The complainant is not present nor any  observations, on the provided information,  have been received from him which shows that he has received the information and  is satisfied. 


5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015

            
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Dr.  Ravneet Preet Singh Bedi,

H.No.25-27,Joshi Farms, Guru Amar

Dass Avenue, Block A, Airport Road, Amritsar.




…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Registrar, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar.

…Respondents
Appeal Case  No. 1738 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Shri Dinesh Gautam on behalf of the  appellant.
Shri Puneet Sharma, Advocate; Sh,.Anand Kumar, Munshi of Advocate Sh.Amandeep Singh, Office Assistant, office of  Registrar, PTU Jalandhar, on behalf of  the respondents.

Dr.  Ravneet Preet Singh Bedi, appellant, vide an RTI application dated  20-01-2014, addressed to PIO, office of  Registrar, Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar, sought certain information/documents  on 35  points in respect of 289 students of Distance Education Programme. He sent a DD of Rs. 2000/- as documents charges.

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated   25-02-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 13-05-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI 
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Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 15-05-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 07.08.2014.

3.

On 07.08.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents sought  time to enable
him to study the case and enable him to supply the requisite information to the 
appellant. On the request of the Ld. Counsel for the respondents, the case was adjourned to 21.10.2014.

4.

On 21.10.2014,  Shri Deepak Saini, appearing on behalf of the  appellant, informed  the Commission that no information had been supplied to the appellant as yet. A letter dated 20.10.2014 was  received through e-mail from Shri Puneet Sharma, Counsel for the respondents requesting for adjournment of the case as he was  out of station in connection with personal work. On the last date of hearing i.e. 07.08.2014, Counsel for the respondents also sought adjournment as he wanted time  to study the case. Viewing this lackadaisical attitude of the Counsel for the respondents seriously, the PIO was directed to supply complete requisite information to the appellant before the next date of hearing failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 26.11.2014.

5.

On 26.11.2014,   Ld. Counsel for the respondents submitted  reply in the court, which was  taken on record. He  informed  that the appellant is under suspension and inquiry is in progress since Augst,2013. He  further informed  that the matter is subjudice in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and requested  that in these circumstances the information might  not be allowed to be supplied to the appellant. 

6.

The appellant submitted  that he requires the documents as he has to submit reply to the chargesheet.  He further stated  that his RTI application is not related to the Civil Writ Petition filed  in the Hon’ble Court. 

7.

The case was  discussed in detail. After hearing both the parties and going through the documents placed on record,   it was  observed that RTI application 
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for seeking information was submitted by the applicant on 20.01.2014 and writ petition was filed in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court on 26.03.2014. Information should have been supplied within one month as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 i.e. 

upto 19.02.2014, which has not been done.  Therefore, the information is already late. The appellant requires the documents to enable him to file reply to the chargesheet, which has been served upon him. Therefore, notwithstanding the CWP filed in the
Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, the PIO was  directed to supply  complete 
information to the appellant free of cost, within 10 days, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005  would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 18.12.2014.

8.

On 18.12.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed  that requisite information had been supplied to the appellant. The appellant made   written submission pointing out deficiencies in the provided information. Consequently, Ld. Counsel for the respondents handed  over  some more information to the appellant in the court.  Accordingly, the appellant was  directed to furnish  his observations, if any, on the information provided  to him  to the PIO,  with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 05.02.2015.
9.

On 05.02.2015,  Shri Deepak Saini, appearing on behalf of the appellant, informed  the Commission that the appellant had  furnished  deficiencies  in the provided information to the PIO but no information had been supplied to him. The respondent informed  that the information,  in the light of the deficiencies pointed out by the appellant , had been supplied to him on 02.02.2015. The representative of the appellant replied  that no information had  been supplied to the appellant.  Consequently, the respondent handed  over the information to the representative of the appellant in the court, who, after perusing the information,  informed  that the information  was  still incomplete. Consequently, the sought information was  discussed in detail point-wise and it  was  observed that the information  supplied to the appellant 
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in respect of Points No. 4, 6, 8, 9, 30, 31 and 33  was  still incomplete. Accordingly, the PIO  was  directed supply remaining  information to the appellant before the next date of hearing and in case any information  was  not available on record, an affidavit to this effect be submitted on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
10.

