STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rajesh Kumar Arora,

Advocate, 316, Tagore Nagar, 

Street No. 11/2,

Jalandhar – 144002.






…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer, 

Improvement Trust,

Jalandhar.







…… Respondent




 
  CC – 99 of 2009



             

 


                      ORDER
1.

On 01.09.2009 Order for imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation to the complainant for the detriment suffered, was reserved.

2.

The case relates to seeking information regarding loss of files prepared for allotment of plots.  Initial request containing nine items was filed on 24.3.2008.  The complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 7.1.2009.  However, response to initial request of the complainant was sent by the first Appellate Authority on 13.1.2009 and the PIO on 9.1.2009.

3. 

Information as had been demanded was provided by the respondent PIO on 9.1.2009 approximately nine months after the request for information was submitted.

 4. 

Notwithstanding the above, the first appellate authority demanded a fee amounting to Rs.20000/- from the complainant vide his letter No. JIT/9695 dated 13.1.2009.  He has stated that “ In this connection 
it is informed that the information sought by vide application dated 24.03.2008 in 9 points needs to be supplied in shape of documents which are about 10,000/- in number.  Hence you are requested to deposit a sum of Rs.20,000/- as documents charges that the same may be suapplied to you ”. 

5. 

Since there was a delay in providing information the respondent PIO was asked to show cause through an affidavit as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be given to the complainant for the detriment suffered.  He submitted an affidavit dated 31.08.2009.
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6. 

The first appellate authority was asked to submit an affidavit justifying the rationale for demanding fee on 13.01.2009 for providing information especially 
when the respondent PIO had sent his response on 09.01.2009.  He submitted an affidavit dated 20.08.2009.

7. 

The complainant was given copies of these affidavits and he submitted his comments on 01.09.2009.

8. 

I have carefully examined the documents placed on record. 

9. 

Through his affidavit dated 31.08.2009, the respondent PIO has submitted that he had directed, under Section 5 (4) of the RTI Act, Sh. Sudarshan Sharma and Sh. Mohinder Singh Mighlani, both Superintendents of the Sale Section to provide the requisite information.  A number of  reminder had been sent.  Finally information was received on 06.01.2009 and was provided on 09.01.2009.

10. 

I have observed that the PIO is dependent on the custodian of information for providing.  Thus, there is a need for the public authority to implement a system to ensure that the information seeker is not harassed and the accountability shift to the custodian of information.  In this case both the Superintendents have since retired.  I have, therefore, observed that there has been a systemic failure.  No single individual is to be blamed for the delay.  Therefore, no penalty is being imposed on the PIO.  However, I direct that provisions of the RTI Act be implemented by the respondent so that information is provided as per the stipulations laid down in Section 7 of the RTI Act. 

11. 
 
Sh. R.L. Bhagat, Executive Officer-cum- first Appellate Authority has not been able to justify the reasons for demanding fee amounting to Rs.20,000/- (Rupees Twenty Thousand only) through his letter No. JIT/9695 dated 13.01.2009.  His response is insufficient and non-convincing.  The following aspects merit consideration:- 

(a) Reasons for demanding fee on 13.01.2009 when the information had been sent to the complaint by the PIO on 09.01.2009.

(b)  The information sought pertained to the details of misplaced files.  How could this information run into 10000 pages when the files were non-existent? 
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12.  

I therefore, direct that this case be placed before Sh. D.S. Bains, Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Deptt. of Local Government, Pb., Chandigarh for taking cognizance of the response of Sh. R.L. Bhagat, Executive Officer-cum-first Appellate Authority to an information seeker seeking information under the RTI Act, 2005.  He may initiate action as deemed necessary. 

13. 

For the detriment suffered, ends of justice will be met, if an amount of Rs.2000/- (Rupees Two Thousand only) is given to the complainant as compensation.  I order that this amount is paid to him by 25.10.2009.

14. 

To come up for compliance of orders on 29.10.2009 at 
2.00 PM. 

15. 

  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009



     
     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Lt. Col. S.S.Sohi,

S/o late Sh. Amar Singh Sohi,

# 54, Kewal Vihar,

Model Town

Jalandhar City – 144 003.





