STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh,

S/o Shri Piara Singh,

R/o Village: Dhadiala, P.O. – Tanda,

District: Hoshiarpur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Hoshiarpur.






 Respondent

CC - 3867/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 
ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent,  one more opportunity is given to them to pursue their case and the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner                    
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Singara Singh,

S/o Shri Mangu Singh,

Village: Bhambri, Tehsil: Amloh,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib – 147203.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Amloh, District: Fatehgarh Sahib – 147203.



 Respondent

CC - 3906/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent,  one more opportunity is given to them to pursue their case and the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

3444, Chet Singh Nagar, Ludhiana – 141003.



Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC - 2731/2010

Present:
Shri  Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant, in person.

Shri R. P. Gupta, SDO(B&R), Zone-A and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,   on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that as per the directions of the Commission, Refund amount of Rs. 4000/-(Four thousand only) and Compensation amount of Rs. 5000/-(Five thousand only) has been paid to the Complainant through Cheque No. 597026 dated 17.01.2011 for Rs. 9000/-(Nine thousand only) . He further states that a copy of running bill No. 26 has also been supplied to him. 
2.

The Complainant seeks clarification as to why  one running bill is missing in the M.B. No. 2360. Shri R. P. Gupta states that M.B. No. 2360 contains bills up to No. 28 only. He assures that the remaining information/clarification will be provided to the Complainant within a week. 
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3.

Accordingly, it is directed that a statement showing the payment of running bills No. 25 to 30  for the works  done be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 

4.

The case is fixed for final  hearing on 24.02.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balbir Singh,

S/o Shri Gobind Singh, 

R/o Village: Bhunder Bhaini,

Tehsil: Moonak, District: Sangrur.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Manager,
 Lehragaga Block Rural Cooperative
 Housing Society Ltd.  Lehragaga,

Tehsil: Moonak, District: Sangrur.





 Respondent

AC - 07/2011
Present:
Shri Balbir Singh, Appellant, in person and Shri Mukhtiar Singh on behalf of the Appellant. 
Shri Satinder Kumar Bansal, A.R. Cooperative Societies, Sunam; Shri Baljit Singh, Inspector; Shri Gian Joginder Singh, Inspector, Cooperative Societies, Moonak  and Shri Baghel Singh, Secretary-cum-Field Worker, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent hands over the requisite information to the Appellant  in the court today in my presence as per his demand.

3.

The Appellant states  that he has been harassed by he Respondent in the instant case and submits that he may be compensated for the same. Accordingly, a compensation of Rs. 500/-(Five hundred only) is awarded to the 
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Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him in obtaining the information to be paid by the Public Authority. 
4.

On the assurance given by the Respondent that the compensation amount will be paid to the Appellant within a day or so  vis-à-vis in view of the fact that   the requisite information  stands provided, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner
CC:

1.
Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Moonak, 

                                 District: Sangrur. 

2.
Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Sunam, District: Sangrur. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)








                             REGISTERED

Shri Jagdish Mittar Vadhera, Advocate,

304, J. P. Nagar, Jalandhar – 144002.




Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC - 3931/2009
Present:
Shri Jagdish Mittar Vadhera,  Complainant, in person.


None is present  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 02.12.2010,  when the Respondent requested to adjourn the case for one month so that the remaining information could be supplied to the Complainant. Accordingly, the case  was adjourned to 08.02.2011,  which was further postponed to 15.02.2011 as 08.02.2011 was declared a Gazetted Holiday. 
2.

The Complainant states that he has received a telephonic message from Shri Atwal, Superintendent, who has informed  that the official,  who was to attend the court proceedings today,  has met with an accident on way to Chandigarh and thus will not be able to attend the proceedings today.  

3.

A perusal of the case file reveals that the information in respect of 
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Shri Kartar Singh has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 24566, dated 29.11.2010 but the information in respect of Shri Jaswant Singh, Shri Manmohan Singh, Shri Inderjit and Shri Avtar Singh has not been supplied  so far,  whereas during hearing on 02.12.2010, Shri Jagdeep Singh, Senior Assistant, who was present, had assured that this information will be supplied to the Complainant  by 08.02.2011.

