STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Navneet Mehta,

S/o Late Shri R. K. Mehta,


# 25, Canal View Flats,

Giani Zail Singh Nagar, Roop Nagar – 140001.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Ropar.






 Respondent

CC No. 2065 /2008

Present:
Shri Navneet Mehta, Complainant, in person.

Shri  Vikas Gupta, Accountant-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case the Complainant filed two applications with the PIO on 14.5.2007 for getting information about property No. MCR/B-6/1371 and No. MCR/1714. The property No. MCR/B-6/1371 was  in the name of his father Shri Ramesh Kumar Mehta and property No. MCR/1714 was in the name  of his grand father Shri Vidya Nath Mehta. The Municipal Council Ropar sent the information, running into one sheet,  to the Complainant vide letter No. 772 dated 25.4.2007 that the property No. MCR/1714 stands entered at page No. 104  of Property Register No. 3  of the period 2003-2007 in the name of Shri S. K. Mehta S/o Shri Vidya Nath, as per record of the Council. Not satisfied with the 
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information supplied to him, the Complainant filed a complainant with the Commission on 22.8.2008, which was received in the Commission on 27.8.2008 against Diary No. 11410 and a reminder was sent to the Commission on 9.9.2008,  which was received in the Commission on 11.9.2008 against Diary No. 12262. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent makes a submission of papers relating to property No. B-6/1371 and 1553, Main Bazar, Roop Nagar alongwith a copy of two registries and Plans of House and Shop. He hands over a copy of one set to the Complainant, in the court today in my presence. Photo copy of the Assessment Register for the year 2003-2004 is also handed over to the Complainant. 

3.

Regarding property No. 1714, the Respondent states that earlier there  was no mention of this property in the Assessment Register. During the period 2003-2004 this property was entered in the property register in the name of Shri S. K. Mehta S/o Shri Vidya Nath Mehta and  assessment of this property was made on the basis of statement of tenant  Shri Datta Gaekwad  and estimated at Rs. 1296/-. 

4.

The Complainant states that on the verbal statement of the tenant the property No.1714 was entered in the name of his father  Shri S. K. Mehta S/o Shri Vidya Nath Mehta. He requests that on his statement property No. 1714 may 
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be entered in his name as property belongs to his grand father Shri Vidya Nath Mehta. The Respondent states that the Complainant should submit proof and necessary action will be taken by the competent authority. 

5.

Since the  requisite information, though unauthenticated, has been supplied to the Complainant in the court today, in my presence, it is directed that the Complainant may get it authenticated from the Executive Officer, M. C. Ropar.

6.

The Complainant pleads that since the information has been delayed for more than one year, penalty may be imposed upon the PIO and he may be given compensation for the detriment suffered by him. The Respondent states  that he has been posted in M. C. Ropar recently and has managed to supply information without any further delay. He assures the Commission that in future RTI applications will be dealt with on priority. 

7.

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

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Parmod Kumar,

H.No. 30, Street No. 4,

Guru Nanak Nagar, 

Near Shubham Sweet Shop, 

33, Fut Road, Mundiya Kalan, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

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



 Respondent

CC No. 2340 /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 Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 18.8.2008 for seeking certain information. On getting no response, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 26.9.2008, which was received in the Commission on 16.10.2008 against Diary No. 13507.  Accordingly,  Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information had been supplied to the Complainant on 11.9.2008 and  one more copy was supplied to the Complainant on 6.1.2009 through Special Messenger and due receipt  was taken. He pleads that the case may be closed. 
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3.

Since the Complainant is not present, he might have received the  information  and is satisfied. Therefore, the case is disposed of 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

5.
          After the hearing in the instant case is over, the Complainant appears before the Commission. He is informed that since the information in the instant  case, stands provided to him, the case has been disposed of. He requests to have certain more information. Therefore, he is advised to file a fresh application with the concerned PIO to seek any other information.

6.

Accordingly the instant case is disposed of.  










Sd/-

Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

S/o Shri Rai Singh,

R/O 60/35P/330, Maha Singh Nagar,

Daba Lohara, P.O. Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana.



Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2314 /2009

Present:
Shri  Amarjit Singh Dhamotia, Complainant, in person.


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

ORDER

1.

