STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Hitendar Jain,

c/o Resurgence India, # 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.





   Appellant




  


Vs

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

Department of Industries & Commerce, Udyog Bhavan,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC No. 302 /2009

    RESRVED ON 10.11.2009

 AND 

PRONOUNCED IN THE OPEN COURT ON  09. 02. 2010

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 10.11.2009, when after hearing both the parties, the judgement was reserved.  

2.

In this case, Shri Hitender Jain, Appellant, filed an application with the State Public Information Officer of the office of Principal Secretary, Department of Industries and Commerce, Government of Punjab, Punjab Civil 
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Secretariat, Sector:2, Chandigarh and asked information on following two points:-

“5(c)
I.
Certified copy, duly dated, of the rules, instructions, 

                      orders and all other documents containing guidelines

            for allotment of land without open invitation to other         including allotments under discretionary powers of authorities.
II. Certified detail, duly dated, of all the allotments of land without open invitation to others including allotments under discretionary powers of authorities since 01.04.2002. The detail shall include the order & date of sanction, name & address of the allottee, street address of plot, size of plot, purpose for which allotted rate at which land allotted, market price of land in the area, reasons for allotment without  open invitation to others including allotments under discretionary powers of authorities. “

After  getting no response from the PIO, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority under RTI Act, (under the  Right to Information Act, 2005), O/o The Principal Secretary, Department of Industries & Commerce, Government of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Sector:2, Chandigarh  and pleaded that the 
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information be supplied free of cost as provided under Sub-Section 6 of Section  7 of the RTI Act, 2005.

3.

Again after getting no response from the First Appellate Authority he filed Second Appeal with the Commission  on 06.05.2009 which was received in the Commission on 09.05.2009 against Diary No. 6797. The case was entrusted to the Bench of Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, SIC and later transferred to the Bench of the under-signed by worthy CIC on 22.06.2009 and accordingly Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties.

4.

The case was heard on 07.07.2009 and 01.10.2009 and interim orders were issued and sent to the concerned parties to send their response. 

The PIO was also directed to file an affidavit showing cause as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information.
5.

During hearing on 01.10.2009  the Respondents requested that the  case may be clubbed with AC-176/2009.   A perusal of the information demanded by the Appellant in AC-176/2009  reveals that the information demanded  in AC-176/2009 is  regarding allotment of land under discretionary quota whereas in the instant case the information is about the allotment of land without  open invitation to others including allotment under discretionary powers of  authorities since 01.04.2009.  The Appellant  has asked information from all
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 the Departments where discretionary powers are vested with the Government to allot the land without open invitation. The information in AC-176/2009 is being collected from other Departments also  and case has already been clubbed with AC-306.  Therefore, AC-176/2009 was not  clubbed with the instant case.  So the Respondents were directed to supply the information in the instant case AC-302/2009  to the Appellant as per his  demand

6.

 Shri J. S. Randhawa, Additional Director-cum-PIO of the office of PSIEC  has stated in his affidavit that the application of the applicant dated 29.-01.209 was received in the office of PSIEC on 06.03.2009 from the Assistant, Department of Industries and Commerce, Government, Government of Punjab, 
Chandigarh. Accordingly, Shri Hitender Jain was asked to deposit Rs. 50/- vide 
letter No. PSIEC/RTI/401, dated 16.04.2009 as the cost of the documents.  He has also stated  in his affidavit that the  information running into  13 pages was supplied to the Appellant  on 16.07.2009 vide letter No. PSIEC/RTI/3908-11 dated 16.07.2009 addressed to the Appellant and copy to others,  informing the Appellant  that the information sought at  Points No. 2 and 3 was not clear and the Appellant  was requested to clarify the information sought by him. The PIO has further informed that some information, running into two pages,  in the light of the observations of the Appellant dated 23.07.2009 was  supplied to the 
Appellant  on 11.08.2009 vide letter No. PSIEC/RTI/5055, dated 11.08.2009. He 
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has also informed that the information regarding allotment of land without open  invitation to others  under ”Off the Shelf” scheme has been provided to the Appellant  in AC-176/2009 titled as Shri Hitender Jain Ludhiana Vs. PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Hosing and Urban Development, Punjab vide U.O. No. PSIEC/EO-III/10807, dated 06.1.2009.
7.

Shri Hitender Jain had already submitted to the PIO that the information has been delayed and may be supplied free of cost and he has submitted interalia following observations on 23.07.2009:-
(i)
That the attention of this Commission is drawn to letters No. PSIEC/RTI/3367, dated 02.07.09 and PSIEC/RTI/401 dated 16.04.2009(copy now provided by Department of Industries) written by the APIO to the Appellant seeking an additional 
fees of Rs. 50.00. In both these letters, the APIO never
 mentioned that Para 5(c) (II) is not clear to him. The APIO owes an explanation to this Commission that if he did not understand the contents of the Para,  how was the amount of addition fees determined at Rs. 50.00.