4.

Accordingly, Shri Jatinder Singh, PIO, is directed to make written submission on the next date of hearing explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of the information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.
5.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

Shri Jatinder Singh,  Public Information Officer,



Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.   

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Agya Ram,

S/o Shri Anant Ram,

V.P.O.: Nainwan, 

Tehsil: Garshankar, District: Hoshiarpur.




Complainant







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

Garhshankar, District: Hoshiarpur. 




 Respondent

CC -  2735/2010

Present:
Shri Agya Ram, Complainant, in person.


Shri Inderjit Singh Sandhu, B.D.P.O., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Inderjit Singh Sandhu, BDPO, Garhshankar, states that the information in respect of  Para 6 relates to Zila Parishad, which he will supply to the Complainant after collecting the same from the office of Zila Parishad.

3.

The Complainant states that the complete information regarding the bricks laid  and the remaining unspent grant of Rs. 16,000/- has not been supplied to him.

4.

Accordingly, the B.D.P.O. Garhshankar is directed to supply the remaining complete  information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
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5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1,  on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Chamkaur Singh,

Member Panchayat,

Village: Sehna, District: Barnala.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Sehna, District: Barnala.






 Respondent

AC - 1172/2010

Present:
Shri Chamkaur Singh, Appellant in person and Shri Vishal Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the Appellant. 

Smt. Surinder Kaur, B.D.P.O. Sehna and Shri Harjit Singh, Sarpanch, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Appellant on 15.08.2010. The  Ld. Counsel for the Appellant states that he has demanded some more information vide letter dated 04.10.2010 in addition to the information demanded  in the instant case vide letter dated 19.07.2010.  Accordingly, the Appellant is advised to file a fresh application for seeking any additional information.
3.

Ld. Counsel for the Appellant brings to the notice of the Commission that Shri Harjit Singh, Sarpanch,  has demanded Rs. 10/- per page 
Contd…..p/2

AC - 1172/2010



-2-
 as cost of the documents, which is not justified as per the provisions of Punjab Government RTI  Rules, 2007.
4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the B.D.P.O. Sehna will bring the instructions contained in Punjab Government Rules 2007 to the notice of her field staff under her juirisdiction and direct them to charge the cost of documents as per the provisions contained therein.
5.

Since the requisite  information, in the instant case,  stands provided, the case is disposed of.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02.2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sudesh Kamal Sharma,

H.No. 7/165, Near Gurdwara Sahib,

Dodan Street, Mohalla: Dodan Wala, 

 Faridkot – 151203.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Revenue Officer, Faridkot.




 Respondent

CC - 3908/2010

Present:
Shri  Sudesh Kamal Sharma, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER

1.

The background of this case is that Shri Sudesh Kamal Sharma demanded certain information in CC-98/2010 from the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot. This case was last heard on 25.02.2010,  when some  information was provided to him. Subsequently, the case was disposed of with the directions to the Complainant to file a fresh application with the District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot for seeking information on points No. 1, 6, 8, 9 and 15 as it related to his office.
2.

Now, Shri Sudesh Kamal Sharma vide his  letter dated nil, which was received in the Commission on 20.12.2010 against Diary No. 23174,  has informed the Commission  that as per the directions issued in CC-98/2010 he  filed an application with the District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO, Faridkot on 
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17.03.2010 for seeking information on above noted five points but no information has been supplied to him so far. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties for today.
3.