The Complainant filed an application with the PIO, for seeking certain information,  on 6.5.2008,  which was received on the same day against Diary No. 104/PIO/RTI/R.  On getting no response, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 10.9.2008, which was received in the Commission office on 10.9.2008 against Diary No. 12202. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing  was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent hands over requisite information, running into five sheets, including one sheet of covering letter, to the Complainant with a copy to the Commission, which is taken on record. 
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3.

The Complainant states that the information has been delayed by nine months. He pleads that necessary action against the PIO may be taken as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 and  he may be compensated for the detriment suffered by him. 

4.

It is noted with concern that inspite of issuing repeated directions by the Commission, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana is not at all serious in dealing with the RTI applications as per the provisions of RTI Act. The information in the instant case, supplied today, could  have easily  been supplied in May, 2008 as the information was readily available with the Public Authority. 

5.

Therefore, the PIO is directed to file an affidavit, on the next date of hearing, to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in supplying the information and as to why the Complainant be not compensated for the detriment suffered by him. 

6.

The requisite  information  stands provided. Now case is fixed  for 16.4.2009 to consider the question of imposing penalty upon the PIO  and awarding compensation to the Complainant. 

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jaspal Singh,

S/o Shri Avtar Singh,

# 1205, Gali No.8, Hussainpura,

District: Amritsar.







Complainant







Vs

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

SCO: 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1968/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Parduman Singh, XEN-cum-APIO and Shri Paramjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Jaspal Singh filed an application with the PIO, O/o Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh, on 14.7.2008. After getting no information, he filed complaint with the Commission on 19.8.2008.

2.

The Respondent on behalf of the Directorate of Local Government, Chandigarh states that the application dated 14.7.2008 has not been received in his office. It came to notice only from the hearing notice sent by the Commission that Shri Jaspal Singh has filed application for information. He further states that the information is to be supplied by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,
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Amritsar, letter of request for information of the Complainant was transferred to the M.C.Amritsar vide letter No. ;-1-v;;-(120)-09/11610, fwsh 2-3-2009 with a copy to the Complainant and to the Commission.

3.

Shri Parduman Singh, XEN-cum-APIO M.C. Amritsar states that Shri Jaspal Singh and his brother have filed some applications for the same information in which information already stands supplied to the Complainant. He further states that the information in the instant case which was asked by him again and again has already been supplied on 12.3.2009 through registered post running into 26 (Twenty-six) including one sheet of covering letter, vide letter No.XEN-3/17, dated 12.3.2009 with a copy to the Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh.

4.

A Fax message received from the Complainant that he is not feeling well, case may be adjourned and the next date of hearing be given.

5.

The Respondent states that since the requisite information in the instant case and earlier also, the same information stands supplied to the Complainant and he is harassing the Department, the case may be closed.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Dayal Singh,

C/o Shri Parminder Singh,

# 74, B-Block, Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar.




Complainant







Vs

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





 Respondent

CC No.2090/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Ramji Dass Bhatia, SDO-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Dayal Singh filed an application with the PIO on 24.4.2008. After getting no information from the PIO, he filed complaint for information with the Commission on 8.9.2008. Accordingly, notices were issued to both the parties to attend the proceedings and the case is fixed for today, i.e. 17.3.2009.

2.

The Respondent states that the information running into one sheet has been sent to the Complainant vide letter No.J/HnkJhHNh.fvLezN.7124, fwsh 20-2-2009 with a copy to the Commission.

3.

Since the Complainant is not present, he might have received the information and he might be satisfied with the information supplied to him, the
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Respondent pleads that the case may be closed. 
4.

Since the information stands provided to the Complainant and the Complainant is not present which shows that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Dhiraj Kumar, Advocate,

District Courts, Barnala.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Barnala.





 Respondent

CC No.2160/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Baresh Kumar, Supdt-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Dhiraj Kumar, Advocate, District Courts, Barnala filed an application with the PIO on 6.8.2008 which is received in the office of Municipal Council, Barnala on 28.8.2008. After getting no response from the PIO, he filed complaint with the Commission on 12.9.2008 which is received in the Commission Office on 17.9.2008 against Diary No.12523.

2.

The Respondent states that the Complainant was informed vide Registered letter No.100/S, dated 17.9.2008 to deposit Rs.84/- plus Rs.22/- towards the cost of information and postal charges. He further states that the Complainant has not deposited the cost of information and postal charges and
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the Municipal Counsel, Barnala vide its letter No.19/RTI, dated 4.3.2009 informed

the Commission with a copy to the Complainant which is received by the Complainant on 6.3.2009 personally. The Respondent states that the information
is ready with him. The Complainant can collect the same on any working day after depositing the necessary charges as already intimated to him on 17.9.2008 and 4.3.2009.