 …… Applicant





          

Vs


Public Information Officer,

O/o The President-cum-Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division,

Gymkhana Jalandhar,

Old Baradari, Model Town Road,

Jalandhar City – 144001.



  

…… Respondent
MR No. 127 of 2008

ORDER

Vide my order dated 24.09.2009, judgment on the question-- Whether the Jullundur Gymkhana is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h), RTI Act, 2005 --was reserved.

2.
An application under Section 6, RTI Act, 2005 was made by the Appellant to the Respondent seeking a copy of Inquiry Report submitted by Sh P S Gill, PCS ex-Administrator of Jullundur Gymkhana and other documents on 4.9.2008.  The Respondent took a stand that it was not a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 and denied the requisite information vide letter No JG/2008/488 dated 5.10.2008. The Complainant, in his appeal dated 26.11.2008 to the Commission has stated that respondent was a public authority specifically highlighting (a) Full control was being exercised by the functionaries of the state on management and activities of Jullundur Gymkhana, that is, Commissioner Jallandhar Division is the ex-officio President and Deputy Commissioner is the ex-officio Senior Vice President (b) Facts relating to the land on which Jullundhur Gymkhana is housed. Appearing before the Commission, pursuant to the notice issued, the Respondent took a stand that it was not a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005.  Both the parties have made written submissions and have placed on record supporting material to substantiate their contentions.  

3.
I have carefully considered the submissions and gone through the materials placed on the record by the parties hereto.
4.      As per Sec 2(h) of the RTI Act 2005 "public authority" means any authority or body or institution of self- government established or constituted— 
             (a) by or under the Constitution; 
             (b) by any other law made by Parliament; 
             (c) by any other law made by State Legislature;
            (d) by notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government,                  

and includes any— 
              (i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed;
  (ii) non-Government organisation substantially financed, 
directly or  indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government”
5.     To substantiate his case that Jullundhur Gymkhana is not a public authority, the respondent has highlighted the following relevant aspects:- 

“(a)  Jullundhar Gymkhana Club is a privately managed and privately funded Society, registered under the Societies Registration Act, 1860. The ‘Jullundhur Gymkhana’ Club is neither financed by any Government nor controlled by any Government directly or indirectly. By virtue of the Clause No. 27 of the Constitution Memorandum of Association of the Club, the Commissioner, Jallandhar, if member, becomes the Ex-officio President of the Club and the Deputy Commissioner, Jallandhar, if member, becomes the Ex-officio Senior Vice-President. 

(b) As per the land revenue records, the land on which Jullundhur Gymkhana is functioning, is shown as the residence of the Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, for more than last 50 years and the said land has been  shown to be belonging to the provincial govt.  Actually out of that total land, the part of land with old building was leased out to ‘Jullundhur Gymkhana’ Society by the State Govt. more than around 50 years back and ‘Jullundhur Gymkhana’ has been paying the rent for the same to the Govt.

(c )    For this piece of land, the club pays Rs. 889/- annually.” 

6.
I shall, therefore, answer the question ‘whether the Jullundur Gymkhana  is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of RTI Act, 2005’ with reference to sub-clauses (i) and (ii).  

7.
Indisputably, Jullunder Gymkhana is not a body owned by the Government of Punjab.  The only issue to be gone into is whether it is controlled and substantially financed directly or indirectly by the appropriate Government i.e. the Government of Punjab.  

8.
The relevant facts for the determination of this question whether   Jullunder Gymkhana is controlled and substantially financed directly or indirectly by the appropriate Government, as culled out from the material on record, are as under:-

(a)     Control. By virtue of Clause 27 of the Constitution Memorandum of Association of the Club, the Commissioner, Jalandhar, if member, becomes the ex-officio President of the Club and the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar, if member, becomes the Ex-officio Senior Vice President. The respondent has also confirmed that all the Commissioners and Deputy Commissioners posted since 1.1.2001 have held the ex-officio appointments. Thus, ipso facto, on assumption of the appointment, the incumbent becomes member as well as an executive. An ex-officio member is a member of a body who is part of it by virtue of holding another office. The term ex-officio is Latin, meaning literally "from the office", and the sense intended is "by right of office". Thus, duties performed by the President and Senior Vice President are by virtue of these individuals holding appointments of Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner respectively. But, these duties have been performed in their personal individual capacity and not in their personal official capacity. Further, a common misconception is that the participatory rights of ex-officio members are limited by their status. This is incorrect, as their rights are totally governed by the by-laws of a particular body. Moreover, there is no role of the State of Punjab in the activities of the respondent. Thus, being an ex-officio appointment, the discharge of duty is totally in personal individual capacity.
       (b)    Financial Support.