Shri Sudesh Kamal, Complainant, places on record a copy of letter No. 763, dated 20.4.2010 from Deputy Commissioner Faridkot addressed to the PIO-cum-Additional Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot, which reads  as under:-



“ nkg ih dk gZso Bzpo 392$B; fwsh 19-3-2010H
T[go'es jtkbk nXhB gZso d/ ;pzX ftu nkg ih  Bz{   ;{fus ehsk iKdk j? fe ftôk ;pzXh foekov pj[s g[okDk ns/ seohpB 14 ;kb g[okDk j?. fJ; foekov dh Gkb ehsh ik ojh j? ns/ Gkb j'D s/ s[ozs jh foekov nkg ih Bz{ G/i fdZsk ikt/rk. jkb dh xVh fJ; pko/ gqkoEh Bz{ ;{fus eo fdZsk ikt/.  “
A copy of the above noted letter has been sent to the Complainant by APIO-cum-DRO, Faridkot. 

4.

A perusal of the case file reveals that the Complainant has demanded information on 17.03.2010 which should be  very much available in the record of the Public Authority and should have been supplied within 30 days. It is noted with concern  that the information has not been supplied to the Complainant till date. Thus, it appears that no sincere efforts have been made by the PIO to trace the record and supply the information.  Rather a casual approach has been adopted in this case resulting into the  delay in the supply of 
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the information. Taking this lapse on the part of the PIO seriously, the  PIO-cum-Additional Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot is directed to make a written submission on the next date of hearing to explain reasons as to why a penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him  under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.



5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1,  on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Pushpa Devi wife of Shri Sher Singh,

House No. 2184. Sector-71,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, Puda Bhawan,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar.






 Respondent

CC No. 12 /2011

Present:
Mrs. Pushpa Devi, complainant, alongwith Shri Sher Singh, her 

husband.



Shri Surinder Mahajan, AEO-cum-APIO and Shri Deepak 



Bansal, Superintendent, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Mrs. Pushpa Devi filed an application with the PIO of office of GMADA, SAS Nagar on 26.11.2010 asking information on two points. After getting no information, she filed a complaint with the commission on 28.12.2010 which was received in the commission office on 29.12.2010 against diary No. 23635. Accordingly, notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.

2.

Shri Surinder Mahajan, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO states that the information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter No. 46907-09, dated 21.12.2010. He further states that one more copy of the information has been sent to the complainant vide memo No. GMADA-EO-Mohali/ 2010/ 2099/39, dated 01.02.2011 with a copy to the commission.
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3.

From the perusal of the information supplied to the complainant, it reveals that the information has been supplied as per the demand of the complainant.  The complainant also states that she has received the information and is satisfied with the information supplied and pleads that the case may be closed. 

4.

Since the relevant information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Harjinder Singh s/o Sh. Puran Singh,

Village: Sado Majra, New Abadi, PO: Saidpura,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Khera, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.





 Respondent

CC No. 3905 /2010

Present:
Shri Harjinder Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Rajwant Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of 


respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Harjinder Singh filed an application with the BDPO-PIO of Block Khera on 30.08.2010 and asked information on three points. He also sent a reminder to the BDPO-cum-PIO on 10-10-2010. After getting no information, he filed a complaint with the commission dated nil which was received in the commission office on 24.11.2010 against diary No. 23531. Accordingly, notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.

2.

The respondent states that the information has been sent to the complainant vide letter No. 304, dated 04.02.2011 with a copy to the commission running into 31 pages. The complainant states that he has received the information but he has some observations with regard to the information supplied 
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 to him. On the perusal of the information supplied, it reveals that the information, as available on the record of public authority i.e. Block Development and Panchayat Officer, stands supplied.  However, the complainant states that the office of BDPO, Khera has not filed any civil suit in the Lower court for the removal of encroachments made by the villagers. In this regard, the respondent states that some cases were filed in the court which have been decided in favour of department and after passing the necessary resolution, the land which was taken back from the possession of encroachers, has been given to the school for common use of villagers.  The complainant states that the land given to the school is out side of the boundary of school and the same is not included in the khasra no. of school. 

3.

After arguments and deliberations, the complainant is directed to get the nishan-dehi of the school land, if he has any grievance.  Since the information relating to all the three points stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri D.C.Gupta, General Secretary,

Suchna Adhikar Manch, 

778, Urban Estate, Phase-I,


      Complainant

Patiala-147002.




