                            STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Jasbir Singh, 

Village Bolapur Jhabewal, 

P.O. Ramgarh, 

District Ludhiana. 




                     …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/O District Transport Officer,

Sri Muktsar Sahib.



            
        ….Respondent

CC No.1411/12

Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Mahesh Kumar, Junior Assistant, office of District Transport Officer, Sri Muktsar Sahib on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



At the last date of hearing Shri B.M. Singh, PCS, the then PIO-DTO Sri Muktsar Sahib was issued show cause notice as to why penalty may not be imposed upon him. Shri B.M. Singh is not present. At the last date of hearing, Shri B.M. Singh had sought time to submit explanation in the matter. Shri B.M. Singh is directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing to submit his explanation regarding show cause notice as why penalty may not be imposed upon him due to delay in the supply of the information. This is a last opportunity to be heard before imposition of penalty. 


To come up on 17.10.2013 at 11.00 A.M.

                 




                (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013
                             State Information Commissioner

CC: Shri B.M.Singh, PCS, District Transport Officer, Ropar  for information & 

              necessary action.
                       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurbax Singh, 

Premier Complex,

Village Nichi Mangli, PO Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana.



                                    …Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Bathinda.






             ….Respondent
CC No. 1120 of 2012 
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.


None on behalf of DTO, Bathinda. .

Order:


At the last date of hearing all the three PIOs connected with this case namely Shri Bhupinder Singh, PCS now working as SDM, Moga, Shri B.M.Singh, PCS, DTO, Ropar and Shri Harjit Singh Sandhu, DTO, Bathinda were directed to show cause why penalty may not be imposed upon them for the violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005. They are not present, however a letter dated 23.8.2013 has been received from Shri Bhupinder Singh PCS, SDM, Moga for exemption from personal appearance due to his duty in election related work. All the above mentioned PIOs namely Shri Bhupinder Singh, PCS now working as SDM, Moga, Shri B.M.Singh, PCS, DTO, Ropar and Shri Harjit Singh Sandhu, DTO, Bathinda are directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing as a last opportunity to be heard before imposition of penalty. 



To come up on 17.10.2013 at 11.00 A.M.
DATED: 27.8.2013



        (NARINDERJIT SINGH)

                                                             STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

CC: 1.             1. Shri B.M.Singh, PCS, District Transport Officer, Ropar,

                     2. Shri Bhupinder Singh, Sub Divisional Magistrate, Moga, 

                     3. Shri Harjit Singh Sandhu, District Transport Officer, Bathinda    

                         for necessary action.

              STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH                                                                                                                                                               (www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa, Opposite Telephone Exchange,

VPO Bhattian-Bet

Ludhiana-141008.

…………………Complainant

V/s

The Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.

………………….Respondent

CC No. 1487 of 2012
Date of hearing:27.8.2013
Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: District Transport Officer,Ludhiana.

Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

                       Shri Jaspal Singh, Sectional Officer, office of District Transport Officer, Ludhiana on behalf of the respondent.

Order


The respondent has filed written submission signed by the PIO-cum-DTO Ludhiana. At the last date of hearing on 18.7.2013 Shri Manpreet Singh Chhatwal, PCS, PIO-DTO Ludhiana was summoned to be personally present. The respondent now submits that Shri Manpreet Singh Chhatwal, PCS has been transferred and posted as Secretary, Regional Transport Authority, Ferozepur and has relinquished the charge of PIO-cum-DTO, Ludhiana. The respondent further submits that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is not present .The complainant was also not present at the last date of hearing on 18.7.2013. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed..

Dated: 27.8.2013




(NARINDERJIT SINGH)






        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

                         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurbax Singh, 

Premier Complex Village Nichi Mangli,

P.O. Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana











      





     …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mansa.










       




                                     …Respondent

CC- 864/ 2012

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013
Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public authority: District Transport Officer, Mansa.
Present:

None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Karanvir Singh Chhina, PIO-DTO Mansa  on behalf of 
                      the  respondent.

