STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Suba Singh,

Village Gwalia,PO Dina Nagar,

Tehsil & Distt.Gurdaspur.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development & 

Panchayat Officer, Dinanagar,

District: Gurdaspur.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development & Panchayat


Officer, Gurdaspur.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1245 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Suba Singh, appellant, in person.

Shri Devinder Singh Panesar, BDPO, Dinanagar and Shri Anoop Singh, Panchayat Officer,  on behalf of the respondents. 


Shri  Suba Singh    Appellant vide an RTI application dated  14-11-2013 addressed to PIO, office of Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Dinanagar, District: Gurdaspur  sought certain information regarding expenditure made on different works by Gram Panchayat Gawalia. 

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   20-12-2013    under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated    19-03-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 19-03-2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 18.06.2014.
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3.

On 18.06.2014, the appellant stated that no information had been supplied to him so far. A perusal of the case file revealed that District Development and 

Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur vide letter No. 5146-5147 – D.A.C-2, dated 23.04.2014 directed BDPO, Dinanagar to supply requisite information to the appellant and attend the hearing in the office of the Commission. Despite the directions issued by DDPO, Gurdaspur, none was  present on behalf of the respondents. Therefore, BDPO, Dinanagar, District: Gurdaspur  was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing and be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain the reasons for delay in the supply of information. The case was adjourned for 09.07.2014.

4.

On 09.07.2014  again none was  present on behalf of the respondents. Viewing the willful absence of BDPO Dinanagar seriously, he was   issued a Show-Cause Notice to explain reasons, on the next date of hearing,   through a duly attested affidavit as to why a penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/-, under Section 20 of RTI Act, 2005,  be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. He was also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing failing which ex-parte action would  be taken against him under the relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005. 
A copy of the order was  forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur to ensure that requisite information was  supplied to the appellant before the next date of hearing and  BDPO, Dinanagar is present in person alongwith the said affidavit. The case was adjourned to 07.08.2014.
5.

On 07.08.2014,  Smt. Kamaljit Kaur, Superintendent, office of BDPO, Dinanagar, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that BDPO had been transferred. She sought  some more time to enable her to supply the requisite information to the appellant. Accordingly, she was  directed to supply the requisite information to the appellant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission.
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A copy of the order was forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur to direct the BDPO Dinanagar to submit his reply to the show cause notice issued to him on 09.07.2014 for the delay in the supply of requisite information to the appellant, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today.

6.

Today, Shri Devinder Singh Panesar, BDPO Dinanagar, appearing on behalf of the respondents, seeks some more time to enable him to supply requisite information to the appellant as he has recently joined his new assignment at Dinanagar. He informs that the concerned Panchayat Secretaries have been asked to furnish the relevant information so that complete information, after compiling, could be sent to the appellant but the same is not forthcoming from Panchayat Secretaries. Accordingly he is directed to issue strict instructions to the Panchayat Secretaries to furnish the information or collect the information from them at personal level so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay.

7.

A copy of the order is forwarded to Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur and District Development and Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur to ensure the compliance of the orders.



8.

Adjourned to  06.01.2015  at 2.00 P.M.








Sd/-






Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:

Deputy Commissioner,




REGISTERED



Gurdaspur.



District Development and Panchayat Officer,
REGISTERED


Gurdaspur.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Harbir Singh,

House No. 307, 

Charan Bagh, PATIALA.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Director Public Instructions(Colleges)

Punjab, SCO No. 66-67, Sector:17-D,

Chandigarh.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1972 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Dr. Harbir Singh, complainant, in person.

Shri Baldev Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 17.04.2014,  addressed to the respondent, Dr. Harbir Singh  sought number and date of the order issued by D.P.I.(Colleges) Punjab, to grant two advance increments to the Lecturers of Aided Colleges having a PhD degree. 

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Dr. Harbir Singh filed a complaint dated  16.07.2014 

with the Commission,  which was received in it on the same day  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  01.10.2014, which was postponed for 13.10.2014  due to some administrative reasons.

3.

