      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,
Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2223 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.
i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  
ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 26.05.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 293 dated 28.07.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2224 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 381 dated 23.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2225 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 449 dated 27.11.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
Contd…2/-
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2226 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 03.08.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 450 dated 27.11.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
Contd…2/-
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

(Regd. Post)
Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)





……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2230 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 03.08.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information/any reply or not. He has also not pointed out any objection, if any reply has been received by him.
Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 3033 dated 17.12.2015, showing that the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar has been informed that the report, regarding which the information has been sought for by him, is under examination and he would be informed accordingly whenever the decision on the same would be taken by the competent authority. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent be sent to the complainant, Sh. 

Raj Kumar alongwith this order through registered post.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

Encl :

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

(Regd. Post)
Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)





……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2231 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information/any reply or not. He has also not pointed out any objection, if any information/reply has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 451 dated 27.11.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar.

 They also submit a reply vide letter no. 3033 dated 17.12.2015, showing that the 
complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar has been informed that the report, regarding which the information has been sought for by him, is under examination and he would be informed accordingly whenever the decision on the same would be taken by the competent authority. It is taken on record.

Contd…2/-
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent be sent to the complainant, Sh. 

Raj Kumar alongwith this order through registered post.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

Encl :

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

(Regd. Post)
Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)





……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2232 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information/any reply or not. He has also not pointed out any objection, if any information/reply has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 383 dated 23.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar.

 They also submit a reply vide letter no. 3033 dated 17.12.2015, showing that the 
complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar has been informed that the report, regarding which the information has been sought for by him, is under examination and he would be informed accordingly whenever the decision on the same would be taken by the competent authority. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent be sent to the complainant, Sh. 

Raj Kumar alongwith this order through registered post.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

Encl :

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2233 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 04.02.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 142 dated 22.04.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2234 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 09.02.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 384 dated 23.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2235 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 09.02.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 100 dated 10.03.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2236 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 10.02.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 385 dated 23.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

(Regd. Post)
Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)





……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2237 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information/any reply or not. He has also not pointed out any objection, if any information/reply has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 3037 dated 17.12.2015, showing that the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar has been informed that the report, regarding which the information has been sought for by him, is under process and he would be informed accordingly whenever the decision on the same would be taken by the competent authority. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent be sent to the complainant, Sh. 

Raj Kumar alongwith this order through registered post.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

Encl :
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2238 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 484 dated 18.12.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2239 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit that the requisite information would be supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar positively.

After examining the documents placed on record, I found that the applicant has not 

exhausted the channel of approaching First Appellate Authority under Section 19 of the RTI Act. 


Hence, this case is remanded to First Appellate Authority, who is Sh. 

Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh with the directions to decide the case as per provisions of the RTI Act, after giving due opportunity to 
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the parties concerned, examining the evidence, documents placed on record/submitted by the parties concerned and subsequent pass a speaking order. A copy of the RTI request alongwith a copy of the complaint be also enclosed for ready reference of First Appellate Authority who will treat it as first appeal.
If the complainant is not satisfied with the decision of the First Appellate Authority, 

he is free to approach the Commission by way of second appeal within one month after receipt of this order.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

CC :  


(Regd. Post)

Sh. Sandeep Hans, 

Additional Managing Director (G)-cum-

First Appellate Authority, 


office of MARKFED, 

Head Office, Chandigarh

 Encl :
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2240 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 382 dated 23.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
Contd…2/-

Complaint  Case No.  2240 of 2015


-2-

Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

(Regd. Post)
Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)





……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2241 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information/any reply or not. He has also not pointed out any objection, if any information/reply has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 3034 dated 17.12.2015, showing that the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar has been informed that the report, regarding which the information has been sought for by him, is under process and he would be informed accordingly whenever the decision on the same would be taken by the competent authority. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.  

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent be sent to the complainant, Sh. 

Raj Kumar alongwith this order through registered post.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

Encl :

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2242 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 26.05.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 293 dated 28.07.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2243 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 26.05.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 293 dated 28.07.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
               SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar,

H. No. 238,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri Road,

Ludhiana(Punjab)







……. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o MARKFED,

Markfed House,

Sector 35 – B,

Chandigarh








    ..…Respondent




      Complaint  Case No.  2246 of 2015
Present :
None on behalf of the complainant.

i) Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ;  

ii) Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ;

iii) Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ;

iv) Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant ;

v) Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER 

The RTI application is dated 27.07.2015. The complaint with the Commission is 

Dated 15.09.2015. 

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, through a letter dated 22.12.2015, which has been 

received in the Commission vide Diary No. 31863 dated 22.12.2015, has intimated the Commission that he is unable to attend today’s hearing and requested for an adjournment in this case. It is taken on record.

The complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar, also through his letter dated 22.12.2015, has only 

requested for an adjournment in this case. In that letter, he has not mentioned that whether he has received the information or not. He has also not pointed out any deficiency in the information supplied to him, if the information has been received by him.

Sh. R. C. Katoch, Deputy Chief Manager (Foodgrain) ; Sh. Sant Sharan Singh, 

Manager (Movement)-cum-APIO ; Ms. Saroj Bala, Senior Assistant ; Sh. Jaspal Singh, Junior Assistant and Sh. Baldev Singh, Salesman, who appeared in today’s hearing, submit a reply vide letter no. 354 dated 03.09.2015, showing that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant, Sh. Raj Kumar. It is taken on record.
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Moreover, according to para 30 and 31 of the judgment passed by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal no. 10787 to 10788 of 2011 in a case ; Chief Information Commissioner & another V/s State of Manipur and another before Ld. Judges - Sh. Asok Kumar Ganguly and Gyan Sudha Misra, the Commission could not allow to information seeker(complainant) to have access of the information under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 ;                        

Para 30 reads as under :

“It has been contended before us by the respondent that under Section  18 of the Act the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission has no power to provide access to the information which has been requested for by any person but which has been denied to him. The only order which can be passed by the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as the case may be, under Section 18 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20. However, before such order is passed the Commissioner must be satisfied that the conduct of the Information Officer was not bona fide.

Para 31 reads as under :


We uphold the said contention and do not find any error in the impugned 

judgment of the High court whereby it has been held that the Commissioner while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for access to the information.”   
Accordingly, the Commission could not allow access to the information to the 

Information seeker in a complaint case as the only remedy available to the information-seeker is given in Section 19 of the RTI Act.

If the applicant is not satisfied with the information supplied by the respondent

PIO, he is free to approach the First Appellate Authority of the office concerned, who is Sh. Sandeep Hans, Additional Managing Director (G) office of MARKFED, Head Office Chandigarh.

In view of the above, the case is disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Chander Parkash)
22nd December, 2015

  

     State Information Commissioner