(ii) That the attention of this Commission is drawn to letter No. PSIEC/RTI/3367 dated 01.07.09 received from the aforesaid APIO wherein a sum of Rs. 50.00 had been demanded for 

supplying the information despite the fact that the period of 30 days had already expired. The application in this case 
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was made on 29.01.2009 to the respondent. The PSIEC was 
asked to supply the information vide Memo. No. US/CO(PSIEC)/09/1008 dated 06.03.2009. The APIO claims to have written the first letter seeking additional fees on 16.04.2009 i.e. on 42nd day of receipt of application for information from the Department of Industries & Commerce. 
The APIO did not have any authority to demand additional fees when the information was not provided within the prescribed period of 30 days. 

The Appellant pointed out that the  application was transferred to the PSIEC after a period of 42 days and the APIO asked him to deposit charges of the documents which is not desirable as per the provision of Section 7(6) of the RTI Act, 2005 as the information is to be supplied free of cost after a period of 30 
days. He has also informed the Commission that the  First Appellate Authority 
has neither  taken any action to decide the case nor he has issued  any directions to the concerned PIO to supply the information. 
8.

After hearing both the parties and going through the submissions made by the Appellant as well as the affidavit submitted by the PIO, I find that the case has been delayed initially by  the office of Principal Secretary Industries and Commerce as it was transferred to the  PSIEC after a period of 42 days and later by   the PIO of the office of PSIEC,  who  took 8 months  to supply the complete information to the Appellant.  Had the PIO/APIO of the office of Principal 
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Secretary Industries and PSIEC read Form ‘A’ thoroughly , this situation had not arisen as the Appellant has demanded specific  information in Para 5 ( c) (II) which is readily available in the public domain of the Public Authority,  which reads as under:-
“Certified detail, duly dated, of all the allotments of land without open invitation to others including allotments under discretionary powers of authorities since 01.04.2002. The detail shall include the order & date of sanction, name & address of the allottee, street address of plot, size of plot, purpose for which allotted, rate at which land allotted, market price of land in the area, reasons for allotment without open invitation to others including allotments under discretionary powers of authorities. 

Similarly in Para 5(c)(III) the Appellant  has demanded that he would, at his 
discretion, also like to inspect, either himself or through his representative, all the record(both in electronic and paper form), documents, letters, communications, notes etc. which are relied by the office and/or on the basis of which the information to the above-mentioned request is supplied/to be provided. He has further asked to provide the working hours of the office of PIO and the name, contact details and exact location of the record officer/other officials in whose custody the said records are available and who would facilitate the inspection thereof. 
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9.

The facts narrated in above  two Paras clearly indicate  that the information has been delayed because of  making unnecessary correspondence with the Appellant as the demand of the Appellant has not been thoroughly studied and understood and no sincere efforts were made to supply the information within stipulated period of 30 days as the case was transferred to the PIO of the office of PSIEC by the office of Principal Secretary Industries after 42 days and the office of PSIEC took 8 months to supply the information.  So, I recommend that:

(i)
Disciplinary action be taken against the officers/officials, responsible for delay in the supply of information under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act. 
(ii) Action be also taken against First Appellate Authority under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005,  for not initiating any  
proceedings in the instant case, in connection with first appeal filed by the Appellant. 

10.

  Besides, I am not convinced with the plea put forth by the PIO in his defence for the delay in the supply of information. His inept handing of the instant case, casual approach  and  callous attitude adopted by him  compels me to impose a penalty of Rs. 5,000/-(Rs. Five thousand only)  upon  Shri J. S. Randhawa, Additional Director-cum-PIO of the office of PSIEC , to be deducted 
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from his  salary for the month of February, 2010 and  deposited in the Treasury under the following Head of Account:


“ Major Head – 0070 – Other Administrative Services-60



Other Services – 800 – Other receipts – 86



Fee under the Right to Information Act, 2005(Penalty) 

11.

The Appellant has requested that he may be given compensation as he has suffered a lot in obtaining the information in the instant case. While accepting the request of  the Appellant,  a compensation of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand only) is awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him,  to be paid by the Public Authority through Bank Draft in the name of the Appellant. 

 
12.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 
16.03.2010 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.


