STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shrimati Sudershan Kaur,

House No. 2314, Phase-XI, SAS Nagar,

Mohali,







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

CC No. 2616  /2009

Present:
Shri Ranjit Singh on behalf of complainant.



Shri Harish Bhagat, legal Assistant-cum-APIO and Shri 



Devinder Singh, Clerk, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shrimati Sudarshan Kaur filed an application with the PIO of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 13.07.2009 and asked information about the death registration of her father Shri Sunder Singh son of Jathedar Sahib Singh of Ludhiana, who died in her brother’s house, Shri Charanjit Singh. Afte getting no response from the PIO, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 09.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14287.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

Shri Ranjit Singh husband of Smt. Sudershan Kaur, who appeared on her behalf, states  that she sent four reminders to the PIO but no information was provided to her. It is only after getting the notice of hearing from the                       
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Commission , the information was supplied vide letter No. 298, dated 23.10.2009 only one week before the hearing fixed by the Commission.

3.

The representative on behalf of complainant, states that the information supplied to her is complete and she is satisfied with the information supplied.  However, the information is late by two and a half months.  Action be taken against the PIO under the provisions of Right to Information Act.  Shri Devinder Singh, Clerk and Shri Harish Bhagat, APIO, on behalf of respondent state that the information has to be searched from the old record of the Corporation, therefore, it took time to prepare the information. Respondents tender unconditional apology and regret for the delay in the Court and assure the Commission that the information will be supplied in time in future.  The representative on behalf of complainant also agrees to the apology tendered by the respondent and pleads that the case may be closed.

4.

Accordingly, the case is closed and disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Inder Partap Singh Bains,

Attorny of Ms Parkash Kaur,

429, Mota Singh Nagar, Jalandhar.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

CC No. 2634 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Inder Partap Singh Bains, filed an application with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar on 09.07.2009. After getting no response from the PIO, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 28.08.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 11.09.2009 against diary No. 14504. Accordingly, the notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.

Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO states that the information has been supplied vide memo No. RTI/289-JIT/2262, dated 26.08.2009. In the letter it is stated that sale deed of plot No. 410 in Lajpat Nagar, Jalandhar has already been executed in favour of Shri Inder Partap Singh 
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Bains son of Shri Naranjan Singh on 02.07.1970. It is further informed that the 

Sale deed is not executed by this office for the second time and it is executed after ensuring by the office that the full sale money has been recovered from the allottee.  It has also been written in the said letter that if the complainant feels dis-satisfied with the information, he can file an appeal with the appellant authority i.e. Executive Officer of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar within 10 days.

3.

PIO further states that the information was sent through post on 26.08.2009 but the complaint has been filed with the Commission on 28.08.2009. He might have received the information after 28.08.2009 that is why he has not approached the PIO and is not present in the Court today.  He might be satisfied with the information supplied to him.

4.

On the perusal of the information supplied, it brings out that the information as per column “B” of his demand i.e. notification of the Government of Punjab, Department of Revenue and Rehabilitation No. 16/2009-ST-II/1772, dated 12.03.2009 has not been supplied to him. Respondent states that he will send a copy of the said notification to the complainant after getting it from his office and pleads that the case may be closed.

5.

The complainant vide his letter dated 09.09.2009 addressed to the PIO with a copy to the Commission states that the requisite information has been supplied to him and he is satisfied with it and pleads that no action be taken on 
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his letter dated 28.08.2009. Thanks. As the complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him, the case is, therefore, disposed of. 
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tejinder Singh s/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

Plot No. 40, Village: Bholapur Guru Nanak Nagar,

PO: Shahibana, Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. of Local Govt. Mini Sectt., Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1166  /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of complaianant.



Shri Jatinder Sood, Superintendent, Municipal Corporation, 


Patiala, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The respondent states that the information relating to Municipal Corporation, Patiala has been sent to the complainant vide letter No. 101/ES, dated 29.10.2009 through registered post. The PIO of office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar is not present in the court today.  One more chance is given to the Municipal Corporation, Amritsar, to supply the information to the complainant. 

2.

The respondent on behalf of PIO of Municipal Corporation, Patiala is exempted from further appearnace in the Court as the relevant information stands supplied to the complainant with a copy to the Commission. 
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The  PIO of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar is directed to supply the information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission. 

3.

The case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K.N.Dua,

1-B-71-NIT (one), Faridabad-121001.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

CC No. 2640 /2009

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



None is present on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

A fax message has been received from the APIO of office of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana stating that Shri Subhash Gupta, Assistant Trust Engineer-cum-PIO has proceeded on one month leave and no PIO has been appointed in his place.  The PIO is being appointed within a day or two.  He has also stated that he himself is suffering from fever. Therefore, he pleads that the case may be adjourned and next date of hearing be given.  