3.

It is directed that the Complainant can collect the information from the office of PIO of Municipal Council, Barnala on any working day from 11.00 AM to 3.00 PM after depositing necessary charges, as already intimated to him.

4.

The case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 23-04-2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                   Surinder Singh

Dated: 17.03.2009

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Ram Sarn,S/o Shri Attar Chand,

Vill-Mansoorwal Dona Near Gauri Shankar

Cold Store, Kapurthala.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Kapurthala.





 Respondent

CC-2993/2008.

Present:
Shri Ram Sarn, Complainant, in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 19.2.2009, when the Respondent assured the Commission that the remaining information will be supplied to the Complainant  within a period of 15 days. 

2.

The Complainant states that he has received the information in the instant case and is satisfied. 

3.

The Complainant further brings to the notice of the Commission that his one more application, vide which he has demanded same information, is being heard in CC-1409/2008 by Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Lt. Gen. (Retd.) P. K. Grover and next date of hearing is 26.3.2009. He requests that 
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CC-1409/2008 may please be closed as he has received requisite information in 

the instant case. Therefore, Deputy Registrar, Punjab State Information Commission, may send a copy of this order to the Bench of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Lt. Gen. P. K. Grover to treat CC-1409/2008 as disposed of, on the request made by  the Complainant today in the court. 

4.

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

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to Deputy Registrar, Punjab State Information Commission.


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                   Surinder Singh

Dated: 17.03.2009

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Mahesh Kumar,

# 334, Model Town, Phase-II,

Bathinda- 151 001.







    Appellant




            Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority (GMADA),

PUDA Bhawan, Sector: 62, S.A.S.Nagar (Mohali).


 Respondent

AC No.598/2008

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



ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.2.2009 when the requisite information has been supplied to the Appellant through registered letter dated 27.1.2009. As the Complainant was not present on 10.2.2009, one more chance was given to him.

2.

As the Appellant is not present for the second time and the information might have been received by him by now. He might be satisfied with the information that is why he has not attended the today’s proceedings. 

3.

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

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                   Surinder Singh

Dated: 17.03.2009

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurmukh Singh, S/o Shri Hakam Singh,

Vill-Chak Kande Shah, Block-Mamdot,

PO: Pindi, District: Ferozepur.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat 

Officer, Mamdot, District: Ferozepur.




 Respondent

CC No.2025/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Om Parkash Bajaj,BDPO-cum-PIO, and Shri Dilbag Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Gurmukh Singh filed an application with the PIO on 5.5.2008. The Panchayat Secretary states that the information was supplied to the Complainant within 10 days of his application, but he refused to sign the same and he filed a complaint with the Commission on 30.8.2008 which is received in the Commission office on 2.9.2008 against Diary No.11706. 

2.

Shri Om Parkash, BDPO-cum-PIO states that the information running into 8 (Eight) sheets has been supplied to the Complainant on 14.3.2009 and the Complainant has given receipt in token of receipt of the information on 14.3.2009. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information stands supplied,
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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: 17.03.2009

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kashmir Singh, S/o Shri Kala Singh,

Vill-Dhandi Khurd, Tehsil: Jalalabad,

District: Ferozepur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & 

Panchayat Officer, Jalalabad(W),

District: Ferozepur.







 Respondent

CC No.1967/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Ajit Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Ashish Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Kashmir Singh, the Complainant,  filed  an application with the PIO on 4.6.2008 for seeking certain information. On  getting no information from the PIO, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 19.8.2008. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that the Complainant was informed through special messenger, Shri Diwan Singh, Chowkidar on 12.6.2008 to deposit Rs.274/-(Two hundred seventy four)  by 27.6.2008 and collect  the photo-copies of the requisite information demanded by him. As per the statement of the 
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Chowkidar,  Shri Kashmir Singh  S/o Shri Kala Singh has refused to take the notice. The Respondent further states that he was also  informed in writing by  registered post and the registered letter has been received back on 8.10.2008 with the remarks of the postman as under:-



“w/o/ pko pko ikD s/ xo BjhA fwbdk. ofi;Noh b?D s Nkb wNb eodk j?. “                                                                                       

3..

