STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar, SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director, Markfed ,

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2277 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar,  Appellant vide an RTI application dated  18-02-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of  District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana, sought certain information in respect of Wheat Crop 2010-11 and 2011012 for the period from April,2012 to January,2014 of Jagraon Branch.

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 14-04-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014     and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, submitted  a letter No. DM/LDH/SAO/RTI/2014/2229, dated 16.10.2014 from the District Manager, Markfed Ludhiana, which  was  taken on record. Vide the said letter it has been informed that requisite information running into 66 pages has been supplied to the appellant vide letter No. 1244, dated 12.06.2014, which has been duly received by him.

The appellant  was  not present. Therefore, he was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission. The 
case was adjourned to today.

4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar,SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed , 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2294 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar   Appellant vide an RTI application dated  03-03-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana,  sought photocopies of Gate Passes, Work Slips and Bills in respect of Bardana purchased by Jagraon Branch during the period from 01.04.2012 to 31.12.2013. 

2.

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority vide application dated10-04-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application 

dated 14-07-2014    under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014   and accordingly, a notice of hearing 

was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.

Contd……p/2
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission  that requisite information running into 6 pages had  been supplied to the appellant. The appellant was  not present. Therefore, he  was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.
 The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-



 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date:22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar,SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed , 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2296 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar   Appellant vide an RTI application dated  03-04-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana,  sought photocopies of monthly Condition Reports  in respect of wheat stored in Jagraon Branch during the period from 1998 to 31.03.2012.

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 dated19/23-05-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.

Contd…..p/2
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  brought requisite information for handing over to the appellant. Since the appellant  was  not present, the respondent   was  directed to send the requisite information to the appellant by registered post and the appellant  was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.
The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 










 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar, SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed , 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2297 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar   Appellant vide an RTI application dated  26-02-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana,  sought certain information regarding Dead  Stock Articles received in Jagraon Branch during the period from 01.01.2000 to 31.03.2012.

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 31-03-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.

Contd…..p/2
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, submitted  a letter No. DM/LDH/SAO/RTI/2014/3095, dated 16.10.2014 from the District Manager, Markfed Ludhiana, alongwith a copy of provided information,  which was  taken on record. Vide the said letter the requisite information had  been supplied to the appellant. 

The appellant was  not present. Therefore, he was directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.


The case was adjourned for today.

4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar,SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant
Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed, 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2298 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar, appellant,  vide an RTI application dated  03-03-2014,        addressed to PIO, office of  District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana, sought photo copy of attendance register for the month of September, 2012 in respect of Shri M.P.Singh, Senior Assistant.

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    10/11-04-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District 
Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  brought 
requisite information for handing over to the appellant. Since the appellant was  not present,  the respondent  was  directed to send the requisite information to the appellant by registered post and the appellant was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.
 The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 
5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12--2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar,SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed , 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2299 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar   Appellant vide an RTI application dated  29-01-2014,         addressed to PIO, office of District Manager, Markfed,  Ludhiana,  sought detail  regarding Paddy crop of 2013-14 stored in  Shellers allotted to MARKFED.

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 03-03-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014 and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014  due to certain administrative reasons.

Contd……p/2
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission  that requisite information  had  been supplied to the appellant, which had  been duly received by him. The appellant  was  not present. Therefore, he was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission. The case 
was adjourned for today. 
4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 










 Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar, SBO (Retd.)

H.No.238, Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana.






…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer

o/o District Manager, Markfed,

 Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o Managing Director Markfed , 

Sector:35, Chandigarh.





…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 2300 of 2014     

Order

Present: 
None for the Appellant

Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana and Smt. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant, office of M. D. Markfed, Chandigarh,  on behalf of the respondents.


Shri  Raj Kumar, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated  06-03-2014 ,        addressed to PIO, office of  District Manager, Markfed, Ludhiana, sought detail of month-wise recovery made  from his salary from 1998 to 30.11.2012 relating to Bardana or late submission of documents alongwith reasons for the same. 

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 10/11-04-2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 14-07-2014 under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on  15-07-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 14.10.2014, which was postponed to 17.10.2014 due to certain administrative reasons.

Contd…..p/2
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3.

On 17.10.2014, Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent, office of District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  brought requisite information for handing over to the appellant. Since the appellant was  not present, the respondent  was directed to send the requisite information to the appellant by registered post and the appellant was  directed to submit his observations, if any, on  the provided information,  to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.
 The case was adjourned for today.
4.