(i) 216344 Sq ft of land contiguous to the Residence Commissioner Jallandhar Division was leased out by the Government of Punjab to the Jullunder Gymkhana at a token rental of Rs. 889/- per annum in 1958.  No details of this lease have been submitted by the respondent. In fact, Commissioner Jallandhar Division, who is also President of the said Club, in his affidavit dated 9.7.2009 has specifically stated that:-

                           “(i)  That the Club is functioning since 1958.

(ii) That as per Revenue record the land is in the name of Commissioner Residence Jallandhar Division. 

(iii) That all Govt lands belong to Provincial Govt and in charge of such Govt lands is Punjab PWD (B/R) Department. 

(iv) That it is not clear from Commissioner office record and XEN PWD (B/R) Jalandhar that with whose office such lease agreement took place. 

(v) That the club is depositing lease money every year with the PWD Department meaning by there might had some agreement with the Govt Department. 

(vi) That inspite of our best efforts to locate such agreement in the office of Commissioner as well as in the office of XEN, PWD, lease agreement could not be traced. “
(ii)
The said club has a covered area of approximate 47000 sq ft. The facilities provided by the Club are 6 Tennis Courts, 2 Indoor Wooden Floor Badminton Courts, Squash Court, Billiards Room, Card Room, Swimming Pool, Health Club Gym with equipment, Yoga Hall, Sauna Steam Bath, Jacuzzi Bath and Ladies Beauty Parlour, Library Room, Open Air Stage, Cable TV, Movie Shows, Cultural Programs, Sports Competitions, Restaurant, Kitty Hall, Bar, Family Bar, 3 Guest Rooms, Generators, Tube-well, Lounge and Parking facility. The club has a patronage of 3700 members. Construction in the form of renovation and improvement with no proper sanction on a leased piece of land has been undertaken since 1999. As per records available expenditure incurred on improvements and renovation is approximate Rs 3 crores. Only document placed on record is a copy of the counterfoil issued by Municipal Council, Jallandhar dated 15.7.2008 which relates to ‘malba clearance’ and specifically states that ‘plan be issued subject to the desion (decision) Govt for composition’. How has such a plan been approved without referring to the Lease Document and construction carried out has not been explained?

(iii)
 The net income of the club for the financial year ending 31.03.2008 was Rs 1,02,84,466.84. The various balance sheets/ income and expenditure accounts placed on the record show that huge amounts of money have been generated/earned by the club through contribution/receipts from members, interest earned on various fixed deposits and income from premises/facilities. Some of the activities are purely commercial in nature.
9.
The material culled out above is not exhaustive.  From the facts as reproduced in Para 8 hereinabove, one thing is absolutely clear that the factum of there being millions in the kitty of the Jullundhur Gymkhana is directly attributable to the land and subsequently development of infrastructure.  The issue that calls for immediate determination is as to what would amount to an organization being substantially financed by the appropriate Government.  The word ‘substantial’ connotes that the financial assistance contemplated in Section 2(h) is of such size/degree that cannot be regarded as meagre.  The financial assistance, however, may consist of provision of funds for meeting the day to day administrative/revenue expenditure or for bringing into existence assets of enduring nature i.e. infrastructural facilities that enable the recipient to earn its own revenue.   In the instant case, the Jullundhur Gymkhana may boast of earning millions on its own being a private club but the question that stares one in the face is, what has enabled the Jullundhur Gymkhana to create huge amounts of wealth.  It is obviously the land and development of infrastructure on the prime land provided on a paltry sum of Rs 889/-per annum by the State of Punjab. 