ORDER:


Shri Karanvir Singh Chhina, PIO-DTO Mansa came present and filed written submission which is taken on record. The respondent submits that the information has already been supplied to the complainant and complainant is satisfied with the information provided to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent regarding supply of the information, the case is disposed of and closed. 
Dated: 27.8.2013

  
                  (Narinderjit Singh)





                 State Information Commissioner 

                                                STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

Vigilance Citizen Forum,

House No. 3344, 

Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003.






…Appellant


Versus

1. The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





2. First Appellate Authority,

    Municipal Corporation,

    Ludhiana.







…Respondent


AC No. 33 of 2013

Present:

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira, appellant.




Sh. Surinderpal Singh, Superintendent-PIO-Municipal 

                                 Corporation, Ludhiana & Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:

 

The appellant had submitted an application dated 10-7-2012 to the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana seeking information pertaining to the work of providing and laying 80mm thick interlocking tiles octagonal design and const. of footpaths on sides of Gill road from Campa Cola Chowk to Sidhwan Canal, Aggrieved by the response of the PIO as he provided incomplete information vide letter No.170/APIO-C dated 6-8-2012, the appellant filed first appeal dated 13-8-2012 before the First Appellate Authority i.e. Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. First Appellate Authority passed an order on 17-9-2012 directing the PIO to provide the requisite information within 10 days’ time, free of cost. But the respondent did not bother to comply with the orders passed by the First Appellate Authority. Subsequently, the appellant filed an appeal with this Commission. The notice of hearing was issued to the PIO and a copy of the same was sent to the appellant and case was list for hearing on 27-2-





-2-                             AC No.33/2013
2013. Subsequently, the case was heard on 11-4-2013, 4-6-2013, 27-6-2013 and 18-7-2013. 

                                  On 27th June 2013 Shri Surinderpal Singh, Superintendent-PIO-Municipal Corporation, Zone-C, Ludhiana and Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation were asked to show cause as to why penalty should not be imposed upon them as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act 2005. They were directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing as an opportunity to be heard before imposing penalty upon them. The appellant stated that complete information had not been supplied to him. The appellant further stated that the compensation amount of Rs. 5000/- has not been paid to him till date which was required to be paid within one week’s time i.e. by 11.6.2013. The appellant stated that he has faced harassment and detriment due to non-supply of the information by the respondent, therefore the amount of compensation may be enhanced. Accordingly the amount of compensation was enhanced to Rs. 6000/- to be paid within one week’s time. 



Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, the then PIO, and Sh. Surinderpal Singh, Superintendent-PIO-Municipal Corporation, Zone-C, Ludhiana have filed written submissions. The PIOs submits that applicant has already been paid compensation of Rs. 6000/- as per the orders of this Commission on account of harassment/detriment faced by him and the remaining information has also been supplied.

                                   Regarding delay in supply of the information the public information officers stated that there was no deliberate intention to delay the matter and the delay in providing the information has not been caused intentionally or willfully. The PIOs further stated that the delay in reply is owed to negligence of junior officers and shortage of staff. Being PIOs, they cannot wash 
-3-                                        AC No.33/2013
their hands off by passing the responsibilities to their junior staff when it was incumbent upon the PIOs to follow up the issue with concerned junior staff, since the reply to RTI application is a time bound activity. Hence they cannot mitigate their responsibility by blaming their junior officials. This kind of reasoning is more of an excuse and less of an explanation. Accordingly the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to take disciplinary action against all the concerned Public Information Officers and other officers/officials responsible for the violation of the Right to Information Act in this case, under the service rules applicable to them.
                                   During earlier hearing on 27th June 2013 the appellant had produced a copy of the Punjab Government Notification No. 8/71/05-1LG.IV/971 dated 2.6.2009 vide which the PIOs and APIOs of the Corporation had been designated. The appellant state that instead of designating the senior officers as
PIOs as per the Punjab Government Notification, junior officers have been designated as PIOs. The PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana was directed to provide response in respect of the above plea of the appellant. Today the PIO states that regarding appointment of Junior Officers as PIO/APIO with respect to Notification No. 8/71/05-1LG/IV/-971 dated 2.6.2009 of Punjab Government; these appointments are to be made by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana who is competent authority to do so. The respondent has also submitted that the order vide endorsement No. 164/MO dated 15.4.2013 were issued by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to streamline the disposal of application under RTI keeping in view the peculiar Zonal structure of Municipal Corporation Ludhiana and various factors impeding the quick disposal of applications under RTI after discussion with higher authorities. This Commission has observed that in most of the cases, delay occurred in providing information to the information seekers due to confusing arrangement amongst the designated PIOs and APIOs and the staff 