Today, Shri Maninder Pal Singh Brar,  District Manager MARKFED, Ludhiana, appearing on behalf of the respondents, informs the Commission that requisite information has been supplied to the appellant, which has been duly received by him. No observations, on the provided information, have been received from the appellant, which shows that he is satisfied with the provided information. 

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 









Sd/-


 
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Amandeep Singh,

V&PO Shergarh Cheema,

Tehsil Malerkotla,District Sangrur.




…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development & Panchayat

Officer, Malerkotla.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


o/o District Development & Panchayat


Officer, Sangrur.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 866 of 2014     

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

Shri Amandeep Singh, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated  25-07-2013,  addressed to PIO, office of Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Malerkotla,  sought certain information regarding grant received by Gram Panchayat Shergarh Cheema and photocopies of Cash Book, Pass Book, Resolutions and M.Bs. 

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 10-12-2013 under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated  29-01-2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on 05-02-2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 22.04.2014, which was further adjourned for 04.06.2014 due to Lok Sabha Elections.
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3.

On 04.06.2014, the appellant stated that incomplete and unattested information had been supplied to him. Shri Shamsher Singh Lottey, Panchayat 

Secretary, appearing  on behalf of the respondents, assured the Commission that the remaining information would  be supplied to appellant. Accordingly, the PIO was 

 directed to supply complete information including copies of M.Bs to the appellant within 20 days under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned 05.08.2014.

4.

On 05.08.2014, the respondent stated that the complete information had already been supplied to the appellant thrice but the appellant while denying stated  that he had not received any information. Consequently, a copy of information, received in the Commission, was  handed over to the appellant in the court.  After the perusal of the provided information, the appellant stated that some of the information was  not in prescribed Performa. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply duly attested  complete and correct information in the prescribed Performa 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 21.10.2014. 
5.

On 21.10.2014,  the respondents informed  that the requisite information had  already been supplied to the appellant. The appellant stated  that the information in the prescribed APR form had not been supplied to him for the period from July, 2013 to May,2014. The respondents informed  that the information in original APR form is available in the office of District Social Security Officer, Sangrur. 
Accordingly, a copy of the order was  forwarded to District Social Security Officer, Sangrur to provide requisite information to Shri Shamsher Singh Lottey, Panchayat Secretary, office of BDPO, Malerkotla-2,  so that the same could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned  for today.
6.

Today, a telephonic message has been received from Shri Shamsher Singh Lottey, Panchayat Secretary, office of BDPO Malerkotla-2, informing the Commission that he is unable to attend hearing today due to sad demise of one of his relatives. He has further informed that requisite information has been supplied to the 
Contd…..p/3
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appellant.
7.

The appellant is not present nor any intimation regarding non-supply of information has been received from him, which shows that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

8.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed.  








Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Yagyadeep, Advocate,

S/o Shri Dev Raj Nayyar,

# 1147, Sector: 33-C, 

Chandigarh.








…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, 

Punjab School Education Board Complex,

Sector: 62, Mohali.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, 

Punjab School Education Board Complex,

Sector: 62, Mohali.






…Respondents

Appeal Case  No. 1134 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
None for the  appellant.
Shri Sushil Sharma, Senior Assistant, Health-3 Branch, office of Principal Secretary Medical Education; Shri Hardev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, DRME and  Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant, DRME, on behalf of the respondents.


Shri Yagyadeep, Appellant vide an RTI application dated 23.12.2013, addressed to PIO, office of  Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, SCO No. 87, Sector: 40-C, Chandigarh. sought certain information on 7 points with regard to recruitment for 12 posts of Professor, 19 posts of Associate Professor, 11 posts of Assistant Professor and 5 posts of Lecturer.
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 03.02.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide 
Contd…….p/2
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application dated 10.03.2014   under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission on the same day   and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 20.05.2014.

3.

On 20.05.2014, the respondent submitted  a letter from the PIO of the office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab,  addressed to Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research, Punjab, with a copy endorsed to the 

Commission vide Endst. No. 8220, dated 19.05.2014, which was  taken on record.  

Vide this letter the PIO of the office of Director Research and  Medical Education, Punjab had requested the Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research to furnish them the requisite record so that the information, asked for by the appellant, could be supplied to him. Simultaneously, the PIO had requested the Commission to grant some more time to enable them to supply the requisite information to the appellant, which was  granted. 
Accordingly, Shri Didar Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab, was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 20 days with a copy to the Commission. He was also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons for the delay in the supply of information to the appellant. The case was adjourned to 05.08.2014.