10.
In view of the foregoing, I hold that the Jullundhur Gymkhana is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h), RTI Act, 2005.  
11.
It is therefore directed that the respondent will provide the requisite information to the applicant by 25.10.2009 with a copy to the Commission. Exemptions, if sought, will be justified through a written submission by  25.10.2009. The case is, therefore, hereby ordered to be fixed for 29.10.2009 at 2 PM for further proceedings.
12.      While analyzing this case I have restricted myself to the relevance of the RTI Act 2005. However, some of the major aspects observed by me that merit serious attention are being highlighted as given below:-

(a) Land. The respondent functions from a piece of land given on ‘lease’ by the State. Unfortunately, the Lease document is not available. 

(b) Construction. Construction in the garb of improvement/modification is being undertaken on a piece of land belonging to the State by the respondent.

(c) Payment of Excise Duty/Taxes/VAT.  This aspect needs detailed examination in view of the commercial nature of activities of the Club.

(d) Effect of holding ex-officio appointments in Clubs by the functionaries of the State vis-à-vis All India Services Rules.
(e) Performance of duties by the functionaries of the State in Clubs. Specific cases brought on record are duties performed by the functionaries of the State, Shri P S Gill, PCS, DETC and Ms Babita, PCS, DTO.  

13.

Copies of this order be sent to both the parties. A copy be sent to the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab for taking cognizance of contents of Para 12 above.
                                                                                   (P.K. Grover)

Chandigarh,



                             Lt Gen (Retd) 

Dated 16.10.2009                                         State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Chief Secretary, 

Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 657 of 2009

ORDER


Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, complainant in person.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing four items was filed on 08.08.2008. This was responded vide letter 
No. 4484/B dated 25.11.2008.  On not being satisfied the appellant filed an appeal  with the first appellate authority who disposed it on 04.06.2009.  Subsequently he filed an appeal with the Commission on 08.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

3. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of application under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number 
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of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information stands supplied the case is thus disposed of and closed. 
5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 656 of 2009
ORDER


Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, complainant in person.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing seven items was filed on 28.08.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4374/B dated 14.11.2008.  On not being satisfied the appellant filed an appeal  with the first appellate authority who disposed it of on 04.06.2009 and subsequently the appellant filed an appeal with the Commission on 08.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

3. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of application under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number 
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of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information  stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

CC – 2638 of 2009

       ORDER


Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, complainant in person.

Sh. B  .D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing five items was filed on 02.03.2009. This was responded vide letter 
No. 1289/B dated 06.04.2009.  He appealed to first appellate authority who disposed it of on 04.06.2009.  On not being satisfied the complainant filed a complainant with the Commission on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 238/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The complainant t is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of application 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information stands supplied the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Kartar Kaur,

W/o Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 659 of 2009
       ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing two items was filed on 27.10.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4926/B dated 30.12.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority and subsequently, she filed an appeal with the Commission on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 239/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between her and the respondent since then.  She has filed a number of applications 
under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of her appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.
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4.  

 Information as it existed stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 653 of 2009
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing two items was filed on 02.09.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4848/B dated 22.12.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority who disposed of the case on 04.06.2009.  Subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 08.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 245/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of applications 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 663 of 2009

      




ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing three items was filed on 29.07.2008.  This was responded vide letter No. 4522/B dated 28.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority who disposed of the case on 04.06.2009.  Subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 236/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of applications 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Kartar Kaur,

W/o Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 652 of 2009


     



        ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing five items was filed on 01.09.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4498/B dated 19.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority who disposed of the case on 4.6.2009.  Subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 248/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between her and the respondent since then.  She has filed a number of applications under the RTI Act, 2005.  The basic genesis 
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is the difference in perception.  A number of her appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

5.  

 Information stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

6.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

AC – 658 of 2009

     



      ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing thirteen items was filed on 07.08.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4485/B dated 25.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority and subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 09.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 247/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided as it existed on record. 

4. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of applications 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

This case is identical to CC-2104/2009 disposed of by me on 10.09.2009.

5. 

