STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramesh Chander Khanna,

H.I.G. – 173, Housing Board Colony,

Urban Estate-1, Jalandhar.






Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Officer, 

Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Jalandhar.








 Respondent

AC – 58 & 59/2011
Present:
Shri Ramesh Chander Khanna, Appellant,  in person.
Shri Rajesh Mehta, Advocate,  and Shri Sham Lal, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

With the consent of both the parties AC-58/2011 and AC – 59/2011 are clubbed as the similar information has been asked for in both the cases.
2.

In these  cases,  Shri Ramesh Chander filed  applications with the PIO of the office of PUDA Jalandhar on 27.09.2010  30.08.2010  and demanded information about three letters submitted by him to the Public Authority for the removal of his grievances. The PIO-cum-Divisional Engineer, JDA, Jalandhar replied back to the Appellant vide  Memo. No. RTI/1348/498, dated 19.10.2010. 
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Not satisfied with the reply, he filed   appeals with the First Appellate Authority on  14.10.2010 and  26.10.2010. On receiving no response from the First Appellate Authority, he filed second appeals   with the Commission on 16.01.2011 and 17.01.2011, which were  received in the Commission on 18.01.2011 against Diary No. 1097 and 1098. Accordingly, Notices of Hearing were  sent to both the parties for today.
3.

The Ld. Counsel for the Respondent requests for adjournment of the cases as he wants to make written submission on behalf of the Respondent.

4.

The Appellant, during arguments, states that he has asked for simple information about his home loan including Calculation sheet of 

Rs. 8,95,000/- and the balance amount of the loan alongwith names of officials who have dealt with his case as Rs. 85,000/- have been demanded from him in excess but he has been harassed by the Public Authority by not supplying the information within stipulated period.  He submits that necessary action be taken against the PIO under Sections 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005.  

5.

Accordingly, Shri Sumittar Singh, Executive Engineer-cum-PIO is directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing alongwith his written submission 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 Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.
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6.

On the request of the Ld. Counsel for the Respondent, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 16.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
7.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

Shri Sumittar Singh, Executive Engineer-cum-PIO,



Punjab Urban Development Authority, Jalandhar.

                       


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Bhav Khandan Singh Shambu,

“Herbal Heritage Vatika”, 

Village: Lamlehri, P.O. Ganguwal,

Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib, District: Ropar – 140123.


Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

 Roopnagar – 140001.






 Respondent

CC - 105/2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Sant Singh Dhaliwal, DSP and Shri Ranjit Singh, ASI,  on                   behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Bhav Khandan Singh Shambu filed two  applications on 17.08.2010 and 20.08.2010 with the PIO of the office of Senior Superintendent of Police, Roopnagar for seeking information about the inquiry conducted to investigate the circumstances surrounding the suspicious death of  Maharaj Thakur Singh Ji on 26.08.2006.
2.

The Respondent states that the information as per demand of the Complainant has been supplied to him and due receipt has been taken from him. He informs the Commission that the Complainant has been sentenced to imprisonment in some other case and  at present is in jail.
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3.

Senior Superintendent of Police Roopnagar in his letter No. 189/RTI, dated 08.02.2011 sent to the Commission,  has interalia submitted as under:-

“nro fJjBK doyk;sK dhnK gVskbK ;pzXh doyk;seosk Bz{ e'Jh fJsoki j? sK T[j fJjBK doyk;sK ;pzXh T[u nfXekohnK s'A d'pkok gVskb eotk ;edk j?. doyk;seosk tb'A wzrh rJh ikDekoh dhnK BebK gfjbK jh se;hw ehshnK ik u[ZehnK jB. fJj dok;seosk tb'A nkg ih d/ dcso fty/ ehsh nghb ;pzXh nkg ih dh ikDekoh fjZs j? ih.”
4.

In view of the above noted submission of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Roopnagar, and the fact that the  requisite 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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Prince Pal Singh,

H.No. 1528, Phase: 3-B-II,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan, Sector:62, 

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.