On 13.10.2014, the complainant informed  that no information had been supplied to him so far. Since none was  present on behalf of the respondent, the PIO was  directed to supply requisite information to the complainant 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.
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4.

The complainant informs that requisite information has not been supplied to him as yet. After discussing the sought information with both the parties, the respondent PIO is directed to supply a copy of the letter/order issued by D.P.I. Colleges Punjab to grant two advance increments to the Lecturers of Aided Colleges having a PhD degree, to the complainant within 20 days under intimation to the Commission.
5.

Adjourned to 02.12.2014  at 2.00 P.M.
for confirmation of compliance of orders.





 



Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Paramveer Singh,

H.No.107,Mohalla Rampura Dalhosie Road,

Pathankot-145001.







…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

O/O Beant College of Engineering and

Technology, Gurdaspur.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Beant College of Engineering and

Technology, Gurdaspur.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1735 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Paramveer Singh,  Appellant, in person.
Shri Rajesh Sharma, Assistant Professor-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondents.


Shri Paramveer Singh,   Appellant, vide an RTI application dated  24-02-2014, addressed to PIO, office of Beant College of Engineering and Technology, Gurdaspur,  sought certain information/documents  on 14 points with regarding recruitment of Biotechnology Teachers.

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   09-04-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  12-05-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI 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.
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3.

On 07.08.2014, a telephonic message was received from the appellant informing the Commission that he was  unable to attend the hearing that day due to ill health.  The respondent informed  the Commission that the requisite information had been supplied to the appellant by the PIO vide letter No. 646, dated 24.03.2014, with a copy to the Commission and the information was again supplied by the First Appellate Authority vide letter dated 15.05.2014. Since the appellant was  not present, the respondent was directed to send a copy of the information to the appellant by registered post. 
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 provided information is not complete. Consequently, the provided information is discussed point-wise  in detail
 in the court today. After discussion, the appellant informs that the information regarding Points No. 1, 2 and 3 has been supplied him. The information regarding remaining points is incomplete as detail in respect of qualification and criteria adopted while making appointment  or removal from service has not been supplied. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply the remaining information to the appellant before the next date of hearing. He is also directed to apprise the Commission of the factual position of the case personally on the next date of hearing so that complete information could be supplied to the appellant to his satisfaction without any further delay. 
5.

Adjourned to  06.01.2015  at 2.00 P.M.










Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Balkar Singh,

R/O Village: Mammu Khera,

District: Fazilka.







…Appellant
Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Arniwala Sekh Suban, District: Fazilka.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,


Fazilka.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.2669 of 2013     

Order

Present: 
Shri Balkar Singh, Appellant, in person.

Shri Guljeet Singh, Tax Collector, office of BDPO, Abohar, on behalf of the respondents.



Shri Balkar Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 16.07.2013,  addressed to PIO, office of BDPO, Arniwala  Shekh Subhan, sought certain information on  11 points with regard to grants received, resolutions passed and different works got done by  Gram Panchayat Mamu-khera.

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   24.09.2013  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide 

application  dated 02.12.2013 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005 

which was received in the Commission on 09.12.2013  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 26.02.2014.
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3.

On 26.02.2014, the appellant stated  that some information had been 
provided to him, which was  incomplete, false and contradictory. Shri Prabhdeep Singh, 
B.D.P.O. who was  present, sought  some more time to supply the complete information to the appellant as he was  new to the post and had acute shortage of staff, which was  granted.  The B.D.P.O. was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing i.e. 07.05.2014.

4.

On 07.05.2014,  the respondent handed over information to the  appellant in the court. The appellant sought  some more time to study the provided information . The appellant  was  directed to send his observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO under intimation to the Commission. 
Shri Prabhdeep Singh, B.D.P.O., Arniwala Sekh Suban, stated that the requisite information actually  related to Block: Abohar.  Therefore, the BDPO Abohar  was directed to transfer the relevant record relating to the instant  case to the BDPO, Arniwala Sekh Suban so that complete information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned for 24.06.2014.

5.