 Information as it existed on record stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

6.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Kartar Kaur,

W/o Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

 


AC – 660 of 2009





      ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing two items was filed on 22.10.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4483/B dated 25.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority and subsequently, she filed an appeal with the Commission on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 234/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between her and the respondent since then.  She has filed a number of applications under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of her appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of
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-2-
the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information as it existed stands supplied the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Kartar Kaur,

W/o Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

 




AC – 661 of 2009




      ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request was filed on 22.10.2008.  This was responded vide letter No. 4928/B dated 30.12.2009.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority who disposed of the case on 04.06.2009.  Subsequently, she filed an appeal with the Commission on 09.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 241/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed and it emerges that response has been provided. 

4. 

The appellant owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between her and the respondent since then.  She has filed a number of applications under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of 
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the Commission and Ihave observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

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

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Kartar Kaur,

W/o Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

 


AC – 654 of 2009





     ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing two items was filed on 28.04.2009.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 1985/B dated 10.06.2009.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority and subsequently, she filed an appeal with the Commission which received in office of on 10.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 234/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided per on record. 

4. 

The appellant owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between her and the respondent since then she has filed a number of 
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application under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of her appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

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

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent





  AC – 662 of 2009




    ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, Appellant in person.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing two items was filed on 16.07.2008.  This was responded vide letter 
No. 4217/B dated 03.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority and subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 07.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 242/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided as it existed on record. 

4. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of application 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

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

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh, 

# 735 R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda. 






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda. 






…… Respondent

 


     AC – 655 of 2009


 




ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”, Appellant in person.

Sh. B.D. Singla, Suptd Engineer-cum-PIO O/o Municipal Corporation, Bathinda. 

1.

The case deals with a revenue matter.  Initial request containing three items was filed on 15.10.2008.  This was responded to appellant vide letter No. 4375/B dated 14.11.2008.  The appellant filed an appeal to the first appellate authority who disposed of the case on 04.06.2009.  Subsequently, he filed an appeal with the Commission on 11.09.2009.

2.

During the proceedings today, the respondent makes a written submission vide letter No. 240/B dated 15.10.2009. 

3. 

The case was discussed item-wise and it emerges that response has been provided as it existed on record. 

4. 

The appellant is a senior citizen and a retired Patwari.  His wife owned a piece of land, a part of which had been taken over by the respondent and this had subsequently resulted in a litigation.  Consequent to the decision by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, the respondent allotted the same plot by reducing the area by 25 percent.  The applicant is not satisfied with the decision. There has been regular correspondence between him (including some filed on behalf of his wife) and the respondent since then.  He has filed a number of application 
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under the RTI Act 2005.  The basic genesis is the difference in perception.  A number of his appeals have been taken up by me and other benches of the Commission and I have observed that most of the requirements are not strictly within the provisions of Section 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act 2005.

4.  

 Information as it existed on record stands supplied, the case is thus disposed of and closed. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near OBC Bank, 

Lehra Gaga: 148031, 

Distt. Sangrur. 





…..…… Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Block Development & Panchayat Officer, 

Lehragaga, Distt. Sangrur. 




………….. Respondent 

AC – 135 of 2009
       ORDER

Present:
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla, Appellant in person.
None on behalf of the respondent. 
1.

On the last date of hearing on 22.09.2009 the BDPO had been directed to provide information pertaining to Items No. 1 and 5 by 15.10.2009. 

2.

During the proceedings today, the appellant present states that information pertaining to Items 1 and 5 has not been provided to him.  The respondent is once again directed to provide requisite information to the complainant at the earliest. 

3.

To come up for compliance of order on 29.10.2009 at 2.00 PM. 

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

 

At about 14.30 hours Sh. Gandhi Singh, Panchayat Officer, O/o DDPO, Lehragaga came to the office of the Commission.  He had got delayed due to traffic problems in route.  He states that he had brought information to be handed over to the appellant. The respondent is directed to dispatch the information by registered post to the complainant. 

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Mohan Lal, S/o Sh. Hans Raj,

Vill. Sialba Majri, Tehsil. Kharar,

Distt. Mohali. 






 …… Appellant





          
      Vs


Public Information Officer.

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority, 

Regulatory Branch, SAS Nagar, Mohali. 