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o PUDA, Urban Estate, Phase-II,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No. 56 /2011

Present:
Shri D.C.Gupta, complainant, in person.



Shri Jagdish Chander, Senior Assistant, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri D.C.Gupta, General Secretary, Suchna Adhikar Manch, Patiala, filed an application with the PIO of PUDA, Patiala, on 10.11.2010 and asked information on four points about the allotment of land to educational institutions and to the caste and biradari based organizations at subsidized / concessional rates. After getting no response, he filed a complaint with the commission on 21.12.2010 which was received in the commission office on 03-01-2011 against diary No. 74. Accordingly,  notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.

2.

Shri Jagdish Chander, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondent states that the information has been sent to the complainant vide letter No. EO-
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PUDA-Patiala-2009/ 48, dated 27.01.2011 with a copy to the commission running into16 pages. The complainant states that, no doubt, he has received the information, but the annexures have not been attached with the information against serial No. 1, 2 and 3. 

3.

On the perusal of the information supplied, it reveals that the respondent has not attached the annexures against serial No. 1,2 and 3 of the information supplied vide letter dated 27.01.2011. The respondent states that the terms and conditions in all the cases are the same for the allotment of land.  However, the complainant states that there are different terms and conditions for different organizations. The respondent states that the requisite documents will be supplied within a day or two to the complainant. The complainant further states that the information has been delayed for more than two months, therefore, action be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) for imposing the penalty on the PIO and  under Section 19(8)(b) for grant of compensation to the complainant. 

4.

Since the requisite information has been supplied and the respondent has assured the commission that the remaining copies of terms and conditions pertaining to serial No. 1, 2 and 3 will be supplied in a day or two. Keeping the facts in view, no penalty is imposed on the PIO.  However, compensation amounting to Rs.500/- (Rupees Five hundred only) is allowed to 
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the complainant to be paid in the shape of demand draft. The case is closed and disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Pushpa Devi wife of Shri Sher Singh,

House No. 2184. Sector-71,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, Puda Bhawan,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar.






 Respondent

CC No. 13 /2011

Present:
Mrs. Pushpa Devi, complainant, alongwith Shri Sher Singh, her 

husband.



Shri Surinder Mahajan, AEO-cum-APIO , Shri Santosh Kumar, 


SDO (Buildings) and Shri Deepak Bansal, Superintendent, on 


behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Mrs. Pushpa Devi filed an application with the PIO, GMADA, SAS Nagar on 25.11.2010 and asked information on six points about the construction of booths in the Janta Market, Phase 3BI, Mohali. The PIO-Estate Officer directed the Administrative Officer, CTP, GMADA, Mohali and DTP, Punjab, Mohali, vide letter No. GMADA/ EO(PIO)/F-1955/2010/240,  dated 02.02.2011 to provide the requisite information to the complainant.  After getting no information, she filed a complaint with the commission on 28.12.2010 which was received in the commission office on 30.12.2010 against diary No. 23699.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.
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2.

Shri Surinder Mohan, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO states that the information has been supplied to the complainant from the office of Sub Divisional Officer (Buildings) vide Memo No. GMADA-EO-2011/4239, dated 04.02.2011 and vide Memo No.  wzLfJzH(;h-1)$rwkvk$2011$586, fwsh 4H2H2011  Shri Sher Singh, on behalf of his wife, states that the parawise information supplied is not as per the demand of complainant. 

3.