13.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated: 09. 02. 2010



State Information Commissioner


CC:

1.
Principal Secretary Industries & Commerce, Punjab,




Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.
2. Managing Director,  P. S. I. E. C., Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17, Chandigarh.
3. Shri J. S. Randhawa, Additional Director-cum-PIO, office of 
Managing Director, P.S.I.E.C., Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17, Chandigarh.
    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.






      Appellant







Vs

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




 Respondent

AC - 307/2009

RESERVED ON 02.12.2009 

AND 

PRONOUNCED IN THE OPEN COURT ON 09.02.2010

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 02.12.2009, when after hearing both the parties, the judgement was reserved. 

2.

In this case,  Shri Hitender Jain, Appellant, filed  an application with the SPIO, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana on 02.02.2009 and demanded information mainly on two points in the format provided by him. After getting no response from the SPIO, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 16.03.2009 and sought relief as under:-

(i)
The respondent be directed to supply the information sought for immediately duly indexed giving reference to the para number of the application.
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(ii) The respondent be directed to supply the information free of cost, as provided in sub-section (6) of Section 7 of the RTI Act, 2005, in view of the fact that the mandatory period of 30 days for provision of information has already elapsed. 

(iii) Any other action, which is deemed appropriate under the Act in the interest of justice. 

The APIO(D),  Municipal Corporation Ludhiana sent information to the Appellant vide letter No. 3376/EED, XEN-D, dated , dated 06.04.2009. Not satisfied with the information supplied to him by APIO(D), he filed second appeal with the Commission on 06.05.2009 giving brief facts leading to the appeal and sought the relief as under:-

(i)
The Respondent be directed to immediately provide the information sought for by the Appellant in his application mentioned in Para 03 above.

(ii)
The Respondent be directed to supply the information free of cost as provided in Section 7(6) of the RTUI Act, 2005 in view of the fact that the mandatory period of 30 days has already expired.

(iii)
The Respondent be directed to compensate the Appellant for all the costs of filing this Appeal, postage charges, stationery charges, traveling expenses incurred for attending the hearings before this Commission and all other expenses in relation to this Appeal in addition to  compensation for the loss of time and energy of the Appellant as provided in section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005.

(iv)
As the Respondent has failed to provide information within the prescribed time of 30 days, penal action be taken against the Respondent under section 20(1) of the RTI Act.
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(v)
As  the failure of the Respondent has been persistent despite first appeal, deterrent action be taken against the Respondent under section 20(2)
of the RTI Act.

(vi)
Any other relief that this Commission may deem appropriate in this case in the interest of justice. 

3.

During hearing on 07.07.2009 the Appellant brought to the notice of the Commission that on behalf of the First Appellate Authority, Superintendent RTI Cell, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana sent notice to him  for hearing on 08.04.2009 at 11.00 A.M. in the office of First Appellate Authority i.e. Joint Commissioner(M) and the APIO(B&R) Zone-C supplied  some information  to him vide letter No. 305-EC, date 03.07.2009. Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing i.e. 11.08.2009 and a show-cause notice was issued to him for imposing penalty for the delay in the supply of information and for supplying mis-leading, contradictory and incorrect information. Shri B. K. Gupta sent  written submission which was received in the Commission on 17.08.2009 alongwith a copy of orders issued by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana regarding appointment of PIOs and APIOs.
4.

 The Appellant placed on record  photo copies of the reports of tests conducted by the Laboratory of Municipal Corporation  Ludhiana on
 28.09.2008, 27.10.2008, 17.11.2008, 10.09.2008 and 01.12.2008, obtained by 
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him in another case, which shows that the information supplied by the Respondent is mis-leadng, contradictory and incorrect.  Accordingly, Shri G. S. Ghuman, PCS, Commissioner Municipal Corporation Ludhiana was directed to attend the proceedings under Section 18(3)(a) & (b) of the Act, 2005  on the next date of hearing. 
5.

Shri G. S. Ghuman, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation , Ludhiana did not appear in person but sent his written submission dated nil which was received in the Commission on 10.08.2009 against Diary No. 12522.  Shri H. S. Khosa, XEN(B&R) Zone-C has also made his written submission vide letter No. 362/EEC/RTI dated 11.08.2009. SDO(B&R) Zone-D has also sent his written submission to the Appellant in response to his observations/deficiencies dated 07.07.2009. 

6.

During hearing on 01.10.2009,  after detailed deliberations  and arguments,  directions were issued to the Respondent to supply information to the Appellant relating to Para 5( c)(i)(ii) of his application dated 02.02.2009 within a period of 15 days. Shri B. K. Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum-PIO was directed to supply list of PIOs posted in the Corporation during period from 2.2.2009 to 09.06.2009. 
7.