 Respondent

CC - 220/2011
Present:
Shri Prince Pal Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Sanjeev Rabra, Assistant Estate Officer , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that Shri Surjit Singh, about whose house the Complainant has demanded information, has requested the Estate Officer, GMADA, Mohali as under:-

“ p/Bsh j? fe w/oh e'mh dh pkps e'Jh th ypo, c'N' ekgh etc. fe;/ Bz{ th Bk fdZsh ikt/, nro e'Jh th nkt/ sK T[; dh fJsbkj w?Bz{ ehsh ikt/ sk fe ekBz{Bh ekotkJh ehsh ikt/. nro e'Jh Court dk Order th j't/ sK T[; dh th fJsbkj Copy w?Bz{ fdZsh ikt/. p/Bsh B'N ehsh ikt/.”
3.

A perusal of the case file reveals that father of Shri Prince Pal
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 Singh, Complainant, is the owner of 1/3rd of the said House and there is family dispute and thus the information demanded by the Complainant cannot be said to be belonging to the  third party. Therefore, the Respondent is directed to supply the information imposing a condition that the documents will  not  be used in any court of law. The Respondent assures that the information will be supplied today. 
4.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Santokh Raj,

Ex-Senior Clerk, 

Office of Director Employment,

C/o Dr. Rajneesh, 

H.E. -  129, Phase:5, Mohali.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Employment Generation and 

Training, Punjab, SCO No. 46-47,  Sector: 17-C,

Chandigarh.








 Respondent

CC - 222/2011
Present:
Shri Santokh Raj, Complainant, in person.

Shri Balbir Singh, Employment Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Santokh Raj filed an application with the PIO of the office of Director Employment, Punjab, Sector:17-E, Chandigarh and demanded information about payment of his retirement benefits  as per decision of Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court dated 12.11.2008 and the speaking order issued by Dr. Brijendra Singh, Principal Secretary, Labour and Employment on 31.01.2003.  The Department supplied the information on 03.12.2009. Not satisfied with the information supplied to him, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 24.01.2011 after about two years. Considering that it is a fit case 
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to be decided, the delay  was  condoned and the Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties.  
2.

After hearing both the parties, Shri Gian Chand, Additional Director-cum-PIO is directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing alongwith relevant papers relating to Writ Petition No. 5808/2004 and RSA No. 1538/1999 pending in the Hob’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court and the information on the basis of arguments held today in the court.  He is also directed to make written submission explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him as the information supplied is late by three months and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 17.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner
          

CC:


Shri Gian Chand, Additional Director-cum-PIO,



Office of Director, Employment Generation and Training,




Punjab, SCO No. 46-47, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harjit Singh,

S/o Shri Rattan Singh,

#4572-C, Sector:70, Mohali.





Complainant







Vs

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

Sector:62, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC - 119/2011
Present:
Shri  Harjit Singh,  Complainant, in person.
Shri Mohinder Pal Singh, Superintendent and Smt. Raj Kumari, Senior Assistant,   on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that they have taken action by canceling the allotment of House No. MIG-4571-C, Sector:70, Mohali. He further states that the allottee had filed an appeal with the Principal Secretary, Housing and Urban Development against the cancellation order and his appeal has been rejected on 01.06.2010 and they have issued notice for eviction on 17.12.2010. It is directed that copy of this order be supplied to the Complainant. 
3.

It is also directed that the gate, which has been put up in violation of the allotment instructions, be removed and Action Taken Report be supplied within a week.
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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                      
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjit Singh,

# 2877, Phase-7, 

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.






Appellant







Vs

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

Sector:62, Mohali.







 Respondent

AC - 36/2011
Present:
Shri Manjit Singh, Appellant in  person.
Shri Surinder Mahajan, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO and Shri Santosh Kumar Bains, SDO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Appellant. The Appellant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. He submits 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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Dhan Kaur,

W/o Late Subedar Joginder Singh,

VPO: Singh Bhawantpur,

Tehsil & District: Ropar.






Complainant







Vs

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

Sector: 62, Mohali.







