STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 

126, Model Gram, Ludhiana.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  Municipal Corporation Ludhiana.




 Respondent

AC No. 636 /2008

Present:
Shri  Saurav Gupta, on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri  Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO  , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Rohit Sabharwal filed an application for seeking certain information with the PIO on 10.9.2008 and on getting no information he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 18. 10.2008 and again on getting no response from the First Appellate Authority he filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 21.11.2008, which was received in the office of the Commission on 2.12.2008. Accordingly, Hearing Notice was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The APIO makes a submission of information vide Memo. No. 406-407/APIO-A/RTI/D, dated 16.2.2009 , running into four sheets , including one sheet of covering letter, relating to Para 1 and 2 of the application of the

 Appellant, which is taken on record and he hands over one copy to the Appellant. The Nodal APIO states that the information, as available on record of 
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M. C. Ludhiana, has been supplied vide Memo. dated 16.2.2009 and the information relating to Para 3 and 4 is  not available as all the employees mentioned  in the list are non-gazetted officials and there is no provision in the Conduct Rules to get the list of assets from non-gazetted officials.

3.

Shri Saurav Gupta states that he is satisfied with the information supplied  to him in the instant case  but he is not satisfied with the working of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. He states that Municipal Corporation Ludhiana Authority is not at all serious about  RTI Act as thousands  of applications for seeking information  are lying pending.  They initiate action only  when Hearing Notice from the Commission is received.   He requests that suitable instructions may be issued to Local Government Department and to the Municipal Corporation Ludhiana to  tone up RTI Cell in Municipal Corporation Ludhiana. 

4.

He further states that suitable action under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005 may be taken against the First Appellate Authority under Punjab Government Conduct Rules as he did not take any action on his first appeal filed with him on 18. 10. 2008.   He further states that the information in the instant case has been delayed  by 4 months 67 days and therefore action may be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for not supplying the information within stipulated period of 30 days. He also states that action may be taken under Section 166 of Indian Penal Code. He requests that he may also be given compensation for the detriment suffered by him. 
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5.

 Accordingly, Shri Mohinder Pal Gupta, PCS, First Appellate Authority is directed to submit  his explanation as  to why no action has been taken on the First Appeal filed by the Appellant on 18.10.2008. 

6.

I, also,  call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Devinder Singh, PCS, Joint Commissioner, M. C. Ludhiana)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 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 Appellant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 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.  If  any Deemed PIO has been appointed in the instant case, his name and designation be also intimated.

5.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  24.03.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

CC:
1.
Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab,  Mini    

                      Secretariat, 
Sector:9, Chandigarh.


2.
Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri J. L. Nanda,

Director, United Druckgrafen India,Ltd.,

SCO No.174, 2nd Floor, 

Sector: 38C, Chandigarh.






Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIDC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No. 291/2008

Present:
Shri J. L. Nanda, Appellant, in person.
Shri Sanjay Ahuja, DGM-cum-PIO , PSIDC, on behalf of the 

Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 29.01.2009, when a compensation of Rs. 10,000/-(Ten thousand only) was ordered to be paid to the Appellant for the detriment and loss suffered by him and the case was fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders for  today.

2.

The Respondent states that the Department is contemplating to  file an appeal with the competent court of law against the orders of the Commission and file has been sent to Legal Advisor for taking his legal opinion. He requests that,  in these circumstances,  case may be adjourned at least for a period of one month.

3.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders dated 29.1.2009 on  02-04-2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Pardeep Kumar,

S/o Shri Krishan Dass,

# 841, Tripri Town,

Golgappa Chowk, Opposite Awal Garments,

 Patiala.








Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.  3057/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.  

Shri  Naresh Kumar, Planning Officer, Municipal Corporation, Patiala, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Pardeep Kumar filed an application for seeking certain information  with the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala,  who forwarded his application to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala within a period of five days and asked him to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within stipulated period of 30 days as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. On getting no information from the PIO, the Complainant  filed a complainant with the Commission on 15.12.2008. Accordingly, Hearing Notice was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for hearing for today. 
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2.