Shri Hitender Jain, Appellant,  sent  his written submission dated 26.10.2009,  which was received in the Commission on 28.10.2009 against Diary 
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No. 17292 in which he has submitted that the offences committed by the PIOs or the deemed PIOs, in this, are liable to penal and punitive action u/s 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005.  He has brought to the notice of the Commission that it is only after  he  provided copies  of test reports of 5 tests(obtained under RTI in another case) that the respondent had to confess that some part of the laboratory was functional after 01.04.2008. The Appellant has also contradicted the information supplied by Shri H. S. Khosa, XEN(B&R) Zone-C who has first supplied the information on 06.04.2009 vide letter No. 3376/ED-XEN-D, dated 06.04.2009.  The Appellant informed that on the intervention of the Commission the Respondent provided information to him vide letter No. 305/EEC, dated 03.078.2009. but that too was once again incomplete, false and mis-leading.  After the Appellant provided proof to the Commission to prove that the information was false, the Respondent changed his stand once again and provided another explanation vide letter No. 363/APIO-C, dated 11.08.2009 but the requisite information was still not provided. Ultimately, the complete information was provided vide letter dated 14.10.2009 after a delay of 255 days. 

8.

In the written submission dated 26.10.2009 made by the Appellant, he has interalia submitted that this Commission may please pass a reasoned and speaking order as regards the following:
(i)
Penalty at the rate of Rs. 250.—each day till the information 
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was finally given be imposed on each of the erring officials. The application was filed on 02.02.2009 and the information was finally given only on 14.10.2009 i.e. after 255 days of the filing of application. Each of the concerned officials are, thus, liable to be penalized to the extent of maximum penalty of Rs. 25000/-.

(ii) The Respondent be directed to compensate the Complainant for all the costs of filing this Complaint, postage charges, stationery charges, traveling expenses incurred for attending the hearing before this Commission and all other expenses in relation to this Complaint in addition to compensation for the loss of time and energy of the Complainant s provided in section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005.

After getting a list of PIOs posted during the period from 02.02.2009 show-cause notice was issued to Shri Vinod Sharda, Assistant Commissioner-cum-the then PIO(Zone-A) and Shri K. S. Kahlon, Legal Advisor-cum-the then PIO. 
9.

From the perusal of written submission made by all the present and former PIOs and Shri H. S. Khosa, Deemed PIO in the instant case, who started supplying information on 06.04.2009, it transpires that the delay has occurred in the supply of information  due to frequent changing of PIOs who did not give directions to the concerned staff to supply the information in the format provided 
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by the Appellant. More-over, the Respondents are unable to  prove that the testing laboratory established in 1998 is not working as  some of the machines installed in the laboratory are in working order. A perusal of he submissions made by the present and former PIOs/Deemed PIO reveals that no staff has been posted  in the laboratory  and  consequently without proper staff and helping staff no test can be  conducted. 
10.

I am satisfied with the explanation put forth by the present and former PIOs for the delay in the supply of information. Therefore, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon them.  I am convinced that the information supplied by Shri  H. S. Khosa is mis-leading, contradictory and incorrect. He has not taken necessary steps to supply complete and correct  information to the Appellant within stipulated period of 30 days. He has rather adopted a very casual approach in the instant case. The indifferent attitude adopted by Shri H. S. Khosa, XEN-cum-Deemed PIO, in the instant case compels me to impose a penalty of Rs. 5,000/- (Five thousand only) upon him to be deducted from his salary for the month of February, 2010 and deposited in the Treasury  under the following Head of Account:



“ Major Head – 0070 – Other Administrative Services-60



Other Services – 800 – Other receipts – 86



Fee under the Right to Information Act, 2005(Penalty) 

11.           I also recommend to the authorities to take action under Section 
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20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005 against all the concerned officers/officials responsible for the delay in the supply of information. 
12.

The Appellant has requested that he may be given compensation as he has suffered a lot in obtaining the information in the instant case. While accepting the request of  the Appellant,  a compensation of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand only) is awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him,  to be paid by the Public Authority through Bank Draft in the name of the Appellant. 

13.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 16.03.2010 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of SCO No. 84-85, 

Sector: 17-C,  Chandigarh.

14.
              Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab,



Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.

2. Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
4. Shri H. S. Khosa, Excecutive Engineer, 

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri R. C.  Khurana, 

449-M, New Generation Apartments Zirakpur,

Kalka Road, Zirakpur – 140603,

District: Mohali.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent
CC - 3397/2009

Present:
Shri R. C. Khurana, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, Shri R. S. Tuli, Senior Town Planner and Shri Sudhir Kumar, Draftsman, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, Shri A. S. Tuli, S.T.P. is present today alongwith blue print of Lay-Out Plan dated 24.06.2002 in respect of New Generation Apartments, Zirkapur.  The said Plan is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence. 
3.