2.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Rakesh Madaan,

320, Preet Nagar, Sodal Road,

Jalandhar.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No. 636 /2009

Present:

None is present on behalf of appellant.




None is present on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

As none is present on behalf of both the parties and it being the first hearing, one more chance is given to both the parties and the case is fixed for further hearing on 01.12.2009 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ram Parkash Khanna s/o Sh. Vidya Parkash Khanna,

1123, R.B.Sain Dass Road, Dhab Khatikan,

Amritsar.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.




 Respondent

AC No. 647 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Rajinder Sharma, Building Inspector, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shir Ram Parkash Khanna filed an application with the PIO of office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar on 07.07.2009. After getting no response from the PIO, he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 06.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 02.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on 10.09.2009 against diary No. 14385.  Accordingly, the notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

Respondent states that the information was supplied to the appellant vide letter No. MTP/NTP/1173, dated 23.10.2009 in which APIO-MTP, Amritsar stating that :-
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“  ;pzXs fpbfvzr eboe dh og'N w[skfpe fBwB j;skyo d/ dcso fty/ tkovK nB[;ko Be;/ iwQK BjhA ehs/ iKd/ jB fJ; eoe/ tkovK w[skfpe fojkfJ;h fpbfvzr gb?B wBi{o j'fJnk dk e'Jh th foekov T[gbpX BjhA j?. fco th nkg B{z i/eo fe;/ yk; fpbfvzr ;pzXh e'Jh ;{uBk b'VhAdh j? sK T[; fpbfvzr d/ wkbe dk Bkw, gsk dZf;nk ikt/ sK i' nkg tb'A wzrh rJh ;{uBk nkg B{Z w[jZJhnk eotkJh ik ;e/. fiE' se wekB BzL 1123 nkoHphH;kJhAdk; o'v, pko/ nkg tb'A g[fSnk frnk j? T[; dk Be;k fJ; ftGkr tb'A gofwN Bzpo 34$36 fwsh 02-04-2009 okjhA wBi{o ehsk frnk j?. 

Copy of the letter mentioned above is placed on the record file of the instant case. 

3.

From the perusal of the letter and the application, it brings out that the report of PIO-MTP is clear and the appellant can approach the PIO/APIO for getting some specific information and file a new application with them. Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  666/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 09.06.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar and asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust.. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14576.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, so identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the above-mentioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 












Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  667/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 29.06.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust.. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14577.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, as identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the abovementioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  668/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 13.07.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust.. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14581.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, as identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the above-mentioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  669/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 06.07.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14580.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, as identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the above-mentioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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




(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  670/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 13.07.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14576.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, as identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the above-mentioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla s/o Smt.Raksha Kumari,

House No. 2430, Sector 37C,

Chandigarh.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

AC No.  671/2009

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, appellant, in person.



Shri Parmod Sharma, Trust Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Raj Kumar Khosla, filed an application dated 24.03.2009 with the PIO of office of Improvement Trust, Jalandhar asked information regarding 81.6 acres scheme of the Trust. After getting no response from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 13.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 14.09.2009 which was received in the Commission office on the same date against diary No. 14578.  Accordingly notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.  

2.

From the perusal of the file it brings out that the first appellate authority i.e. Executive Officer has not heard the appeal and no decision has been taken by him. The Commission has taken a serious view that why a 
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Disciplinary action be not recommended under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 


3.

Respondent states that the appellant may be directed to visit his office on any working day to inspect the record.  On their mutual consent, it is directed that the appellant will visit the office of PIO on 10th and 11th November, 2009 from 1100 hours to 1630 hours for inspection of record.  The appellant will identify the record/ documents after inspection and intimate the same to PIO. The PIO will supply the photocopies of all the documents, as identified, free of cost duly authenticated. However, if the appellant wants to pay for the Photostat charges of the documents, he will pay the charges as per Punjab Government policy. The inspection will be carried out in the office room of  Shri Parmod Sharma, Turst Engineer-cum-PIO and he will make arrangements for the inspection on the said date and time.

4.
The respondent states that he has sent information vide memo No. RTI/ 355 JIT/ 4324, dated 29/30.10.2009 running into three sheets. However, the appellant states that he has not received any information. Therefore, one photocopy of the above-mentioned letter dated 29/30.10.2009 is handed over to the appellant in the court today in my presence.

5.

Case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naval Kishore Chopra,

H.No.662, Kasera Bazar, Amritsar.



      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.