The Respondent brings  to the notice of the Commission  that Shri Kashmir Singh had filed the another  identical application, which was heard by  the Bench of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Lt. Gen.(Retd.) P.K.Grover, and the case has since been closed and disposed of. He further states that the requisite information in the instant case has already  been supplied to the Complainant  in CC No.2509/2008  on 6.1.2009. 

4.

The Respondent pleads that the case may be closed as the information has since been supplied, in the instant case,  on 18.1.2009. He further states that Shri Kashmir Singh S/o Shri Kala Singh is repeatedly demanding the same information time and again just  to harass the present Sarpanch. 

5.

Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of.


6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh                              
                   Surinder Singh

Dated: 17.03.2009

                          State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Vishal Kumar Bhatia,

S/o Shri Darshan Lal Bhatia,

R/o B-III/151, Ward No. 12,

Opposite Nagar Panchayat, 

Village Nandpur, Sahnewal, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Nagar Panchayat, Sahnewal,

Ludhiana.








 Respondent

CC No. 2370 /2008

Present:
Shri  Vishal Kumar Bhatia, Complainant, in person.


Shri  Vikramjit, Inspector, Nagar Panchayat, Sahnewal, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 22.7.2008 for seeking certain information regarding daily income of the Nagar Panchayat from octroi during the period 2001-2006.   The PIO vide his letter No. 1180, dated 11.8.2008 asked the Complainant as to how the public interest is involved by asking this information. The Complainant replied back to the PIO on the same day that being a citizen of India he is entitled to seek information as per Section 11 of RTI Act, 2005. On getting no response from  the PIO he filed a complainant with the Commission on 11.9.2008 which was received in the Commission
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 against Diary No. 12443. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information,  running into 61 sheets,  has been supplied to the Complainant on 12.3.2009. The Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. He further states that since the information has been delayed for more than 7 months, necessary action may be taken against the PIO as per the provisions of RTI Act, 2005. The Respondent states that as and  when he and the PIO came to know about the application of the Complainant, the information was prepared and supplied to him on 12.3.2009. The Respondent tenders unconditional apology for the delay and assures the Commission  that in future RTI applications will be dealt with on top priority.  He pleads 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: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Ashok Kumar,

S/o Shri Pala Ram, 

H.No. 522, Street No. 1, 

Janak Puri, Tehsil  & Distt. Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2378 /2008

Present:
Shri  Ashok Kumar, Complainant, in person.


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

ORDER

1.

In this case, the Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 10.2.2008, which was received in his office on 20.6.2008. The APIO of Zone-B supplied information to the Complainant on 23.7.2008 that the submersible pump, in question,  was first  closed on 18.2.2008 and at present is also not working.  Not satisfied with the information, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 22.10.2008. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent supplies requisite information, running into 30
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 sheets, including one sheet of covering letter, vide Memo. No. 1558/AE/B-1/O&M, dated 13.3.2009, with a copy to the Commission, which is taken on record.   Shri Ranbir Singh, SDO, O&M, M. C. Ludhiana states that no doubt the pump installed by the owner of the factory is on the brim of the Janakpuri – Ludhiana Road, owner of the factory has removed THARA, which was creating  hindrance for the local residents  but Shri Ashok Kumar, Complainant, states that the owner of the factory has installed the pump on the government land owned by Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and  it creates hurdles for the smooth movement of the local residents. He requests that necessary action may be taken to shift the pump from the government land to the premises of the factory. Accordingly, it is directed that Municipal Corporation Ludhiana will take necessary  action as per Bye laws of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and an action report be submitted to the Complainant within a period of 15 days.

3.

Therefore, the  case is disposed of.  However, the Complainant is free to  approach the Commission again in case Action Taken Report is not submitted to him   within a period of one month.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Harbans Singh,

S/o Shri Bhagat Singh, 

149, Moti Bagh Colony, 

Pakhowal Road, Phullanwal, Ludhina.




Complainant







Vs

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




 Respondent

CC No. 2385 /2008
Present:
Shri  Harbans Singh, Complainant,  in person.