The Complainant states that this is not the Plan which has been approved by Shri Brar, the then STP, Municipal Corporation,  Ludhiana.  A perusal of the letter dated 28.06.2002 from S. T. P. (South), Municipal Corporation Ludhiana addressed to Executive Officer, Municipal Council, 
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Zirakpur, reveals that the area mentioned in the said letter does not tally with the area mentioned in the Plan,   given to the Complainant today. 
4.

Shri A. S. Tuli, STP, states that there is no other Plan available  in his office.  He further states that the proposal submitted in the  last para of the said letter dated  28.06.2002  is  as under:-
“ The proposal submitted is in accordance with the TP Scheme Guidelines of the Government. Therefore, the scheme may be amended as proposed  subject to the approval of the Nagar Panchayat and the permission of the Competent Authority for publishing the proposed  amendment may be sought in accordance with the provision of the Act. The scheme is sent herewith for further necessary action. “

5.

Since the information has been supplied to the Complainant, the case is disposed of .
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC - 1196/2009
Present:
Shri Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO;  Shri Arvind Kumar, J.E. and Shri Surinderjit Chaudhary, J.E.,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that as per orders of the Commission,   compensation amount of Rs. 7000/-(Seven thousand only) has been paid to the Complainant on 03.02.2010 and requests that the case may be closed. The Complainant states that he has received the compensation amount.
2.

So far as the second part of the Order regarding conducting of an inquiry is concerned, it is directed that a copy of the Inquiry Report, as and when the inquiry is completed, alongwith Action Taken Report on the basis of Inquiry Report,  be sent to the Complainant as well as to the Commission within a period of three months. 
3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the Complainant is free to approach the Commission again if the Inquiry Report is not supplied to him within three months.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC - 1197/2009
Present:
Shri Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO;  Shri Arvind Kumar, J.E. and Shri Surinderjit Chaudhary, J.E.,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that as per orders of the Commission,   compensation amount of Rs. 7000/-(Seven thousand only) has been paid to the Complainant on 03.02.2010 and requests that the case may be closed. The Complainant states that he has received the compensation amount.

2.

So far as the second part of the Order regarding conducting of an inquiry is concerned, it is directed that a copy of the Inquiry Report, as and when the inquiry is completed, alongwith Action Taken Report on the basis of Inquiry Report,  be sent to the Complainant as well as to the Commission within a period of three months. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the Complainant is free to approach the Commission again if the Inquiry Report is not supplied to him within three months.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

# 903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141001.





Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC - 1198/2009

Present:
Shri Hitender Jain, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO;  Shri Arvind Kumar, J.E. and Shri Surinderjit Chaudhary, J.E.,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that as per orders of the Commission,   compensation amount of Rs. 7000/-(Seven thousand only) has been paid to the Complainant on 03.02.2010 and requests that the case may be closed. The Complainant states that he has received the compensation amount.

2.

So far as the second part of the Order regarding conducting of an inquiry is concerned, it is directed that a copy of the Inquiry Report, as and when the inquiry is completed, alongwith Action Taken Report on the basis of Inquiry Report,  be sent to the Complainant as well as to the Commission within a period of three months. 
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3.

It is also directed that the information in respect of difference in the rates of Bitumen  paid by the Municipal Corporation Ludhiana to the Contractor alongwith analysis of rates and Invoices of IOC etc. be supplied to the Complainant within fifteen days. 
4.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the Complainant is free to approach the Commission again if the Inquiry Report  is not supplied to him within three months and remaining information is not supplied within fifteen days. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmail Singh, L.A. Physics,

Dr. B. R. Ambedkar National Institute 

Of Technology, By Pass, Jalandhar.




Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Kapurthala.








 Respondent

CC - 3486/2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Bhupinder Singh, BDPO Dhilwan, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant. He submits an attested photo copy of a letter from Shri Gurmail Singh, Complainant, in which he has requested that the instant case may be closed as necessary action has been taken by the Respondent.
2.

Accordingly,   the case is disposed of.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner                      
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vijay Kumar Tandon,

H.No. 2847/17,

Opposite Amrit High School,

Inside Gate Hakima, Amritsar.





Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC - 3229/2009

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Lakhbir Singh, CHD-cum-APIO and Shri Narain Dass, Draftsman, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. APIO(Civil)/155, dated 21.01.2010, which has been received by Shri Vijay Kumar Tandon, Complainant,  on 25.01.2010.  The Respondent submits a photo copy of the said letter and requests that the case may be closed. 
2.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amrit Pal Singh, 

H.No. 263-A/13, Gali No. 8,

Hussainpura, Amritsar.






Complainant







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




 Respondent

CC - 2763/2009

Present:
Shri  Amrit Pal Singh,  Complainant, in person.


Shri  Daljit Singh, SDO,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that requisite information alongwitn photo  copy of a letter from Assistant Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar dated 30.11.2002,   has been supplied to the Complainant. He submits one copy of the information to the Commission, which is taken on record. 
2.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harbhajan Singh,

306, Jaswant Nagar,

Near Garha Road, Jalandhar.





Appellant







Vs

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

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

 Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent
AC - 841/2009
Present:
Shri  Bakhshish Singh,  on behalf of the Appellant.
Smt. Kavita Mohan Singh, IAS, Additional Secretary Local Government, Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi, Under Secretary-cum-PIO and Shri Gurnam Singh, Senior Assistant,   on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

As per the directions issued on the last date of hearing i.e. 07.01.2010, Smt. Kavita Mohan Singh, IAS, Additional Secretary Local Government is present today. 
2.

The requisite information is supplied to Shri Bakhshish Singh, who is present on behalf of Shri Harbhajan Singh, Appellant. Shri Bakhshish Singh states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him today and requests that the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 








Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 09. 02. 2010



      State Information Commissioner
                  
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri H.C.Arora, Advocate,

s/o Shri Sunder Dass,

House No.2299, Sector 44-C, Chandigarh.


              Appellant



  


Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.








 Respondent
AC No. 343 /2009
Present:
Shri H.C.Arora, appellant, in person.



Shri Gurmeet Chauhan, Assistant, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

On the last date of hearing on 12.01.2010 information in respect of property returns of 90 IPS officers  relating to the period of first year of joining the service and the latest years i.e. 2008-2009 was handed over to the Appellant in the court and the Appellant requested to adjourn the case for one week to enable him to go through the information supplied to him. Accordingly, the case was adjourned and fixed for today. 
2.

Shri H.C. Arora, Appellant, makes a written submission containing his observations on the information supplied to him on the last date of hearing, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Respondent. 
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3.

In the written submission the Appellant has pointed out that the 
property returns of 90 IPS officers were supplied to him on the last date of hearing after three and a half months. He has given a list of 8 IPS officers who have not submitted returns for 2008. He has also given a list of 7 IPS Officers whose property returns for 2008-2009  have been provided to him. He has further pointed out that the property returns of remaining 83 IPS officers for 2008-2009 have not been supplied to him. In the last he has requested the Commission to direct the Respondent-PIO to file an affidavit and give therein the following further information for meticulous compliance of the directions issued by the Commission on 26.10.2009:-
(i)
The number of IPS  Officers serving in connection with the affairs of State of Punjab as on 26.10.2009;
(ii)
The names and designations of the IPS Officers whose property returns have not at all been provided to the Appellant;
(iii) The names of IPS Officers, on Central deputation, who returns have not been supplied to the Appellant;
(iv) The names of IPS Officers who property returns have not been supplied to the appellant, as cases of possession of disproportionate assets are going on against them;
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(v) Whether the IPS Officers, whose property returns for 2008-
2009 have not been supplied to the Appellant, have actually 
not submitted those  property returns to the department till 26.10.2009, or those returns have been withheld by the Respondent-PIO. If withheld, the reasons for such withholding be provided.
4.

Accordingly, orders dated 22.09.2009 are amended to the effect that the property returns of all the IPS Officers, who are either on deputation to Government of India or to any other Board/Corporation of the State Government(s), be also supplied to the Appellant in respect of their first entry in service and the latest property return for the year 2008-09. 
5.

The Respondent  is  directed that the complete information as per the demand of the Appellant be supplied to him before the next date of hearing and the PIO-cum-I.G.P  Headquarters will make a written submission on the next date of hearing to the effect that the complete information as per the demand of the Appellant has been supplied to him.  It is also directed  that a copy of the legal opinion obtained  by the Department in the instant case from any legal agency, if any, be supplied to the Commission for its perusal.
6.

The Respondent requests that a period of one month be given to supply the complete information in the instant case. 
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 7.

On the request of the Respondent, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 04.03.2010 at 10.00 A.M.  in Court No. 1 on the second floor of  SCO No.84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh.
8.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Principal Secretary Home Affairs and Justice, 



Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.
2. Director General of Police, Punjab,

Police Headquarters, Sector:9, Chabndigarh.