 Respondent
CC - 195/2010
Present:
Shri Amrik Singh on behalf of the  Complainant.


Shri Rakesh Kumar, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that they have supplied list of eligible/successful candidates who have been allotted MIG flats under the Scheme of 378-MIG  of all categories.  He further states that the copy of the list supplied by the Bank, whose earnest money has not been released,  has also been supplied. He informs  that the Department has approached the Punjab National Bank vide letters dated 10.02.2011, 22.02.2011 and 23.02.2011 to verify whether the earnest money of Rs. 20,000/-, deposited by Smt. Dhan Kaur, has been refunded or not.  
3.

Since the information, available on record,  stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                    
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurcharan Singh,

S/o Shri Jawala Singh,

Village: Rauli,Block: Nurpur Bedi,

Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib, District: Ropar.




Complainant







Vs

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

Nurpur Bedi, Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib,

District: Ropar.







 Respondent

CC - 3022/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Balbir Singh, VDO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been sent to the Complainant by registered post. The Complainant is contacted on his Mobile No. 9781041091 and he confirms that he has received the information and submits that the case may be closed. 
2.

On the last date of hearing Shri Jastinder Singh, BDPO, Nurpur Bedi was directed to make his written submission on the next date of hearing i.e. 10.02.2011,  explaining reasons for the delay in the supply of information.  On 10.02.2011 the BDPO had made his written submission but the court could not be held due to some administrative reasons. The Respondent states that Shri Jastinder Singh, BDPO is unable to attend the court today as he has met with an 
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accident and is admitted in a hospital. 
3.

I am satisfied with the submission made by the BDPO for the delay in the supply of the information. Therefore, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon him.

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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ashwani Kumar Palia,

S/o Shri Kuldeep Chand,

Village: Singhpur, P.O. Nurpur Bedi,

Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib, District: Ropar.




Complainant







Vs

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

Nurpur Bedi, Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib,

District: Ropar.







 Respondent

CC - 3442/2010

Present:
Shri Ashwani Kumar Palia, Complainant,  in person. 


Shri Balbir Singh, VDO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent places on record the written submission alongwith a photo copy of Bank Draft for Rs. 4000/-(Four thousand only)  in favour of the Complainant.
2.

Since the information stands provided and the orders of the Commission have been complied with,  the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 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:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 
ORDER
1.

A letter, addressed to the Complainant, with a copy to the Commission,  alongwith a statement showing detail of Bills No. 25 to 30 has been received through fax today from Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.   
2.

Since the orders of the Commission have been complied with,  the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Neetu Rani,

W/o Shri Tanesh Sehgal,

S/o Shri Hans Raj Sehgal,

R/o # B-1/3883, Mohinder Ganj,

Old Rajpura, District: Patiala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Superintendent of  Police,

Rajpura, District: Patiala.






 Respondent

CC - 219/2011
Present:
Smt. Neetu Rani,  Complainant, in person.


None is present on  behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case Smt. Neetu Rani filed an application with the PIO-cum-Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala for seeking certain information. The APIO of the office of S.S.P. Patiala  transferred her application to D.S.P. Rajpura vide letter No. 224, dated 16.12.2010,  which was handed over to Shri Manmohan Sharma, D.S.P. Rajpura  by the Complainant herself.
2.

Since none is present on behalf of the Respondent, it is directed that the PIO of the office of D.S.P. Rajpura will attend the proceedings in person on the next date of hearing alongwith information to be supplied to the Complainant.

Contd….p/2

CC - 219/2011



-2-
4.

Accordingly, 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.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala to direct the concerned officer to attend the proceedings in person  on the next date of hearing alongwith requisite information. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Prem Kumar Gupta,

Devki Complex, 1-G,

Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana – 141001.




Complainant







Vs

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

Sector: 62, S. A. S. Nagar, Mohali.




 Respondent

CC - 191/2011
Present:
Shri Jagtar Singh on behalf of the  Complainant.


Shri Daljit Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Jagtar Singh places on record a letter from the Complainant vide which the Complainant has informed that his wife is suffering from severe heart attack and has requested to  adjourn the case. 
2.