4.

On 05.08.2014,  Shri Dhiraj Kumar, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the respondents, stated  that the requisite record from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab,  had  not been supplied to them as yet and therefore the requisite information could not be supplied to the appellant. He assured  that as and when the record is received from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, the requisite information would be supplied to the appellant. He submitted  a letter No. 1 M.E.1-2014/12077, dated 04.08.2014 from the Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, which was  taken on record. 
Vide the said letter DRME had  requested the Commission to grant some more time to enable them to supply requisite information to the appellant as the requisite record is in 

Contd…….p/3
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 the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, and they 

have been requested to supply the record. 
A copy of the order was forwarded to the Public Information Officer of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, with the direction  to supply the requisite record to the PIO of the 

office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab, Sector:40, Chandigarh so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. The case was adjourned to 21.10.2014.
5.

On 21.10.2014, , Shri Ashok Kumar,  Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondents, informed  the Commission that requisite record had not been received as yet from the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh. He submitted  a letter No. 1 ME.1-2014/15413 dated 20.10.2014  from the DRME, assuring the Commission that as and when the record is received from the office of  Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh, the requisite information would  be supplied to the appellant. 

6.

Despite the directions of the Commission issued  to the PIO  of the office of  Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh,  on the last date of hearing, requisite record had  not been supplied to DRME. One last opportunity was  afforded to the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Chandigarh, to supply the relevant record to DRME so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. He  was  also directed to apprise the Commission of the status of the case in person on the next date of hearing. 
A copy of the orders was forwarded to Principal Secretary, Medical Education and Research, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh to ensure the compliance of the orders by the PIO. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Shri Sushil Sharma, Senior Assistant, Health-3 Branch, appearing on behalf of PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education
 informs that the
Contd…….p/4

AC-1134 of 2014  



-4-
 relevant record is not available in their office. He further states that the record may be in the  possession of members of Selection Committee. Accordingly, the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Medical Education is directed to send the relevant record to the PIO of the office of DRME after obtaining from the concerned Member of the Selection Committee so that requisite information could be supplied to the appellant without any further delay. 
8.

Adjourned to 19.02.2015 at 2.00 P.M.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
CC:
Public Information Officer,




REGISTERED
Office of Principal Secretary, 

Medical Education and Research, Punjab, 

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH-160017
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Deepak Mudgil,

Military Station Road,

Opposite Channakya School,

Fazilka-152123.







…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer

o/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Fazilka.






…Respondent

Complaint  Case No. 4203 of 2013     







Order
Present: 
None for the complainant. 
Shri Gurdas Singh, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Jalalabad(Additional Charge of M. C. Fazilka),   on behalf of the respondent. 



Vide RTI application dated 24.10.2013 addressed to the respondent, Shri Deepak Mudgil  sought copies of Lay-Out Plan, Drawing number  and Shajra Plan in respect of M.C. Colony.

2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Mudgil filed a complaint dated 27.11.2013 with the Commission,  which was received in it on 29.11.2013  and finding sufficient reasons to inquire into the matter in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for  19.02.2014. 

3.

On 19.02.2014 none was present for the parties. A   perusal of the case file revealed that Regional Deputy Director, Ferozepur-cum-First Appellate Authority vide letter No. 277-278, dated 08.01.2011  directed the PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Fazilka to supply the requisite information to the complainant within a week and apprise the Commission of the latest position,  under intimation to him. 
Since 

none  was  present for the parties, one more opportunity  was  afforded to them to 

pursue their case. The respondent – PIO  was  directed to supply  complete information 
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to the complainant within 30 days with a copy to the Commission. The case was 
adjourned to 24.04.2014, which was further adjourned to 10.06.2014 due to Lok Sabha Elections.

4.

On 10.06.2014, the representative of the complainant stated  that no information had been supplied to the complainant so far. Viewing the deliberate absence of the respondent during two consecutive hearing seriously, the PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Municipal Council Fazilka was  issued a Show-Cause Notice under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, to explain  in writing through an affidavit, on the next date of hearing 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 to the complainant and also as to why a suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him  in obtaining the requisite information in the instant case.  He was  also given an opportunity of personal hearing before taking any action under  the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. Besides, he  was   directed to supply complete information to the complainant within 30 days under intimation to the Commission. The case was adjourned to 20.08.2014.