  

…… Respondent
AC - 468 of 2008

    ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Mohan Lal,   Appellant in person.

Ms. Jaswinder Nafra, APIO, Personnel Branch, Sh. Chet Ram, PUDA, Mrs. Indu Mani Rose, EOR-cum-APIO, GMADA, Mohali. 

1.

On the last date of hearing on 22.09.2009, the respondent had been directed to provide specific response to various items of information sought by the appellant. 

2.

During the proceedings today, it transpires, that the respondent provided response vide letter No. PUDA-Coordination-S-2-09/18504-05 dated 05.10.2009.  Various items of information sought by the appellant were discussed.  It finally transpired that information stood provided except Item No. 6.  The respondent is therefore, directed to provide detailed and specific information pertaining to Item 6 as held on record by 25.10.2009.  

4. 

To come up on 29.10.2009 at 2.00 PM. 

5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Er. P.S. Virdi, Chairman,

Co-ordination Committee Against P.Gs.

Residential Area, Mohali,

# 2249, Phase-X, Mohali. 





…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority, 

Mohali. 







.…… Respondent





  AC – 174 of 2009

 




ORDER

Present:
Sh. Ranjeevan, Counsel for the Appellant and Er. P.S.Virdi, Appellant. 

Sh. Gurbax Singh, Assistant Estate Officer-cum-APIO, GMADA, Mohali for the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 29.09.2009, the PIO had been directed to submit an affidavit by 12.10.2009 showing cause as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information.  He was also given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty.  He was to take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex -parte.

2.

During the proceedings today, the PIO is not present. However  
Sh. Gurbax Singh, APIO present makes a written submission dated 09.10.2009.  
A copy of this written submission is handed over to the appellant.  The appellant is free to go over the submission made by the respondent and submit his observations by 25.10.2009.  Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information is reserved. 

3.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Gurpal S ingh,

S/o Jathedar Gurdial Singh,

R/o Vill. Bholapur (Jhabewal),

P.O: Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana. 






……….…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information officer,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 






…………..Respondent 

 


CC – 1704 of 2009





ORDER

Present: 
   None on behalf of the complainant. 

Sh. Savinder Singh, Panchayat Officer and Sh. Sukhwir Singh, Panchayat Secretary O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana. 

1.

The case relates to seeking status of complaint filed by the complainant on 25.03.2009.  Initial request was sent on 18.04.2009 and on not getting a response the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 26.06.2009.
2.

During the proceedings today, the complainant is not present. The  case is identical to CC-1705/2009 disposed of by me on 16.09.2009.  The respondent present states that information was sent to the complainant vide letter No. 1401 dated 07.08.2009.  However, the complainant has refused to accept this letter.  A photocopy of said letter with endorsement made by the son of the complainant is taken on record.   The case is therefore, disposed of and closed. 

3.
Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rattan Singla,

# 451, Kamla Nehru Nagar,

Bathinda (Pb.)- 151001.



....……… Complainant 





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secretary to Govt. Pb.,

Deptt. of Local Government,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 
 
..…….…… Respondent

 


  CC –2491 of 2009





ORDER

Present: 
   Sh. Rattan Singla, complainant in person. 

Sh. M.S. Rana, Suptd O/o Local Govt., Pb., Chandigarh. 

1.

On the last date of hearing on 01.10.2009 the respondent PIO had been directed to be personally present with a copy of information being  supplied to the complainant. 

2.

During the proceedings today, it transpires, that no information has been provided to the complainant so far.  The complainant makes a written submission dated 16.10.2009, a copy of which is handed over to the respondent.  The PIO is not present for the proceedings today. 

3.

In view of the foregoing:- 

(a) The PIO respondent is directed to provide requisite information to the complainant at the earliest. 

(b) The PIO will submit an affidavit explaining reasons for denying information to the complainant and justify the reasons for it. He will submit an affidavit by 25.10.2009 explaining reasons as to why penalty not be imposed on him under the provision of Section 20 (1) and why 
compensation not be provided to the complainant.  He is given an  opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does
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not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him 
ex- parte.

4. 
 
To come up on 28.10.2009 at 11.00 AM.
5.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 16.10.2009.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