The Respondent also requests to adjourn the case as he is not well versed with the instant case. 

3.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and  fixed for further hearing on 17.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner               
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mahavir Singh,

S/o Late Shri Mohinder Singh, 

R/o # 436, Phase-II,

Urban Estate Dugri, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Administrative Officer, 

Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana. 





 Respondent

CC - 3727/2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Daljit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent places on record a Memo. No. PIO/GLADA/Ludhiana/2011/2207, dated 22.02.2011 from the PIO-cum-Estate Officer, GLADA, Ludhiana vide which he has informed that the requisite information has been supplied by hand   to the Complainant vide letter No. 1428, dated 07.02.2011 and due receipt has been taken  from him. He has also sent photo copies of the documents supplied to the Complainant, which have been 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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Chander Partap,

S/o Shri Swami Ji,

Ward No. 2, Kala Manj Kothi,

G.T. Road Mukerian, District: Hoshiarpur.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Manager Housefed,

Hoshiarpur.








 Respondent

CC -167/2011
Present:
Shri Chander Partap, Complainant, in person.
Shri Raj Kumar, D.M. ;  Shri S. S. Mann, Project Officer  and Shri Kartar Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that a writ petition has already been filed in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court to exempt them from the purview of the RTI Act, 2005 but no stay has been granted so far.

3.

Since no stay has been granted by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, it is directed that the requisite information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 

4.

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.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)








                         REGISTERED
Shri Darshan Singh,

S/o Shri Jangir Singh,

R/o Ward No. 5,

Near Vishkarma Bhawan,

Maur Mandi, District: Bathinda.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.








 Respondent

CC - 133/2011
Present:
Shri Darshan Singh, Complainant, in person.


None is present on  behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Darshan Singh filed an application with the S.S.P.-cum-PIO, Barnala on 17.07.2010 for seeking information  regarding FIR-82 dated 23.05.2003 on five points. On getting no information he filed a complaint with the Commission  on 31.12.2010, which was received in the Commission on 07.01.2011 against Diary No. 425. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties for today.
2.

Shri Darshan Singh, Complainant, states that he was called by SHO, Maur Mandi in the Police Station. Then the SHO, Maur Mandi asked him to meet SHO Tappa in the Police Station. He informs  that he did not visit the 
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Police Station Tappa as he feared harassment. More-over he has requested to supply the information by registered post.
3.

Accordingly, it is directed that  the PIO of the office of S.S.P Barnala or his representative , who is well versed with the instant case, will attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing alongwith requisite information to be supplied to the Complainant. He will also explain as to why the Complainant is being harassed instead of supplying information to him.
4.

Accordingly, 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.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Barnala to direct the concerned officer to attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing alongwith requisite information.  

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner
CC:                         Senior Superintendent of Police, Barnala.                  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Charanjeet Singh,

11, Rose Avenue,

Near Officer Colony, 

Ferozepur City – 152002.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar, Ferozepur.






 Respondent

CC - 110/2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of he Complainant as well as the Respondent. 
ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of he Complainant as well as the Respondent, one more opportunity to given to them to pursue  their case.  

2.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner
                    


  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ritesh Singla, Advocate, 

Chamber No. 6, Civil Court Complex,

Civil Court, V.P.O. Phul Town,

District: Bathinda.







Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.




 Respondent

AC - 54/2011
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant. 


Shri Kuldeep Singh, Naib Tehsildar, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In this case, Shri Ritesh Singla filed an application with the PIO-cum-A.D.C. Bathinda on 13.12.2010 for seeking information regarding Arms License No. 017277 dated 09.10.2009 and status report on 7 points. On getting no information he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 23.12.2010. On getting no response from the PIO as well as from the First Appellate Authority, he filed second appeal with the Commission on 04.01.2011, which was received in the Commission on 17.01.2011 against Diary No. 1018. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties for today.

2.