                   

        -4-                                        AC No.33/2013
assigned to the RTI work in the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana does not seem to be sufficiently sensitised to respond to the RTI requests in time. The Secretary to the Government of Punjab, Department of Local Government may review the existing arrangement of appointing the PIOs with reference to the Notification No. 8/71/05-1LG/IV/-971 dated 2.6.2009 of the Punjab Government.  

                       With these directions the case is disposed of and closed.




                               (NARINDERJIT SINGH)

DATED: 27.8.2013

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

CC:       A copy of this order is sent for compliance to:

1.  The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,
        Ludhiana
2.  The Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Local         Government, Chandigarh.

                      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

Vigilance Citizen Forum,

House No. 3344, 

Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003.






…Appellant


Versus

1. The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





2. First Appellate Authority,

    Municipal Corporation,

    Ludhiana.







…Respondent

AC No. 35 of 2013   

Present:

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira, appellant.




Sh. Surinderpal Singh, Superintendent-PIO-Municipal 

                                 Corporation, Ludhiana & Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:



The appellant had submitted an application dated 13-8-2012 to the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for taking certified sealed samples of the material used in the work pertaining to the work of providing and laying 80mm thick interlocking tiles of octagonal design and const. of footpaths on sides of Gill road from Campa Cola Chowk to Sidhwan Canal. The respondent PIO vide letter No.202/APIO-C, dated 5-9-2012 refused to give the permission to the appellant for inspection of the project and for the supply of certified sealed samples of the material used therein on the pretext that ongoing work has been stalled by the contractor due to the rainy season. Aggrieved by the decision of the PIO, the appellant filed the First Appeal dated 17-9-2012 before the First Appellate Authority i.e. Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana who has failed to pass any order on it within the time limit u/s 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Subsequently, the appellant has filed an appeal in 

                                               -2-                                              AC No. 35 of 2013   

this Commission. Notice of hearing was sent to the PIO with a copy to the appellant and the case was listed for hearing on 21-2-2013. Subsequently, the case was heard on 27-2-2013, 11-4-2013, 4-6-2013, 27-6-2013 and 18-7-2013.


                     This case was last heard on 18-7-2013 when Shri Surinderpal Singh, Superintendent-the present PIO, Municipal Corporation, Zone-C, Ludhiana and Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, the PIO at the time of receipt of the application dated 13-8-2012  for seeking information, came present. Shri Surinderpal Singh, PIO submitted his reply with reference to the show cause notice issued to him. The notice in respect of Shri Surinderpal Singh, the present PIO is dropped as he was not working as PIO during the relevant time period of disposal of RTI request. Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana had made a written submission which states that 

                   “In this connection, it is stated that the explanation of the PIO has been called for not taking the orders of Honourable Commission seriously. After carefully studying the file, it has been found that no order had been passed by Honourable Commission before 4.6.2013. As such the question of not taking the order serious did not arise. Kindly make it convenient to drop the notice qua the undersigned.” 