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Lakha Singh

c/o Shri Bhupinder Singh, 

24/122, Kishan Nagar, Nabha Gate,

Patiala.







      
Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Improvement Trust, Patiala.

      (ii) First Appellate Authority,

           Improvement Trust, Patiala.




 Respondent

AC No. 930 /2009

Present:
Shri Lakha Singh, appellant, in person.



Shri Rajesh Chaudhry, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 07.01.2010, Shri Rajesh Chaudhry, Superintendent-cum-PIO brought the service book and personal file of Mrs. Rajwinder Kaur, Clerk.

2.

On the perusal of the service book, it brings out that Mrs. Rajwinder Kaur was appointed as Clerk on 12.05.1997 as per the selection list and waiting list prepared by the department on 12.08.1996.  On the resignation of one of the Clerks, so appointed, she, being the senior-most in the waiting list, was appointed as Clerk on 12.05.1997. The respondent further states that the original personal file for the  year 1997, when she was appointed in Municipal Council,
Rajpura and her subsequent transfer to Municipal Council, Patran, is not 
       Contd…p/2

AC No. 930/09


-2-

available with him.  The respondent pleads that the PIOs of Municipal Councils of Rajpura and Patran, District Patiala, be directed to supply the information relating to her personal file of Ms.Rajwinder Kaur since May, 1997. However, the information relating to Improvement Trust, Patiala, stands supplied including a copy of the service book.

3.

As per the statement made by the PIO of Improvement Trust, Patiala, it is directed that the PIO of Municipal Council, Rajpura and the PIO of Municipal Council, Patran, District Patiala, will supply the information relating to the appointment letter and personal file of Mrs. Rajwinder Kaur, who has been transferred from Municipal Council, Rajpura to Municipal Council,  Patran and subsequently, she was transferred to Improvement Trust, Patiala, where she is serving at present.

4.

A copy of the order, along with a copy of application of Shri Lakha Singh, dated 27.05.2009, be sent to the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Rajpura and the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Patran.  The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.02.2010 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:09-02-2010


               State Information Commissioner

CC: (i) Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Rajpura; and


      (ii) Executive Officer, Municipal Counci, Patran, Distt. Patiala.
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

c/o Resurgence India, 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.




          Appellant.




  


Vs

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

Juneja Building, Sectotr 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 305 /2009

Present:
Shri Hitender Jain, the appellant, in person.



Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi, Under Secretary-cum-PIO and Shri 


Manjeet Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent pleads that the case may be adjourned at least for one month for re-constructing the file after getting papers/ documents from the concerned branches and to trace out the file which has been missing from the records of the public authority. 

3.

It is directed that the respondent will supply the information to the appellant by 25th of February, 2010 with a copy to the Commission and after receiving the information, the appellant will submit his written response including observations/ comments on the information supplied to him within 10 days i.e. by 4th of March, 2010.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 09.03.2010 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:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Hitender Jain,

c/o Resurgence India, 903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.




              Appellant.




  


Vs

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

Juneja Building, Sectotr 17C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 304 /2009

Present:
Shri Hitender Jain, the appellant, in person.



Shri Naresh Batta, SDO, office of CTP (Local Govt.) on behalf 


of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

On the perusal of the information supplied to the appellant it is found that the case of change of land use is got approved by the CTP (LG) through Government relating to Municipal Corporations only.  The respondent will clarify that the cases of Municipal Councils and Nagar Panchayats are not covered under the terms and conditions of CLU policy circulated in the year 2006 and only the Municipal Corporations of Amritsar, Bathinda, Jalandhar, Ludhiana and Patiala fall within the ambit of this policy.

3.

It is directed that Shri M.S.Aujla, CTP-cum-PIO will appear in person on the next date of hearing and will supply the requisite information as per application dated 09.02.2009 and also as per observations made by the appellant on 28.10.2009 and 21.01.2010. The appellant states that the PIO be penalized @ of Rs.250/- per day to a maximum of Rs.25,000/- (Rupees Twenty-five thousand only) for not supplying the information within a stipulated time of 30 days and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) for the detriment and harassment  suffered by him for not getting the information in time.
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4.             I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri M.S.Aujla, 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 written submission showing cause as afore-mentioned within 10 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

5.
The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.02.2010 in Court No. 1, SCO No.84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
6.

Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties through Registered post.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner

CC:   

Shri M.S.Aujla, CTP-cum-PIO, office of Director Local 




Government, Punjab, Plot No.1, Sector 27-A, Madhya Marg, 



Chandigarh.

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jai Inder Singh Grewal,

15-A, Punjabi Bagh, Patiala.




            Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

      (ii) First Appellate Authority,

           Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

AC No. 754 /2009

Present:
Shri Jai Inder Singh Grewal, appellant, in person.



Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information is supplied to the appellant vide letter No. 605, dated 08.02.2010 along with a copy of the rules as per the demand of the appellant. In para No. 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 and 10, the reply of the PIO is not as per the demand of the appellant. In this context, the respondent-PIO states that previously no record has been maintained in the office of Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.  However, as per the directions of the Hon’ble Commission, the complete record will be maintained as per Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act. The respondent further states that the appellant was informed vide letter No. 42, dated 06.01.2010 to deposit Rs. 2983/- on account of interest on the 
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installments paid by him.  The appellant states that he has made full and final payment through bank drafts, therefore, no dues or balance is outstanding against him. He has been given possession of flat No. 9 after making full and final payment as per the agreement/ allotment of flat.

3.

Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO, after verifying the outstanding dues, will issue the NOC to appellant within a period of 15 days after verification of receipts to be submitted by the appellant relating to his flat No. 9 at Ludhiana.

4.

As the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner



       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Kumar Singhal,

R/O 258, Lawyer Chamber, District Courts,

Ludhiana.







      Complainant




  


Vs

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





 Respondent

CC No. 3675 /2009

Present:
Shri K.B. Sidhu, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.



Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO on behalf of 



respondent.
ORDER

1.

The case was fixed for today with the direction that the PIO will submit written submission as to why a penalty be not imposed upon him and compensation be not awarded to the complainant, for not supplying the information in time.

2.

Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO submits his written submission in the court today, which is taken on record.   The PIO pleads that he is not at fault as the relevant file was lying with the Government at Chandigarh, therefore, information cannot be supplied within the stipulated time.

3.

Keeping in view the circumstances explained by the PIO, the Commission decides not to impose any penalty on the PIO and no compensation is awarded to the complainant. 

4.

As the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 
5..

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

c/o Mrs. Bhagwati Devi Memorial Society

for Blind, Jyoti Kendra Charitable Hospital,

Main Road, Kitchlu Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana.

          Complainant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.3685  /2009

Present:
Shri Hitender Jain on behalf of complainant.



Shri Karanvir Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO on behalf of 


respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information running into 16 sheets is supplied in the court today in my presence. The complainant states that he wants to study the information and he will submit his response within 10 days.  The complainant however, pleads  as the information is late by more than seven months action be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) for imposing penalty and compensation be awarded under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act.

3.                 I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Karanvir  Singh, Accountant-cum-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 
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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.

4.             The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.02.2010 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:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, opp. Telephone Exchange,

VPO: Bhattian Bet, Ludhiana- 141008.



      Apellant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 931 /2009

Present:
Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, appellant, in person.



Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO, on behalf of 



respondent.
ORDER

1,

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Karanvir Singh, PIO states that the information relating to one more school is supplied to the appellant in the court today. He further states that the complete information with regard to eight schools has been supplied and he further states that  no other information is available with the public authority.

3.

It is directed that the information as per the demand of the appellant be supplied in tabulated form and will also indicate that except the information supplied, nothing is available on the domain of the public authority, within a period of 15 days.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 04.03.2010 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:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, opp. Telephone Exchange,

VPO: Bhattian Bet, Ludhiana- 141008.



             Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, 

Sports and Youth Services, Punjab,

SCO No. 116-117, Sector 34A, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 932 /2009
Present:
Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, appellant, in person.



Shri Simar Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent states that the complete information has been supplied to the appellant. The appellant also states that he has received the information and he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

3.

The respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied and the appellant is satisfied with the information supplied, 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:09-02-2010



State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Parmod Kumar Nagpal, Advocate,

s/o Shri Jagdish Nagpal,

House No. 1664, Street No. 12-13, 6th Chowk,

Abohar, Distt. Ferozepur.





      Appellant




  


Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 762 /2009

Present:
Miss Amrita Nagpal, Advocate, on behalf of appellant.



Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO on behalf of 



respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The appellant has sought information relating to the year 1976 for which the Respondent states that no record is available with the public authority. Moreover some of the old record has been weeded out.

3.

Shri Karanvir Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO is directed to supply his written submission to the appellant stating all the facts, through registered post, at the address given below:-



“Shri Parmod Kumar Nagpal, Advocate,



Son of Shri Jagdish Nagpal,



House No. 1664, Street No. 12-13, 6th Chowk,



Abohar, Distt. Ferozepur.”

With a copy to the Commission.

4.

On the assurance of the PIO that he will supply the requisite written submission to the appellant, the case is disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:09-02-2010


             State Information Commissioner