5.

On 20.08.2014,  Shri Rajesh Kumar, Inspector, appearing on behalf of the respondent, handed  over information, asked for  at  Points No. 1 and 2, to the representative of the complainant in the court. He informed  the Commission that the information asked for at Point No. 3 is not available with them.  Accordingly, the respondent PIO-cum- Executive Officer, Municipal Council Fazilka was  directed to supply the information asked for at Point No. 3 to the complainant and in case it was  not available, an affidavit, duly attested by Executive Magistrate, to this effect, be submitted on the next date of hearing i.e. today.  He was also directed to submit reply to the show-cause notice issued to him on 10.06.2014 through a duly sworn affidavit, personally on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned to 21.10.2014.
6.

On 21.10.2014,  Shri Sanjeev Kumar, Clerk, appearing on behalf of the respondent, informed  the Commission that Executive Officer, Municipal Council 
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Fazilka, was  not able to attend the court  as he had gone to New Delhi to attend a meeting relating to IHSDP Scheme. Accordingly, Executive Officer, Municipal Council Fazilka  was again directed to supply the information asked for at Point No. 3 to the complainant and in case it is not available in their record,  an affidavit, duly attested by Executive Magistrate, to this effect, be submitted on the next date of hearing. He was   also directed to submit reply to the show-cause notice issued to him on 10.06.2014 through a duly sworn affidavit, personally on the next date of hearing. He  was  also directed to submit a relevant document as proof to show  that he had  gone to New Delhi to attend  an official meeting  in New Delhi relating to IHSDP Scheme. The case was adjourned for today.
7.

Today, a  telephonic message has been received from Shri Deepak Modgil, complainant, informing the Commission that he is unable to attend hearing today due to sad demise of his mother. He  has further informed that complete information has not been supplied to him so far.  

8.

As per the directions of the Commission, issued on the last date of hearing, Shri Gurdas Singh, Executive Officer, Jalalabad(Addition Charge of M.C. Fazilka) is present to day. He submits a copy of Notice of Meeting to show that he attended meeting of CSMC at New Delhi on 21.10.2014 due to which he could not attend hearing in the Commission. He further states that an affidavit to the effect that the information in respect of Point No. 3 is not available in their record, has already  been submitted  in the Commission.  Vide  the said affidavit he has also  submitted reply to the show-cause notice issued to him in this case.   Accordingly, it is directed  that a copy of the said affidavit be supplied to the complainant. 
9.

In the above noted circumstances, the case is disposed of and closed.








  Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sawarnjit Singh,

S/o Shri Mann Singh,

Village: Rachhin, Block: Pakhowal,

Tehsil: Raikot, District: Ludhiana.





…Complainant

Versus
Public Information Officer

o/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Pakhowal, District: Ludhiana.





…Respondent
Complaint  Case No. 1723 of 2014    

Order
Present: 
Sh.Sawarnjit Singh, complainant,  in person.
Shri  Balbir Singh, S.E.P.O. office of BDPO, Pakhowal, on behalf of the respondent.


Vide RTI application dated 10.12.2013,    addressed to PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana,  Shri  Sawarnjit Singh, sought various information/documents regarding construction of wall  and Stadium on the site of  pond of the village: Rachhin, Block: Pakhowal,Tehsil: Raikot, District: Ludhiana.


2.

Failing to get satisfactory information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Shri Sawarnjit Singh  filed a complaint dated 19.06.2014 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  10.09.2014.
3.

On 10.09.2014, the Respondent handed  over  information to the complainant  in the court. The respondent informed  the Commission that the information had  been delayed because the previous Panchayat Secretary had been suspended. The complainant stated  that the provided information was incomplete. The 
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respondent sought   some more time to supply  the remaining information. The request 

was  accepted and the respondent PIO  was  directed to provide the remaining  information to the complainant within 30 days, failing which punitive action would  be initiated against the PIO under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. The case was adjourned to 28.10.2014. 
4.

On 28.10.2014, Shri  Satnam Singh, Panchayat Secretary, Pakhowal , appearing on behalf of the respondent, informed that complete information had already been supplied to the complainant and no more information relating to the instant RTI application is available in their record. The complainant  was  still not satisfied. Accordingly, the 
Block Development & Panchayat Officer, ,Pakhowal, District: Ludhiana, was  directed to apprise the Commission of the factual position of the case  personally on the next date of hearing so that complete information to the satisfaction of the complainant could be supplied to him. The case was adjourned for today.
5.