                           As the perusal of the written submission of Shri Dharam Singh, S.E, clearly indicated that it was not a satisfactory reply to the show cause notice issued to him vide order dated 27.6.2013, he was again directed to personally appear on the next date of hearing to provide a detailed explanation regarding the show cause notice issued to him vide order dated 27.6.2013. During the hearing the appellant had stated that till that date he had not been given the certified sealed samples of the material used in the work of providing and laying 80mm thick interlocking tiles of octagonal design and construction of footpaths on sides of Gill Road from Campa Cola Chowk to Sidhwan Canal as per his RTI application. The appellant had further stated that "right to information" means the right to information accessible under this Act which is held by or under the control 





-3-                               AC No. 35 of 2013   

of any public authority and includes the right to taking certified samples of material.

                 The respondents sought time to give response relating to the submission of the appellant and therefore the case was adjourned to 27th August 2013.
Today Shri Dharam Singh, the PIO at the time of receipt of the application of information seeker, came present and has filed written submission vide letter No. 66/ACT/D/RTI dated 26.8.2013. The contents of this letter are reproduced below:-




“The case referred to above is fixed for hearing on 27.8.2013 

                       at Chandigarh.



 In this connection, it is respectfully stated that as per the orders of Hon’ble Commission appellant has been supplied with samples of material used in the construction of work. It is further submitted that no technical bid was invited for this work. Applicant has already been informed accordingly vide letter 463/ACT-C dated 20.8.2013 (Photocopy enclosed)



It is further submitted that applicant has already been paid with compensation amounting to Rs. 6000/- as per the orders of Hon’ble Commission on account of harassment/detriment faced by him. As far as appointment of junior officers as PIO/APIO is concerned with respect to Notification No. 8/71/05-1LG/IV/-971 dated 2.6.2009 of Punjab Government; these appointments are to be made by the Worthy Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana who is competent authority to do so. The order of Hon’ble Commission has been conveyed to the Worthy Commissioner, Ludhiana.



Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is facing acute shortage of staff. Due to which information has been delayed slightly. No malafide intention is involved. The Municipal Corporation believes in transparency.



 

             It is prayed that the case may kindly be closed appreciating the difficulties of the Municipal Corporation and show cause notice issued to undersigned may be withdrawn, sir.”


 



-4-                        AC No. 35 of 2013   

              The appellant now states that he has received the samples on 22.8.2013 and there is a clear delay of nine months. Shri Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana who was working as PIO at the time of receipt of the application admitted his mistake and submitted apology for the delay.



The submissions of the respondents and the appellant have been heard   and   this Commission is constrained to record that PIO- Shri Dharam Singh has not provided any credible explanation   for   not   having   provided   information   to   the appellant till as late as 22.8.2013. Even the PIO’s letter dated   26-8-2013   is   vague   and   misleading   and     does   not clearly reflect the true position.

                  Accordingly as per the provisions of section 20 (1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, this Commission imposes a penalty of Rs. 25,000/–( twenty-five thousand rupees only) on the PIO for not having acted as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and for   not   providing   information   to   the   appellant   within   the time frame prescribed therein. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana     is directed to recover the amount of Rs. 25,000/­ (twenty-five thousand rupees) from the salary of the PIO -Shri Dharam Singh and deposit the same with the Government of Punjab under appropriate head of account within six weeks’ time. 
                       To come up for confirmation regarding compliance of the decision of this Commission on 17-10-2013 at 11.00 AM.




                               (NARINDERJIT SINGH)

DATED: 27.8.2013

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

CC:       A copy of this order is sent for compliance to:

1.  The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,  Ludhiana
2.  The Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Local         Government, Chandigarh.

            STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

Vigilance Citizen Forum,

House No. 3344, 

Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003.






…Appellant


Versus

1. The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





2. First Appellate Authority,

    Municipal Corporation,

    Ludhiana.







…Respondent









AC No. 36 of 2013

 Present:

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira, appellant.




None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER:

At the last date of hearing on 18.7.2013, the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana was directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing to provide his written response regarding the objections raised by the appellant and to explain the reasons for absence from the hearings.  The PIO is not present. As a last opportunity, the PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing failing which this Commission shall be constrained to issue bailable warrant under Section 18(3) of the Right to Information Act read with relevant provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure to produce the relevant record relating to the complaint.