 Respondent

AC No. 634 /2009

Present:
Shri Naval Kishore Sharma, appellant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Shri Naval Kishore Chopra, senior citizen, social worker and handicapped, filed an application with the PIO of office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar on 03.03.2009 and asked the information about Sain Guest House which is being run unauthorized , unapproved and without licence, by the owner of the Sain Guest House under the jurisdiction of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.  After getting no information from the PIO he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority. The first appellate authority, after hearing both the parties decided the case on 15.07.2009 with the direction that the APIO-MTP will supply the requisite information to the appellant as permissible under the rules within a period of 20 days from the date of receipt of orders.  PIO, as per the directions of the first appellate authority, has not supplied any information, therefore, Shri Naval Kishore Chopra filed a second appeal with the Commission dated nil which was received in the Commission office on 10.09.2009 against 
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Diary No. 14396. Accordingly, notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.

2.

The appellant produced the letter written from the District Magistrate, Amritsar to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar in which the District Magistrate has stated that :-



“ ;KJh dk; r?;N jkT{; ubkT[D bJh gqtkBrh dk j[ew ikoh BjhA ehsk frnk. “3.

Shri Naval Kishore Chopra as asked the information in public interest and the first appellate authority has already directed the Municipal Corporation to supply the information.  Inspite of direction given by the competent authority, PIO/APIO has not supplied the requisite information to the appellant. The appellant pleads that the action be taken against the PIO/APIO for imposing penalty @ 250/- per day as the information stands delayed for more than six months.

4.

It is ordered that the PIO will supply the information to the appellant 
(i)
 as per the directions given by the first appellate authority and as 


per the application of the appellant dated 03.03.2009.


(ii)
He will explain the reasons as to why the information has not been 


supplied within the stipulated period of 30 days.  He will also 



explain as to why the information has not been supplied despite the 

orders passed by the District Magistrate-cum-first appellate 



authority.


(iii)
   I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information.  The respondent is directed to file his affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with 
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a copy to the opposite party.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 03.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh, at 10.00 AM 
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Ram Parkash Khanna s/o Sh. Vidya Parkash Khanna,

1123, R.B.Sain Dass Road, Dhab Khatikan,

Amritsar.







      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.




 Respondent

AC No. 646 /2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Surinder Pal Sharma, J.E.Horticulture, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Ram Parkash Khanna filed an application with the PIO of office of Municipal Corporation, Amritsar on 30.06.2009. After getting no response from the PIO, he filed an appeal with the first appellate authority on 04.08.2009. After getting no information from the PIO as well as the first appellate authority he filed a second appeal with the Commission on 03.09.2009 which was received in Commission office on 10.09.2009 against diary No. 14386.  Accordingly, the notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.   

2.

Shri S.P.Sharma, JE on behalf of PIO states that the information has been supplied by the Executive Engineer, Horticulture vide letter No. XEN(B)-145, dated 03.09.2009 which was received by the appellant on 
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05.09.2009 through his wife. The respondent states that on 09.09.2009 the appellant has again given in writing that he has received the information on 05.09.2009 but the information supplied is incomplete and he has sent his observations and has demanded some more information for which the respondent states that the information running into 17 sheets is ready with him which will be sent to the appellant within a day or two.  As the appellant is not present in the court today, the information will be sent through registered post.  Since the partial information in the instant case has already been supplied and the remaining information is being sent as per the assurance given by the respondent. The respondent pleads that the case may be closed as full information as per the demand of the appellant, stands supplied and is being supplied, the case may be closed.

3.

The respondent brings to the notice of the Commission that a similar case in AC No. 697 of 2009 has been fixed for hearing on 12.11.2009 in which the same information has been sought and it has inadvertently been reopened by the office of Registrar of the Commission. He, therefore, pleads that case in AC No. 697 of 2009 which is due for hearing on 12.11.2009, be dismissed.  On the perusal of both the cases, it brings out that the same  information has been demanded by the appellant in both the cases and the case may be closed. In the instant case, information has been supplied and the 
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remaining information is being supplied, the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Rajinder Singla,

c/o Mr. Jatinder Moudgil,

E-1/12, Punjab University, Chandigarh-14.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Government, Punjab,

Juneja Building, Sector 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 1362 /2009

Present:
Dr. Rajinder Singla, complainant, in person.



None is present on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Case was last heard on 08.10.2009 when it was directed as and when the Executive Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana joins, the information be supplied to the complainant before the next date of hearing. However, the complainant states that no information has been supplied to him as yet.  Moreover, none is present on behalf of respondent. Commission takes a serious view of this lapse on the part the PIO and therefore, a show cause notice is issued to the PIO for explaining as to why a penalty @ of Rs. 250/- per day may not be imposed upon him for not supplying the information to the complainant.

2.          I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO  to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in
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supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable 

 compensation be not awarded to the complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information.  The respondent is directed to file his affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.



The case is fixed for further hearing on 01.12.2009 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:03.11.2009



State Information Commissioner