A letter through fax has been received from the Appellant in which 
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he has, inter-alia, submitted as under:-

“2.
That the Appellant is unable to appear before Hon’ble Commissioner on 24.02.2011 due to some urgent work.
3.
That the respondent has not provided any information to appellant till date. The appellant sought the information under the Life and Liberty provision of Section 7(1) of RTI Act on 13.12.2010 and the limitation has been lapse on 21.12.2010. As per the Section 7(6) of RTI Act if the public authority has not provided the information as per the section 7(1) than the public authority shall be provide the information free of cost to applicant. “

3.

Shri Kuldeep Singh, Naib Tehsildar states that the application of the Appellant is not covered under Life and Liberty provision of Section 7(1) of RTI Act as he has asked for the information of license for weapon for his self defence. He has not mentioned about any threat to his life. Therefore it is not mandatory to supply the information within 48 hours. He further states that the information is ready with him and the Appellant was  asked vide letter No. 83/RTI dated 14.01.2011 within 30 days  to deposit Rs. 12/- as documents charges alongwith self stamped envelope to send the information. 

4.

Accordingly, the Appellant is directed to collect the information from 
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the office of A.D.C. Bathinda after depositing Rs. 12/- as document charges on any working day  or send Rs. 12/- alongwith self stamped envelope so that the information could be supplied to him.

5.

A perusal of the written submission from the PIO-cum-ADC Bathinda reveals that the information is ready with them and is as per the demand of the Appellant. The Respondent pleads that since the information is ready and the Appellant can collect the same on any working day after depositing the necessary charges, 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: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner
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AC - 35/2011

Present:
Shri Manjit Singh, Appellant in  person.
Shri Surinder Mahajan, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO and Shri Santosh Kumar Bains, SDO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

In this case Shri Manjit Singh filed an application dated nil with the PIO of the office of GMADA, which was received in the office of GMADA on 04.05.2009.  Vide his application, Shri Manjit Singh  asked for the information about the commercial properties in different Urban Estates in Mohali where property owners have encroached upon the government land and  have made additions and alternations in their buildings and committed other violations of PUDA Act.  On getting no information, he filed first appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 05.10.2009. On getting no response from the PIO as well as   from the First Appellate Authority, he filed second appeal with the Commission on 07.01.2011, which was received in the Commission on 07.01.2011 against Diary
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 No. 397. Accordingly, Notice of Hearing was sent to both the parties for today. 
2.

The Respondent states that the information along with annexures has been supplied to the Appellant vide letter No. 120-124, dated 14.02.2011. The Appellant states that the information has been  supplied after about two years  and is incomplete. 
3.

During arguments, the Appellant brings to the notice of the Commission that the owner of property  No. SS-136, 137, 138 has changed the trade without the approval of the competent authority. Shri Santosh Kumar Bains, SDO Buildings states that owner of property SS-136, 137 and 138 has not got approval for change of trade. He further states that the file relating to the allotment of property is missing in the office of GMADA.

4.

Accordingly,   it is directed that Chief Administrator GMADA will get an inquiry conducted by a senior officer  regarding missing of the said   file .    
5.

 As the information asked for by the Appellant is in public interest, a survey of the commercial properties be  under-taken and information be supplied to the Appellant. 

6.

The Appellant alleges that his identity has been disclosed to the owner of property No. SS-136, 137 and 138 as a result of which there is a threat 
to his life. Accordingly, it is directed that the identity of the complainant/appellant should not be disclosed. 
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7.

Shri Surinder Mahajan, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO states that Shri Santosh Kumar Bains, SDO has been declared as Deemed PIO under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005.
8.

Accordingly, Shri Santosh Kumar Bains 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 information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him during this long period of about two years.
9.

The case is fixed for further hearing on  25.04.2011 at 11.00 A.M.  in Room No. 4 on the first floor of SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
10.

Copies of the order be sent to both  the parties and to the Chief Administrator, GMADA, Mohali to conduct an inquiry regarding missing of relevant file.  
Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 24. 02. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

Chief Administrator, GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, Sector: 62, 



S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.