To come up on 17.10.2013 at 11.00 A.M.



                               (NARINDERJIT SINGH)

DATED: 27.8.2013

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

CC:
Shri R.K.Verma, IAS, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana with a direction that the presence of the concerned PIO at the next date of hearing in this Commission may be ensured.                             

                             STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Stinu Jain,

R/O: Shree Jain Bhawan,

Street No.13, Abohar,

Distt. Fazilka.








       …Complainant


Versus

The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Tehsildar,

Abohar, Distt. Fazilka.









…Respondent

CC No. 1309 of 2013

Date of hearing:27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013 

Public authority: Tehsildar,Abohar,
Present: - 
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Gurpreet Singh, Naib Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER:


Shri Gurpreet Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Abohar came present and submits that the PIO, Tehsildar, Abohar could not attend today’s hearing as he is busy in flood protection work. The respondent submits that complete information has been provided to the complainant. The complainant is not present, however a letter has been received from him mentioning that he has received the information and therefore he is not interested in any compensation. In view of the submission of the respondent and letter of the complainant, the case is disposed of and closed. 





           (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 18.7.2013.


State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,



…Respondent

Office of the Sub Registrar, 

Zira,

District Ferozepur.

CC-2478  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Sub Registrar, Zira,

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.
                      Shri Desh Bandhu, Registry Clerk, Office of Sub Registrar, Zira, on 
                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent has filed a copy of letter dated 8.7.2013 which is taken on record. The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.





          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.







…Respondent

CC-2490  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner, Moga







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Mandeep Kumar, Registry Clerk, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.







…Respondent

CC-2493  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner,Ferozepur.







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Desh Bandhu, Registry Clerk, Office of Sub Registrar, Zira, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Sri Muktsar Sahib.





…Respondent

CC-2503  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner,Sri Muktsar Sahib.







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Guranditta Singh, Steno, office of Deputy Commissioner, Sri 

                      Muktsar Sahib on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Fazilka






…Respondent

CC-2516  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner,Fazilka.







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri D.P.Pandey, Tehsildar, Fazilka, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand, 
Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.







…Respondent

CC-2552  of 2013

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Mandeep Kumar, Registry Ckerk, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent seeks one adjournment to provide his response regarding the complaint of Shri Tarsem Jindal. The complainant is not present. The case is adjourned to 17.10.2013 at 11.00 AM. 






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.







…Respondent

CC-2558  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner,Ferozepur.







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Desh Bandhu, Registry Clerk, Office of Sub Registrar, Zira, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jindal,

(Neeli Chattri  Wala)

Son of Shri Kastoor Chand,, 

Kothi No. 306,Aastha Enclave,

Barnala

District Barnala





…Complainant


                                        Versus

The Public Information Officer,





Office of the Deputy Commissioner,

Fazilka






…Respondent

CC-2557  of 2013

Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Deputy Commissioner,Fazilka.







Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri D.P.Pandey, Tehsildar, Fazilka, on 

                      behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.






          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ashish Kumar,

Son of Shri Sunil Kumar
H.No. 3415-3416, EWS Colony,

Near Tajpur Road,

Ludhiana. 





….Complainant
                                     

  Versus








…Respondent

The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.











CC-2519  of 2013
Date of hearing: 27.8.2013

Date of decision:27.8.2013

Public Authority: Commissioner of Police,Ludhiana.

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

                      Shri Santosh Kumar, ASI on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER:
 

The respondent has made a written submission which is taken on record. The respondent submits that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to him. The respondent has also produced a copy of letter signed by the complainant stating that he has received the information and also states that the Complaint Case No. 2519 of 20133 may be closed. The complainant is not present. In view of the submission of the respondent, the case is disposed of and closed.





          (Narinderjit Singh)

Dated: 27.8.2013.


State Information Commissioner.