On 24.06.2014,  the appellant stated that  the information had been supplied to him twice and both the documents were contradictory. More-over, the 

provided information  was  incorrect and incomplete. Accordingly, Shri Prabhdeep Singh, B.D.P.O., Arniwala Sekh Suiban was  directed to supply correct and complete 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. He  was also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain the actual status of the case and the reasons for supplying two contradictory documents. 
A copy each of the order  was  forwarded to Deputy Commissioner, Fazilka and District Development and Panchayat Officer, Fazilka to ensure that complete information was  supplied to the 

appellant before the next date of hearing.  The case was adjourned to 06.08.2014.
6.

On 06.08.2014,  the respondent informed the Commission  that the information had  been supplied to the appellant. The appellant informed  that the 
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information provided in respect of points No. 5 and 11  was  still  incomplete. 
Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 30 days with a copy  to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.

7.

The appellant informs that complete information in respect of Points No. 5 and 11 has not been supplied to him as yet.  Shri Guljeet Singh, Tax Collector, office of BDPO, Abohar, appearing on behalf of the respondents, hands over information to the appellant. After perusing the information, the appellant informs that the information is still not complete. Accordingly, the appellant is directed to point out deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO with a copy to the Commission. One last opportunity is afforded to the  PIO to supply complete information  to the appellant after removing the deficiencies, which will be pointed out  by the appellant,  failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be initiated against him.


                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

8.

Adjourned to 06-01-2015 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders.









Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-.2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr.  Harbir Singh,

H.No.307, Charan Bagh,

Patiala.








…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director Public Instructions(Colleges),

Punjab, Sector 62 SAS Nagar.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Director Public Instructions (Colleges,)


Punjab, Punjab Education Board Complex,


Sector 62, SAS Nagar Mohali.




…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1742 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Dr. Harbir Singh, appellant, in person.
 

Shri Ashok Kumar, Senior Assistant, on behalf of  the respondent.



Shri  Harbir Singh Appellant vide an RTI application dated 14-03-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of Director Public Instructions (Colleges), 
Punjab Education Board Complex, Sector 62, SAS Nagar,  sought copy of letter of Punjab Government on the basis of which it has been decided that the length of service of Dr. Harbir Singh, Principal(Retd), Khalsa College, Patiala may be counted with effect from 01.08.1978, from which date 95% grant was started to 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  15.04.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 15.05.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was
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 received in the Commission on the same day  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 06.08.2014.
3.

On 06.08.2014, the information asked for by the appellant was  discussed in detail. Accordingly, the PIO of the office of D.P.I.(Colleges), Punjab was directed to supply a copy of letter or order of the Punjab Government,  on the basis of which the D.P.I.(Colleges), Punjab,  directed the Principal, Khalsa College Patiala vide letter No. 2/516-2011-Grant-1(3)/333, dated 20.03.2013 that service of Dr. Harbir Singh for the purpose of fixation of pay be counted with effect from 01.08.1978, from which date 95% grant-in-aid  was started to the college.  The case was adjourned for today.
4.

The appellant informs that remaining information has not been supplied to him as yet. The respondent states  that a copy of Notification of the Punjab Government on basis of which Grant-in-Aid Scheme was started for Privately Aided Colleges in the Punjab with effect from 01.08.1978, will be supplied to the appellant. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply a copy of the above-said Notification to the appellant within 20 days, under intimation to the Commission.
5.

Adjourned to 02.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders.









Sd/-



 

Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Narinder Singh,

Assistant Professor, Govt. Home

Science College, Sector 10,

Chandigarh.









…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjabi University,


Patiala.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1233 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
Shri Narinder Singh, appellant, in person.

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



Shri   Narinder Singh,   Appellant, vide an RTI application dated  24-8-2013 , addressed to PIO, office of Punjabi University Patiala,  sought certain information on six  points regarding appointment on the post of Assistant Professor in Sport Science.