Shri  Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO and Shri Jai Pal, Clerk , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, the Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 22.2.2007 for seeking certain information and a reminder was issued to the PIO on 25.4.2007. On getting no response from  the PIO, he filed a complainant with the Commission on 22.10.2008, which was received in the Commission on 23.10.2008 against Diary No. 13831.  Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The Respondent states that the original file of the Complainant has been misplaced and is  not traceable . Therefore, he has reconstructed his file and the case for grant of selection scale to him  has been put up to the 
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competent authority for sanction and  it will be cleared within one month. He pleads that the case may be closed. The Complainant states that he has no objection if the case is closed. 

3.

Accordingly, the  case is disposed of.  However, the Complainant is free to approach the Commission again if requisite information is not supplied to him within one month.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

          Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Alok Kataria,

S/o Shri Kewal Krishan Kataria,

# E/1665, Near Swami Daya Nand Model

School, Gandhi Nagar, Fazilika.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Fazilika.





 Respondent

CC No.2941/2008

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

1.

As none is present on behalf both the parties, one more chance is given to them.

2.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-04-2009.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

          Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajesh Sharma,

S/o Shri Kans Raj Sharma,

# 249, Narotam Nagar, Extn.Samadhi

Road, Khanna, District: Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Khanna,

District: Ludhiana.







 Respondent

CC No.2589/2008

Present:
Shri Rajesh Sharma, Complainant, in person.


Shri Sunil Verma, PIO-cum-Accountant and Shri Mukhtiar Singh, J.E.-cum-APIO,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 19.2.2009, when the PIO was directed to file an affidavit to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him for the delay in the supply of information  and as to why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

2.

Accordingly, the PIO and the APIO appear before the Commission today.  The PIO tenders unconditional apology for the delay in the supply of information and assures the Commission that in future RTI applications will be dealt with on top priority. He pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. 

3.

The Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

4.

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

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Joga Singh,

S/o Shri Ajaib Singh,

Village: Kukowal, Police Station: Mahilpur,

District: Hoshiarpur. 






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Municipal Council, Hoshiarpur.




 Respondent

CC No. 1973 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Tilak Raj Sharma, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, the Complainant filed an application with the PIO for seeking certain information on 15.7.2008. On getting no response from the PIO, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 26.8.2008, which was received in the Commission on the same day against Diary No. 11340. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 

2.

The PIO states that the information running into 35 sheets has been supplied to the Complainant by registered post vide Memo. No. 832, dated 23.10.2008. He pleads that since the Complainant is not present,  the case may be closed. 

3.

The Complainant is not present and nothing has been heard from him. He might have received the information and is satisfied. 

4.

Therefore,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Shingara Singh Teer,

S/o Shri Gurdit Singh, 

Village: Koolian Bala, P.O. Dasuya, 

District: Hoshiarpur. 






Complainant







Vs

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

Dasuya, District   Hoshiarpur. 





 Respondent

CC No. 2064 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf  of the Complainant. 


Shri  Sukhwinder Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, the Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 21.4.2008 for seeking certain information, which was received in the office of PIO on the same day against Diary No. 434. The PIO informed the Complainant on 20.5.2008 to deposit Rs. 1500/- as information charges.  The Complainant sent a reminder to BDPO on 13.6.2008 and he deposited the necessary charges of Rs. 1500/- on 8. 7.2008. The PIO assured him that the information will be supplied within 20 days. On getting no response, the Complainant approached DDPO on 2.8.2008 that BDPO has not supplied the information in spite of his depositing the necessary charges of Rs. 1500/-. Again on getting no response, he filed a 

complainant with the Commission on 5.9.2008 which was received in the Commission on 11.9.2008 against Diary No. 12239. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was issued to both the parties and the case was fixed for today. 
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2.

The Respondent states that the information is ready with him. He further states that the Complainant was contacted on telephone and was asked to collect the information but he refused saying that he will collect the information in the court of the Commission on the next date of hearing. 

3.

The Respondent explains the delay in the supply of the information saying that the Complainant demanded the information on 13 items which relates to the period of  last 15 years . He pleads  that since the information was lengthy, it could not be supplied within stipulated period. 

4.

Since the information has not been supplied within stipulated period of 30 days, therefore, it is directed that the information be supplied to the Complainant free of  cost and Rs. 1500/-, deposited  by the Complainant, be refunded to him. The Complainant is not present. He is directed to collect the information from Shri Sukhwinder Singh, Superintendent on any working day

 from 11.00 A.M. to 3.00 P.M.  The Respondent pleads that the case may be closed. 

5.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 2.4.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                         Surinder Singh

Dated: 17. 03. 2009

                         State Information Commissioner