The Respondent states the information running into one sheet has

 been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. 6449/MOS, dated 6.2.2009, which is late by four and a half months. On perusal of the information supplied,  it is seen  that specific information, as has been asked for  by the Complainant on four points, has not been supplied to him and more-over, the information has been delayed by  four and a half months. 

3.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri A. K. Singla, Superintending Engineer)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in supplying the information. More-over, the information supplied is incomplete. The Respondent  is directed to  file his reply within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

4.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty on  24. 03. 2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Vijay Kumar,

S/o Shri Ramji Dass,

W. No. 15, Master Colony,

Maur Mandi, District: Bathinda.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o S. D. E. , Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage

Division No. 4, Bathinda.






 Respondent

CC No.2265 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 


Shri Jagmohan Singh, S.D.E.-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

A fax message has been received from the Complainant today  vide which he has intimated the Commission that due to un-avoidable circumstances, he is unable to attend the proceedings today. He has further, inter-alia,  stated as under:-

“ In this regard we want to  bring in your kind notice tht Senior Superintendent Engineer(SE) Sh. ML Bansal claimed that the information provided by SDE was not correct. He further claimed that the DPR was completed a month before the tenders were invited and allotted to a  Hyderabad based Company. The said statement  was given by Shri M L Bansal, SE to a English News Paper, Times of India. Copy of the same is attached herewith.


My above statement/Objection may kindly be taken on record and necessary action may be taken as per law.”
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2.

Shri Jagmohan Singh, SDE-cum-APIO states that Shri M. L. Bamnsal, S. E. has given the statement in the Press about the finalization of DPR, which has not been approved by the competent authority as yet. He further states that he has submitted his clarification to the Executive Engineer vide Memo. No. 68, dated 7.2.2009. One copy of the clarification is submitted to the Commission, which is taken on record. 



3.

Accordingly, Shri M. L. Bansal, S.E., W/S & Sewerage Circle, Bathinda  and  Shri Dalip Kumar, XEN-cum-PIO, W/S Division No. 1, Bathinda  will appear in person  on the next date of hearing to record  their statements  regarding the facts of the case. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on  02. 04. 2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

CC:
1.
Shri M. L. Bansal, S.E.,  Water Supply  & Sewerage Circle, 

Bathinda.
2.
Shri Dalip Kumar, XEN-cum-PIO, Water Supply Division  No. 1, Bathinda. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Surjit Singh, 

4, SKS Nagar Phase-III, EXTN.,

Punjabi Bagh, Jawaddi, Ludhiana-2.




Appellant







Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No.  647/2008

Present:
Shri Surjit Singh, Appellant,  in person.

Shri  M. P. Bhatia, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, the Appellant filed an application with the PIO for seeking certain information on 6.10.2008 and on getting no response issued a reminder on 6.11.2008. Again on getting no response,  he filed First Appeal with Shri Mohinder Pal Gupta, Joint Commissioner-cum- First Appellate Authority on 18.11.2009. He issued two reminders to the First Appellate Authority on 20.11.2008 and 1.12.2008. On getting no response even from the First Appellate Authority, he filed second appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 22.12.2008 requesting that suitable action may be taken against the PIO as well as the First Appellate Authority for not supplying  the requisite information to him as per his demand.
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2.

The Appellant states that ATP Zone-C, M. C. Ludhiana informed him vide letter No. 159, dated 5.11.2008 to inspect the record on 25.11.2008 at 11.00 AM.  He further states that he visited the office of Zone-C but no inspection was allowed . He was only supplied correspondence portion made by him with the Corporation . The Respondent states that the Appellant was again requested to inspect the record on 12.2.2009 at 11.00 AM in Zone-C. The Appellant states that no record was put up for inspection again  and he was told by the Respondent that the information will  be supplied within a period of two days. 