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   31-01-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal vide application dated 18-3-2014 under the 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 B. M. Singh, Ld. Counsel for the respondents submitted a letter No.1305, dated 15.05.2014, from the PIO, which  was  taken on 

Contd…….p/2

AC- 1233 of 2014  


-2- 
record. A copy of this letter  had also been sent to the appellant. Ld. Counsel for the respondents 
 stated that 
some information had been supplied to the appellant but  some information had not been supplied, being confidential. 
Since the appellant 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 for 12.08.2014.
4.

On 12.08.2014,  the appellant handed  over his observations on the provided information to the Ld. Counsel for the respondents. The respondent PIO was directed to supply complete information in view of the observations/deficiencies  submitted by the appellant. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant and the appellant expresses his satisfaction. However, the appellant states that the information is late by 14 months as he submitted his RTI application for seeking information on 24.08.2013. He requests that necessary action under the provisions of RTI Act,2005 may be taken against the PIO and he may be given suitable compensation. Accordingly, the PIO is hereby issued a Show-Cause Notice to explain reasons through a duly sworn affidavit as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not  imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. He is also afforded an opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing.
6.

Adjourned to 06.01.2015 at 2.00 P.M.






 



Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harwinder Singh,

House No. 364, B-6,

Friends Colony, 

Nawanshahr – 144514.






…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

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

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



…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 922 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Harwinder Singh, complainant, in person.

Shri Jatinder Puri, Senior Assistant, office of D.P.I.(C), Punjab, Mohali, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 29.01.2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri Harwinder Singh  sought various information/documents with regard to conversion of Unaided Lecturer Posts to Aided Lecturer Posts alongwith copies of conversion orders.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Harwinder Singh, filed a complaint dated 12.03.2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 14.03.2014   and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  27.05.2014.

3.

On 27.05.2014, Shri Jatinder Puri, appearing on behalf of the respondent, sought  some more time to enable him to supply requisite complete information, which was  granted. However, the respondent PIO was  directed to supply complete information to the complainant within 20 days under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned for 12.08.2014.
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4.

On 12.08.2014, the complainant stated that irrelevant and incomplete information had been supplied to him. The complainant was  directed to point out deficiencies in the provided information to the PIO. He was  also advised to ask for specific information as it was  not possible to provide voluminous information under Section 7(9) of RTI Act, 2005. Consequently, the appellant  requested  that information in respect of only  5 cases might  be provided to him. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to provide duly attested  requisite information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, Shri Jatinder Puri, Senior Assistant, office of D.P.I.(C), Punjab, appearing  on behalf of the respondent, hands over information in respect of only 1 case as per his RTI application. On the request of the complainant, the respondent is directed to supply information in respect of any 4 cases more  to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The respondent seeks time of about 3 months to enable him to supply requisite information to the complainant, which is granted. 
6.

Adjourned to 29.01.2015  at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders.









Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sanjeev Kumar,

Adarsh Nagar, Tagore Street,

Ward No.10,New Basti, Mansa-151505.




…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar, Punjabi University,

Patiala.








…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 1621 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Sanjeev Kumar,  complainant, in person.
Ms. Anuradha Gupta, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.



Vide RTI application dated 12-02-2014  addressed to the respondent, Shri  Sanjeev Kumar  sought M.A. Punjabi Degree of his wife Smt. Alka Modgill, Regd. No. SUS(S)84 relating to Sesskon 1991-1993.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Sanjeev Kumar  filed a complaint dated 30-05-2014 with the Commission,  which was received in it on  03-06-2014   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.

3.

On 16.07.2014, the PIO vide  letter No. 1587/S-7/172-14/RTI Cell, dated 01.07.2014 had  informed  the Commission that the detailed  information had been sent to the complainant vide letter No. 1252-S-7/172-14/RTI Cell, dated 06.05.2014 informing the complainant that Degree could not be sent to him due to non-availability of his  address in their record and now Duplicate Degree could  be obtained from the Verification Cell after submitting  the prescribed form and depositing the prescribed fees for the purpose. 
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4.