Shri  Balbir Singh, S.E.P.O. office of BDPO, Pakhowal, appearing on behalf of the respondent, informs the Commission that the requisite information, available on their record, has been supplied to the complainant and no more information relating to instant RTI application is available in their record. He submits a copy of the provided information, which is taken on record. The complainant expresses satisfaction.
6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed. 










Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sumit Nayyar, Advocate,

14, Dasoundha Singh Road,

Lawrence Road Extension,

Amritsar.









…Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer

o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab,

7th Floor, Block-E, Punjab School Education Board Complex,

 Sector: 62, Mohali.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

o/o Principal Secretary Medical Education & Research,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector:9, Chandigarh.


…Respondents

Appeal Case  No.  1140 of 2014   

Order
Present: 
Shri Krishan Kumar Nayyar, on behalf  of the appellant.

None  on behalf of the respondents.

Shri Sumit Nayyar, Appellant,  vide an RTI application dated 01.08.2013, addressed to PIO, office of  Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab, SCO No. 87, Sector: 40-C, Chandigarh, sought certain information on 11 points  with regard to medical teachers with non-medical qualifications viz. M.Sc, Phd.  

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 26.12.2013  under the provisions of Section 19(1) of the RTI Act,2005 and subsequently approached the Commission in second appeal   vide application dated 01.03.2014  under the provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was 

received in the Commission on  03.03.2014  and accordingly, a notice of hearing was issued to the parties for 20.05.2014.
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3.

On 20.05.2014, the respondent submitted  a letter  No. 8221, dated 19.05.2014 from the PIO of the office of Director,  Research and Medical Education,
Punjab,  to the Commission, which  was  taken on record. Vide the said letter, the 

PIO had sought some more time to enable them to supply the requisite information to the appellant, as the information had to be collected from subordinate offices, which was  granted.  Accordingly, Shri Didar Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, office of Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab,  was  directed to supply complete information to the appellant within 20 days with a copy to the Commission. He was  also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons for the delay in the supply of information to the appellant. The case was adjourned to 05.08.2014.

4.

On 05.08.2014, the appellant stated that mis-leading information had  been supplied to him as the information relating to Dental Colleges had been supplied to him whereas information in respect of medical colleges had been asked for by him. Accordingly, the PIO was  directed to supply the correct and to the point  information to the appellant. He was also directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing to apprise the Commission of the present status of the case, failing which punitive action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned to 21.10.2014.
5.

On 21.10.2014, Shri Ashok Kumar, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the respondents,  sought  adjournment of the case stating that their office was  being shifted to a new building.  Viewing the lackadaisical approach being adopted by the PIO in this case, seriously, he was issued  a  show-cause notice to explain 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 willful delay being caused in the supply of information in the instant case and also as to why a compensation be not  awarded to the appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him in obtaining requisite information.  The PIO  was  also afforded an opportunity 
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personal hearing on the next date of hearing, failing which necessary action under the
 provisions of RTI Act, 2005 would  be initiated against him. The case was adjourned for today. 
6.

Despite the issuance of strict directions on the last date of hearing, the PIO is not present today for submitting reply to the show-cause notice issued to him nor any intimation has been received from him. Viewing this callous attitude of the PIO seriously, one last opportunity is afforded to Shri Hardev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO to submit reply to show-cause notice issued to him on the last date of hearing, failing which ex-parte action under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 will be taken against him. He is also directed to supply complete information to the appellant and explain  in person the factual position of the case on the next date of hearing.
7.

A copy of the order is forwarded to DRME, Punjab to ensure the compliance of the orders.
8.

Adjourned to  24.02.2015 at 2.00 P.M.










Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


            State Information Commissioner
CC:
 Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab,

REGISTERD
7th Floor, Block-E, Punjab School Education Board Complex,

 Sector: 62, Mohali.

Shri Hardev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO,

        REGISTERED
o/o Director Medical Education and Research, Punjab,

7th Floor, Block-E, Punjab School Education Board Complex,

 Sector: 62, Mohali.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, 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: 
None for the  appellant.
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 

provisions of Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005, which was received in the Commission 
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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.
6.
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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 for today.
7.

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

Adjourned to 19.02.2015 at 2.00 P.M. for confirmation of compliance of orders.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




   
 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Date: 22-12-2014


             State Information Commissioner