3.

The Respondent states that the information running into 113 sheets has been supplied to the Appellant vide Memo. No. 133 dated 13.2.2009. The Appellant states that the information  running into 133 sheets has already been received by him but however the information sent on 13.2.2009 has not been received by him as yet. 

4.

The Appellant states that he has requested the PIO for inspection of record regarding  encroachments in  all the Zones. He requests the Commission to issue directions to the PIO in this regard. 

5.

It    is accordingly directed that the Appellant will inspect the record of four Zones concerning encroachments only  as per  the following schedule at 11.00 AM:



Zone-A

18.3.2009



Zone-B

20.3.2009



Zone-C

25.3.2009



Zone-D

27.3.2009
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The PIO will issue necessary instructions to the APIOs to be present alongwith  record and the staff dealing with the encroachments. After the inspection, the Appellant will give in writing the record/documents required by him to the PIO. 

6.

The Appellant states that the information running  into 113 sheets has been supplied to him after 50 days and therefore an amount of Rs. 226/-, charged from him,  may be refunded to him. It is accordingly directed that the PIO will refund an amount of Rs. 226/- to the Appellant as the information has been supplied after 50 days. 

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 02-04-2009.

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-

Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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









REGISTERED
Shri Sukhwinderjit Singh, 

S/o Shri Karnail Singh,

# A-14, Vikas Colony,

Rajpura Road, Patiala.





Complainant







Vs

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



 Respondent

CC No.2588/2008

Present:
Shri Sukhwinderjit Singh, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that no  information has been supplied to him though  he filed application for information  on 29.4.2008. He states that action may be taken against the PIO for not supplying the information within a period of 30 days. 

2.

None is  present on the second consecutive hearing on behalf of the Respondent-PIO.  While taking a serious view  of this negligence,   I call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri A. K. Singla, S.E., Municipal Corporation Patiala)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1)  of the RTI Act, 2005 for failure in supplying the information. He is also directed to show 
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cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of failure  in the supply of information. The Respondent  is directed to  file his reply showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

3.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  12-03-2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         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, 3344, Chet Singh Nagar, 

Ludhiana-141003.







Appellant







Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No. 622/2008

Present:
Shri  Kuldeep Singh Kharia, Appellant, in person.

Shri H. S. Khosa, Executive Engineer, M. C. Ludhiana and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case,  Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira filed an  application with the PIO for seeking certain information on 11.8.2008. The PIO supplied the information running into 15 sheets vide letter No. 178/ZCP,  dated 28. 8. 2008 to the Appellant.  After going through the information supplied, the Appellant filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority as the information supplied had some deficiencies. On getting no response from the First Appellate Authority, he filed second appeal with  the Punjab State Information Commission on 

8.12.2008, which was received in the Commission office on 16.12.2008. Accordingly, Hearing Notice was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today.
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2.

Shri H. S. Khosa, XEN states that remaining information, as available on record,  has been supplied to the Appellant. The Appellant states that requisite information has been received by him. He further states that  he had requested to collect the sample of the material used in the construction of the road and get it tested. The Respondent states that the sample can be collected on  any working day from the site of the work.  It is accordingly directed that the Appellant will identify the spot from where the sample is to be taken and the Respondent will collect the sample in the presence of the Appellant and send to Guru Nanak Dev  Engineering College, Ludhiana for testing. As and when the report is received from the testing agency,  the same will be supplied to the Appellant. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied and the testing report will be sent, as and when it is received from the testing agency, the case may be closed. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.   However, the Appellant can approach the Commission again if the testing report is not  received by him within a period of two months.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         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, 3344, Chet Singh Nagar, 

Ludhiana-141003.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2968/2008

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

Shri H. S. Khosa, Executive Engineer, M. C. Ludhiana and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the contractor has not started the work allotted to him and necessary action under appropriate clause of the agreement is being taken against the contractor. He further states that  the requisite information, as available on record, has been supplied to the Complainant and pleads that the case may be closed. 

