STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. H.P.Sharma,

Kothi No. 614, Phase-1,

Mohali, Punjab

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Higher Education, Punjab.

Chandigarh.

(2)
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali.

(3)
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Higher Education, Punjab.

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1093 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. H.P.Sharma, the Appellant

(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.         On the last hearing dated 07.01.2011, PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner was directed to provide the sought for information to the Appellant but neither the PIO nor his representative is present for today’s hearing. Last opportunity is given to the PIO or his representative to appear on the next date of hearing along with the sought for information, failing which action under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 will be initiated.

3.                Adjourned to 10.02.2011 (11.00  AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th     January 2011

               State Information Commissioner
CC:   Deputy Commissioner, Mohali

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

Babe ke Gurudwara,

Sector 53, Chandigarh

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Research and Medical Education, Punjab,

SCO : 87, Sector 40C, Chandigarh-160015

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3305 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, the Complainant

(ii) Sh. Sarabhjit Kumar, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.         Respondent has filed an affidavit in response to the order showing cause, stating that application of the Complainant dated 01.06.2010 has not been received in their office. To verify the facts, Respondent is directed to produce the receipt register on the next date of hearing. Complainant states that still complete information has not been provided to him. Sh. Sarabhjit Kumar, Sr. Assistant appearing on behalf of the PIO states that information as available in their record has been given to the Complainant today in the Commission. It is observed that Respondent has not bothered to provide the complete information to the Complainant, inspite of four hearings in the Commission.  Respondent should provide the sought for information as O/o DRME/DHS has a control over the hospital regarding whom information has been sought. Last opportunity is given to the Respondent to provide the complete information.

3.            Adjourned to 17.02.2011 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th     January 2011

               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jaspal Singh,

H.No. 2542,

Mari Wala Town,

Manimajra (UT)

Chandigarh

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Majri

First Appellate Authority

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Mohali 

………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 1091 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Jaspal Singh, the Appellant

(ii) Sh. Balwant Singh on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.         Appellant states that he sought information vide his application dated 19.07.2010 from the PIO, O/o Tehsildar, Majri, SAS Nagar, Mohali. He was provided incomplete information vide their letter dated 30.12.2010. Since, the information has not been provided within the time prescribed under the RTI Act, PIO, O/o Tehsildar, Majri, SAS Nagar Mohali is directed to show as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

3.
PIO, O/o Tehsildar, Majri, SAS Nagar Mohali is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
Contd…P-2

-2-

4.
Adjourned to 10.02.11 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th   January 2011

               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Vikas Arora, Advocate,

# 3458, Sector-27/D,

Chandigarh.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Of Industries and Commerce,

Punjab,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o DDPO,

Roopnagar.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 3532 of 2010

Present:
(i)  Sh. Dinesh Chadha the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Jasbir Singh, Sr. Assistant, O/o Director of Industries and Commerce, Punjab, Sh. Vijay Kumar, Suptd. O/o Mining officer-cum-GM, Udyog Kendra, Mohali and Sh. Sushminder Singh, State Geologist, Deptt. Of industries of Commerce, Punjab and Nitnem Singh, Clerk , O/o DDPO, Roopnagar on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
As directed on the hearing dated 18.01.2010, Sh. Harinder Singh Pannu, General Manager-cum-Mining Officer, District Industries Centre, SAS Nagar has filed an affidavit in response to the order showing cause, same is handed over to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant is not satisfied with the reply of the Respondent. Complainant wants that item-wise reply should be given by the Respondent. Item-wise points have been discussed in the Commission today in the presence of the Respondent and Complainant and the reply of the Respondent is as under:-

(i) Item no. 1, Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied.
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(ii) Item no. 2, Respondent states that the village-wise details of land being used for mining and its ownership record, is not available in his office.


(iii) Item no. 3, Respondent states that the amount of auction has already been given. But he has no information regarding amount of compensation to be paid to the different owners of land/ panchayats in individual capacity

(iv) Item no. 4, the Respondent states that no information is available in their office in this regard.
3.
Sh. Sushminder Singh, State Geologist, Deptt. of industries of Commerce, Punjab has filed an affidavit in response to the order showing cause, the same is handed over to the Complainant today in the Commission. Complainant is not satisfied with the reply of the Respondent. The information sought by the Complainant was discussed in detail. Respondent has submitted that on the date when the application for information was filed, the sought for information was not available in their office. Respondent further states that in response to the application for the information, Complainant was provided information  vide letter dated 20.09.2010, as  available in their office, for remaining information he was advised to collect information from the GM, Mining of the concerned districts. 

4.
Sh. Nitnem Singh, Clerk, O/o DDPO, Roopnagar appearing on behalf of the Respondent states that sought for information, as available in the record, has been provided to the Complainant. Complainant states that DDPO has not provided complete information, there are 73 Panchayats and the information has been provided for 23 Panchayats only. In the earlier information given by the BDPO , Anandpur SahibVillage Daboor is shown in the list whereas in the information provided by the DDPO, Roopnagar on the last hearing , village Daboor is not in the list.

5.
Since, the information provided is incorrect, Respondent – PIO , O/o DDPO, Roopnagar  is directed to show as to why action should not be taken against him for not providing incorrect information. 
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6.
PIO , O/o DDPO, Roopnagar is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed to supply correct information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

7.
PIO’s O/o Genreal Manager, Mining, Industries and Commerce, Punjab are exempted from further appearance.

8.
Adjourned to 04.02.11 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
  
Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th   January 2011

               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh Balbir Aggarwal,

10904, Basant Road,

Near Gurudwara Bhagwati,

Indl. Area-B, Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana -3

 …………………………….Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Lord Mahavir Foundation 

Homeopathic College and Hospital Regd.

C/o Samaj Ratan Hira Lal Jain,

38, Atam Nagar, Ludhiana

First Appellate Authority 
O/o Lord Mahavir Foundation 

Homeopathic College and Hospital Regd.

C/o Samaj Ratan Hira Lal Jain,

38, Atam Nagar, Ludhiana
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 892 of 2010

Present:
(i)  Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, the Appellant  


(ii) Sh. Naresh Dilawari, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.        Appellant has not furnished any document showing that Govt. has substantially financed Lord Mahavir Foundation. Appellant is advised to file his written reply in response to the submission of the Respondent submitted on the last hearing. One more opportunity is given to the Appellant to submit his reply.
3.            Adjourned to 17.02.2010 (11.00 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 25th   January 2011

               State Information Commissioner