Today, both the parties seek  adjournment of the case. 
11.

On the request of both the parties,  the case  is adjourned to 01.07.2015  at 2.00 P.M.
to be heard in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34(First Floor), Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajbir Singh Dhaliwal,

Advocate, H.No.E-265, 

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar.






…Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies,

Roopnagar.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 2149 of 2014     

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 06-03-2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri                Rajbir Singh Dhaliwal,  Advocate,  sought Action Taken Reports on his representations dated 16.01.2014 and 15.02.2014 alongwith information of Voting rights of Members of National Cooperative House Building Society etc. Kharar.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri  Rajbir Singh  Dhaliwal     filed a complaint dated 31-07-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 04-08-2014  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  12.11.2014.

3.

On 12.11.2014, a  telephonic message was  received from Shri Rajbir Singh Dhaliwal, Complainant, informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend hearing  due to ill health. He requested to adjourn the case in the first week of February, 2015. 

4.

Since none was  present on behalf of the respondent, the PIO was  directed to supply requisite information to the complainant within 30 days under 
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intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. On the request of the complainant, the case  was  adjourned to 05.02.2015.
5.

On 05.02.2015,  the complainant informed  the Commission that provided information  was  incomplete and incorrect and he had  sent the deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO. The respondent   was  not present during  the second consecutive hearing. Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, the PIO  was  directed to supply complete information to the complainant within 30 days, under intimation to the Commission, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him.  A copy of the order was forwarded to Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector: 17, Chandigarh to ensure the compliance of the orders. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, none is present  on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. 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 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.
7.

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 
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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.

8.

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. 
9.

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: 29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
Shri Jatinder  Mohan Chowdhry,

S/o Shri Jang Raj Chowdhry,

House No. D 6/780, Main Bazar,

Kot Khalsa, P.O.: Khalsa College,

AMRITSAR.






           
…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Director, Public Instructions(Colleges),

SCO No. 66-67, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.



…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1892 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. 


Vide RTI application dated 05.05.2014,  addressed to the respondent, Shri Jatinder Mohan Chowdhry,  sought copies of certain documents in respect of recruitment of teachers in Government Colleges of Punjab alongwith information regarding  honorarium or salary being paid to Guest Faculty Teachers.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Jatinder Mohan Chowdhry filed a complaint dated 23.06.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 08.07.2014     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  13.08.2014.

3.

On 13.08.2014, the respondent stated that requisite information had been supplied to the complainant. He submitted  a copy of the provided information to the Commission, which was  taken on record. Since the complainant was not present, he was  directed to send his observations, if any,  on the provided information, to the 

PIO with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned  to 05.11.2014, which was further postponed to 14.11.2014  due to certain administrative reasons. 
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4.

On 14.11.2014,  none  was  present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent. As  per the directions of the Commission issued on the last date of hearing, the complainant had  sent his observations on the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. A perusal of the observations furnished by the complainant revealed  that he was  not satisfied with the provided information as the same was  incomplete. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the complainant after removing the deficiencies pointed out by him. The case was adjourned to 05.02.2015.
5.

On 05.02.2015, a letter dated 04.02.2015 was  received from the complainant through e-mail informing the Commission that he  was  unable to attend hearing today due to compulsions of his job. He  requested to exempt him from personal appearance. He  further informed that he had not received any reply from the PIO regarding his observations on the provided information.  

6.

A  copy of letter dated 20.10.2014 from the complainant, containing his observations on the provided information, was  handed over to the respondent. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply remaining information,  in the light of the observations of complainant, within 30 days, with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Today, none is  present on behalf of the complainant as well as the respondent.  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 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.
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8.

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.

9.

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. 

10.

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:  29-04-2015


             State Information Commissioner