2.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         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, 3344, Chet Singh Nagar, 

Ludhiana-141003.







Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2969/2008

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

Shri H. S. Khosa, Executive Engineer, M. C. Ludhiana and Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information after getting approval from the competent authority has been supplied to the Complainant. The Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

2.

He further states that  he had requested to collect the sample of the material used in the construction of the road and get it tested. The Respondent states that the sample can be collected on  any working day from the site of the work.  It is accordingly directed that the Appellant will identify the spot from where the sample is to be taken and the Respondent will collect the sample in the 
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presence of the Appellant and send to Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana for testing. As and when the report is received from the testing agency,  the same will be supplied to the Appellant. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied and the testing report will be sent, as and when it is received from the testing agency, the case may be closed. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.   However, the Appellant can approach the Commission again if the testing report is not  received by him within a period of two months.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Shri Parmod Kumar Dhall,

Saharan Hardware Store,

2503, Basti Mani Singh Near Gurdwara,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2976/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the  Complainant.


Shri  Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO,                   , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Nodal APIO states that the requisite information, running into three sheets including one sheet of covering letter,  is ready with him for supply to the Complainant. He submits one copy to the Commission, which is taken on record. 

2.

Since the Complainant is not present,  the APIO  is directed to send the information to the Complainant by registered post at his residential address.

3.

The Respondent assures that the information will be sent to the Complainant by registered post and pleads that the case may be closed. 

4.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Prem Nath Kakkar,

# 3563, Street No. 1,

New Tagore Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2980/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri  Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO,                   , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been delivered to the Complainant personally on 3.11.2008.  He further states that the Complainant visited the office of Municipal Corporation Ludhiana on 8.1.2009 and gave in writing that he has received the information and is satisfied. The Respondent pleads that since the information stands provided, the case may be closed. 

2.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Parkash Singh Chugh,

National President,

Bhartiya Anti Corruption & Welfare Forum,

H.O. 1831, Opposite Dera Kalsian, Dhuri Line,

Miller Ganj, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.3070 /2008

Present:
Shri  Parkash Singh Chugh, Complainant, in person.

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO and Shri Harjinder Pal Singh Cheema, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent  hands over  the requisite information, running into fourteen  sheets excluding one sheet of covering letter, to the Complainant in the court today in my presence.  The Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.   One copy is submitted  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: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Parkash Singh Chugh,

National President,

Bhartiya Anti Corruption & Welfare Forum,

H.O. 1831, Opposite Dera Kalsian, Dhuri Line,

Miller Ganj, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No.3028/2008

Present:
Shri  Parkash Singh Chugh, Complainant, in person.

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO and Shri Harjinder Pal Singh Cheema, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent  hands over  the requisite information, running into nine sheets excluding one sheet of covering letter, to the Complainant in the court today in my presence.  The Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.   One copy is submitted  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: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Tejinder Singh,

S/o Shri Gurbax Singh, 

Plot No. 40, Village: Bholapur,

P.O.: Shahbana, Guru Nanak Nagar,

 Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana – 141123.




Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 3082/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information has been supplied to the Complainant  vide Memo. No. 574, dated 13.2.2009  and due receipt has been taken from the Complainant in which  the Complainant has stated that he has received the information and is satisfied.  The Respondent pleads that the case may be closed. 

2.

Accordingly,   the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Tejinder Singh,

S/o Shri Gurbax Singh, 

Plot No. 40, Village: Bholapur,

P.O.: Shahbana, Guru Nanak Nagar,

 Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana – 141123.




Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 3086/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-Nodal APIO , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information has been supplied to the Complainant  vide Memo. No. 579, dated 13.2.2009  and due receipt has been taken from the Complainant in which  the Complainant has stated that he has received the information and is satisfied.  The Respondent pleads that the case may be closed. 

2.

Accordingly,   the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 02. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