Ld. Counsel for the respondent reiterated that the Degree could not be sent to the complainant due to non-availability of his address with the University 

Authorities and now Duplicate Degree could  be obtained by submitting  prescribed form duly filled in and depositing the prescribed fees. The complainant asserted   that it could not be believed that his address  was  not available  with the University and alleged that the Degree had not been sent knowingly just to harass him. 

5.

After hearing both the parties, the complainant was  advised to contact the PIO-cum-Registrar of Punjabi University Patiala to get the Duplicate Degree after filling in the prescribed form and depositing the prescribed fees and the PIO-cum-Registrar, was  directed to issue the requisite degree without any further delay, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 12.08.2014.
6.

On 12.08.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondent informed  the Commission that the complainant had not approached the PIO-cum-Registrar for obtaining Duplicate Degree.  While providing one more opportunity to the complainant to obtain the requisite information, if he so desired,  the case was  adjourned  for today.
7.

Today, the complainant informs that he deposited requisite fees on 27.10.2014 to get duplicate degree but the same has not been sent to him as yet. Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply Duplicate Degree to the complainant within 30 days.
8.

Adjourned to 09.12.2014 at 2.00 P.M. for conformation of compliance of orders.










Sd/-





Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
Ms. Sukhwinder Kaur,

# 89, Village: Buraj Kalaran,

P.O. Hafoor, Block: Jagraon,

District: Ludhiana – 142031.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Jagraon.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Jagraon.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1187 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
Shri Bakhshish Singh, on behalf of the appellant. 

Shri Gurdev Singh, SEPO, office of BDPO Jagraon, on behalf of the respondents.


Smt.  Sukhwinder Kaur,  Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated  18.07.2013, addressed to PIO, office of Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Jagraon,  sought Action Taken Report on her application  regarding refund of Rs. 43,000/-.

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 22.08.2013  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 15.01.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 13.03.2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 27.05.2014.

3.

On 27.05.2014, Shri Bakhshish Singh, appearing on behalf of the 
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appellant, stated that the Action Taken Report on the representation of the appellant 

had not been supplied to her despite repeated requests. Accordingly, Block 

Development and Panchayat Officer, Jagraon  was  directed to provide requisite information to the appellant within 20 days under intimation to the Commission and to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain the delay caused in the instant case. The case was adjourned to 12.08.2014.
4.

Despite the issuance of directions on the last date of hearing to the BDPO, Jagraon to supply the requisite information to the appellant within 20 days and to be present in person to explain delay caused in the supply of the information, the BDPO was  again not present on 12.08.2014 nor any intimation had been received from him. Viewing the deliberate delay in the supply of information and disobedience of the orders of the Commission by BDPO, Jagraon, seriously, he was  issued a show-cause notice to explain reasons through a duly sworn  affidavit as to  why a penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of requisite information to the appellant and as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him in obtaining the information in the instant case. He was also afforded an opportunity of personal hearing to him before taking  action as explained above, failing which ex-parte proceedings would  be initiated against him. 
A copy of the order was forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana to ensure that requisite information was  supplied to the appellant before the next date of hearing and BDPO, Jagraon was  present in person   on the next date of hearing alongwith reply to the show-cause notice issued to him. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Today, Shri Gurdev Singh, SEPO, office of BDPO Jagraon, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, informs that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant.  Shri Bakhshish Singh, appearing on behalf of the appellant, informs that Rs. 20,000/- have not been refunded to the appellant as yet. Block Development and 
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Panchayat Officer, Jagraon is directed to refund the said amount to the appellant before the next date of hearing. He is also directed to submit reply to the Show-Cause Notice issued to him on 12.08.2014 personally  on the next date of hearing explaining reasons for delay in the supply of requisite information, failing which ex-parte action will be taken against him.
6.

A copy of the order is forwarded to District Development and Panchayat Officer, Ludhiana to ensure the compliance of the order.

7.

Adjourned to 06.01.2015  at 2.00 P.M.







               Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:
District Development and Panchayat Officer,

REGISTERED

Ludhiana.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri  Arun Kumar Tiwari,

H.No.16-C,Rattan Nagar,

Tripuri, Patiala-147001.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Department of Local Government,

Mini Secretariat,Sector-9,Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,


Department of Local Government,


Mini Secretariat,Sector-9,Chandigarh.



…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1633 of 2013   

Order

Present: 
Shri Arun Kumar Tiwari, appellant, in person.

 Shri Ajit Singh, Senior Assistant, L.G.-1 Branch, office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, on behalf of the respondents.



In this case, on 10.12.2013,  Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the respondents, sought some more time to enable him to provide the requisite information to the appellant on the ground that most of the staff had changed and he had taken over recently, which was granted. The case was adjourned to 23.01.2014.

2.

On 23.01.2014, none was present on behalf of the respondents. Viewing the absence of the respondent seriously, it was directed that in case the information was  not provided to the appellant before the next date of hearing and the respondent was  not present alongwith a copy of the provided information on the next date of 
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hearing, strict punitive action would  be initiated under the relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005. The case was adjourned to 18.03.2014.

3.

On 18.03.2014, a  letter through FAX was  received from the appellant vide which he informed the Commission that due to ill health he was  unable to attend the court and  requested  to adjourn the case to some other date.  
Since the  respondent was not present on 23.01.2014  nor any information had been supplied to the appellant, he was warned that in case he was  not present nor any information was  supplied, punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would be initiated against the PIO. Despite those directions,  the respondent was  again  not present.  Viewing that lapse of deliberately denying the information to the appellant seriously, one last opportunity was  afforded to the respondent to supply the complete information to the appellant before the next date of hearing and he was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing  i.e. today alongwith a copy of provided information to explain reasons  for delay failing which ex-parte action will be taken under the relevant provisions of RTI Act, 2005. A copy was also forwarded to Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab to ensure that the requisite information is supplied to the appellant and the PIO is present on the next date of hearing i.e. today alongwith a copy of the provided information and to explain reasons for delay in the supply of the information. The case was adjourned for 21.05.2014.

4.

On 21.05.2014,  Shri Ajit Singh, Senior Assistant, was  present on behalf of the respondents, who  stated  that requisite information had been supplied to the appellant and payment of all the benefits had been made to him. The appellant asserted that payment had been made in instalments and Action Taken Report on the letter issued from the Director Local Government had not been supplied to him as yet.  For this the respondent sought  some more time. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed that the remaining information be supplied to the appellant before the next date of hearing otherwise strict punitive action would l be initiated under the provisions of RTI Act, 

2005.The case was adjourned for 07.08.2014.
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5.

On 07.08.2014,  the appellant stated  that Action Taken Report on  letter No. 37402, dated 27.09.2012 issued from the Director Local Government had not been supplied to him so far. The respondents informed  the Commission that Action Taken Report on the above said letter had not been received as yet from the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala and the matter had been taken up with them. Accordingly, the respondent PIO was  directed to ensure that requisite Action Taken Report was  supplied to the appellant within 30 days, under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
6.

Today, the appellant informs that the requisite information has not been supplied to him so far. The respondent informs that Action Taken Report on the letter dated 27.09.2012 has not been received from the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala. He submits a copy of Memo. No. 15/16/13-LG-1/324871, dated 15.10.2014, addressed to Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala from Superintendent Local Government-1 Branch vide which a reminder has been sent to the Commissioner to send the requisite information so that the same could be supplied to the appellant. 
7.

The RTI application in the instant case is pending since 25.06.2013 and complete information has not been supplied to the appellant. Viewing the lackadaisical approach being adopted by the PIO in the instant case, Shri Baljinder Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO is issued a Show-Cause Notice to explain the reasons through a duly sworn affidavit as to why a penalty at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of requisite information and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him during this long period of about 17 months.
8.

A copy of the order is forwarded to Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala to ensure that requisite information is furnished to the office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab so that same could be supplied to the appellant 
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without any further delay.
9.

A copy of the order is forwarded to Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab to ensure the compliance of the order.
10.

Adjourned to 16.12.2014  at 2.00 P.M. 









Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:
Principal Secretary Local Government,


REGISTERED


Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9,


Chandigarh.


Commissioner,






REGISTERED


Municipal Corporation, Patiala.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kanwalpreet Singh,

House No.3246, Customs & C.E.

Society,Sector 49-D,Chandigarh.





…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjabi University,


Patiala.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1712 of 2014    

Order

Present: 
Shri Kanwalpreet Singh, appellant, in person.

Ms. Anuradha Gupta, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant. 


Shri  Kanwalpreet Singh,   Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 26-11-2013, addressed to PIO, office of Punjabi University, Patiala. sought a list of faculty members(Teaching) with their father’s fame, working in the college of Mata Gurdev Kaur Memorial Educational Institute, Bareta City(Mansa).

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 17-01-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005. The PIO vide letter No. 1032/S-II/1003-13/RTI Cell, dated 25.03.2014 supplied the particulars of 5 teachers to the appellant. Finding the information as incomplete, the appellant  approached the Commission in second appeal vide application dated  17-04-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 13-05-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 06.08.2014.
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3.

On 06.08.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents stated that the information,  available on the record of the University, had been supplied to the appellant. She further stated that the information regarding adhoc teachers is not available in their record. The appellant stated that  he had received information in respect of only 5 teachers. He further stated  that  the complete  information might  be available with the College. Accordingly, it was  directed that the remaining information be supplied to the appellant after collecting it from the concerned College within 30 days under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant and the appellant  expresses satisfaction over  the provided information. 
5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed.









Sd/-


Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
Mrs.  Jasbir Kaur,

W/o Shri Harinder Singh,

House No. 805, Street No. 13,

Ghuman Nagar, Sirhind Road,

Patiala.









…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Punjabi University,


Patiala.







…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1528 of 2014   

Order

Present: 
None on behalf of the appellant.

Ms. Anuradha Gupta, Advocate, on behalf of the respondents.


Mrs.  Jasbir Kaur, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 22.10.2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Punjabi University, Patiala,  sought information regarding salary details of her husband Shri Harinder Singh, alongwith his designation and the name of the Department.

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, she filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated  24.01.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 17.04.2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  21.04.2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 23.07.2014.

3.

A letter No. 1519/S-II/897-13/RTI Cell, dated 20.06.2014 from the PIO was received informing the Commission that  the information has been denied to the 
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appellant vide letter No. 8203/S-II/897-13/RTI Cell, dated 06.11.2013 on the ground that 
it is not based on record  and it is in the form of questioning/reasoning and yes or no. 
4.

 A letter dated 16.07.2014 was  received from Smt. Anuradha Gupta, Ld. Counsel for the respondents, requesting the Commission to adjourn the hearing as she had to attend a matter in Nation Commission New Delhi. On the request of Ld. Counsel for the respondent, the case was  adjourned to 13.08.2014.

5.

On 13.08.2014,  Ld. Counsel for the respondents stated  that  since the information asked for at Point No. 1 was in the form of questioning/reasoning and yes or no,  it had been denied by the Public Authority. She further stated that the information asked for at Point No. 2 was  available on the web-site of the University. 
After the perusal of the information asked for at Point No.1, it was  found that the information was not in the form of questioning/reasoning, rather it was very simple information which is easily available in the office domain of the University. Therefore, the PIO was directed to provide requisite information to the appellant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 30.09.2014 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders, which was later preponed to 22.09.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.

6.

On 22.09.2014, Ld. Counsel for the respondents informed the Commission that the requisite information had  been sent to the appellant by registered post on 15.09.2014. Since the appellant was  not present, therefore, she was  directed to send her observations, if any, on the provided information to the PIO, with a copy to the Commission. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Ld. Counsel for the respondents informs that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant which has been duly received by her. She submits a copy of the provided information to the Commission, which is taken on record. 
8.

Since the requisite information stands supplied to the appellant and no observations have been received from the appellant, the case is disposed of and closed.  








Sd/-


Chandigarh




   

 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:30-10-2014


           
  State Information Commissioner