On the para-wise perusal of information, and the complaint of Mrs. Pushpa Devi, it reveals that the information relating to point No. 1, i.e. copy of the  plan finally drawn up as approved and certified by the Fire Department has been kept in the GMADA office and one copy has been sent to the complainant, which has been received by the complainant. With regard to para No. 2, the respondent states that the final plan is ready on which the numbers of booths have been approved.  To obtain the photocopy, the complainant has to deposit Rs. 40/- and Rs. 500/- for the original plan. Complainant states that a photocopy be provided to him for which he will deposit Rs. 40/- with the PIO. Para No. 3 is concerned with the Fire Department regarding safety of Janta Market. The respondent states that the work is going on as per the plan and scheme approved by the Fire Department and, as and when,  the work is executed, the Fire Department will be approached for inspection and to give NOC.  The respondent further states that as and when NOC is received from the Fire Department, a photocopy of the same will be sent to the complainant.  With regard to para 4- the respondent
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states that the minutes of the meeting held on 25-01-2002 and 09-01-2009, vide which the drawings have been approved, will be supplied to the complainant within a week’s time. Regarding para 5, the respondent states that as per the decision of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana and inter-action with the leaders, number of plots have been increased from 353 to 383.  Therefore, the new plan depicting the numbers will be supplied to the complainant.  With regard to para No. 6, the photocopy of the rules governing the new site plan will be supplied as and when the plan is approved. 

4.

It is directed that, as per the arguments made in the court today, the respondent will supply the remaining information within a period of 15 days and the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 15-03-2011 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: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Pardeep Kumar s/o Sh. Bakhshish Ram,

Old Court Road, Nawanshehr,

Distt. Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Manager,

The Nawanshehr Central Cooperative Bank

Ltd., SBS Nagar.







 Respondent

CC No. 3910 /2010

Present:
Shri Pardeep Kumar, complainant, in person.



Shri N.S.Vashisht, Advocate, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Ld. Counsel, on behalf of respondent, places on record a written statement and states that in similar cases, stay has been granted by  the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  He pleads that the case may be adjourned sine die and states that as and when a decision is taken by the Hon’ble High Court in the matter, the same will be intimated to the commission for taking necessary action. 

2.

The case is, therefore, adjourned sine die. 
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpreet Singh s/o Sh. Sulakhan Singh,

Village: Lakhowal,

Tehsil & distt. Gurdaspur.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Manager,

The Gurdaspur Central Coop.Bank Ltd,

Gurdaspur.








 Respondent

CC No. 3872 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri N.S.Vashisht, Advocate, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Ld. Counsel, on behalf of respondent, places on record a written statement and states that in similar cases, stay has been granted by  the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  He pleads that the case may be adjourned sine die and states that as and when a decision is taken by the Hon’ble High Court in the matter, the same will be intimated to the commission for taking necessary action. 

2.

The case is, therefore, adjourned sine die.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri B.N.Sehgal, Advocate,

House No. 49/69, Harpal Nagar,

Behind Shiraz Hotel, Ludhiana.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, PR&C,

Punjab State Transmission Corpn.,

Ablowal, Patiala.







 Respondent

CC No. 40 /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Vardeep Singh Mander, Additional S.E.-cum-APIO, on 


behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant.

2.

Shri B.N.Sehgal filed an application with the PIO of office of Director, PR&C, Punjab State Transmission Corporation Ltd. Ablowal, Patiala on 05.02.2010 and asked information about the Departmental Accounts examination passed by three Junior Engineers who have retired on 31.10.2000, 31.12.1999 and 31.08.2006. After getting no information, he filed a complaint with the commission on 23.12.2010 which was received in the commission office on 23.12.2010 against diary No. 23817.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was sent to both the parties for today.
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3.

Shri Vardeep Singh Mander, Addl. SE-cum-APIO states that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant, Shri B.N.Sehgal, Advocate, and Shri Rabinder Singh of Pakhowal Road, Ludhiana vide memo No.1012/G-28/RTI, dated 31.12.2010 and Memo No. 1008/G-28/RTI, dated 31.12.2010 respectively.  Shri B.N.Sehgal, complainant, is contacted on his mobile phone No. 94170-26873, who stated that he has received the information and pleaded that the case may be closed.

4.

Since the requisite information stands provided, the case is closed and disposed of.  

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-02-2011


            State Information Commissioner



