STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jiwan Garg,

F-2/194, Sector 16, Rohini,

Delhi-110085.



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer,

Nagar Council, Sunam, District Sangrur.

________________ Respondent

AC No. 165  of 2007

Present:
None for the appellant.



Shri Kashmir Singh, Accountant-cum- PIO for the respondent-


department.

Orders



Shri Kashmir Singh, PIO  states  that similar issue was raised in CC-58/2006 in which final orders were passed on 12.9.2007 by the Bench headed by Shri Rajan Kashyap, Chief Information Commissioner.  This Bench is not aware of the issues raised in CC-58/2006.  The registry should check up if the information demanded by the appellant is similar to that of CC No. 58/2006..

2.

Case stands adjourned to 7.3.2008.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Som Nath,

#665/8C, New Upkar Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.






 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




________________ Respondent

AC No. 167 of 2007

Present:

Shri Som Nath,  Appellant in person.




Dr. Charanjit Uppal, APIO for the respondent-department. 

Orders:-




Appellant has been writing letters to the department since August 2003 and  nearly 5 years have passed but no reply has been given by the authorities concerned.   Inspite of   application  filed under the  Right to Information Act, 2005 in July, 2006  followed by an appeal before the Commissioner in December, 2006,  no reply has been given by the authorities concerned.   Dr. Uppal, APIO appearing for the respondent-department pleads that  the matter  is being processed and  is pending with the Legal Adviser. 


This Commission is not concerned with the  fixation of pay.  However, the  Appellant has rightly asked for the action taken on his application. A copy of  letter dated 18.1.2008 has been produced in which it is stated that his applications are under process.  This  is nothing but an attempt to deny in giving the information.    After receipt of notice from this Commission, the appellant who was employee of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana retired in the year 2001.  He has been  crying for re-fixation of his salary etc.  Attitude of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  is found to be  callous in  fixation of pay and even giving a reply to the letter.  Such an attitude on the part of the Municipal Corporation is uncalled for.  Full detail of  all the applications sent by the appellant in August 2003 and also other applications alongwith a copy of note-sheet should be provided to him.  PIO and APIO should appear before this Commission on the next date of hearing and explain  why action should not be taken against them under Sector 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information  within the stipulated period.

2.


Case stands adjourned to 3.3.2008.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sanjeev Vashisht,

92/13, Shalimar Nagar,

Civil Lines, Hoshiarpur.


 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer,

Nagar Council, Hoshiarpur.


________________ Respondent

AC No. 175 of 2007

Present:-

Shri Sanjeev Vashishat  appellant in person.




Shri Tilak Raj Sharma, Superintendent-cum-PIO alongwith 



Shri Jagmeet Singh, Junior Assistant for the respondent-



department.

Orders




Information asked for by the appellant is specific and about a particular street.  Shri Tilak Raj Sharma, PIO appearing for the respondet-department promised to supply the information within 15 days.  He is  directed to send the same to the  appellant  by registered post.  After receiving the same, complainant  can go through the same and confirm whether he is satisfied  with the same or not.  If he is satisfied, he can send a communication to this Commission in this  regard  and need not  to appear personally..

2.


Case stands adjourned to 3.3.2008.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagdish Kumar s/o Shri Tara Chand,

#3707/1, Ram Gali No.1, Jawahar Nagar,

Ludhiana.




 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Zone-A, Mata Rani Chowk, Ludhiana.

________________ Respondent

AC No. 224 of 2007

Present:-
Shri Jagdish Kumar, complainant in person.



None for the respondent-department.

Orders



Shri Jagdish Kumar complainant states that he is one of the tenants of  property No.B-VII/24  where he  is running a shop on the ground floor.  He states that Sarvshri  Jagmohan Chopra and Parmod Chopra had  purchased  the said property and had constructed a hotel there in the name of  “Prem Parkash Hotels”  and also  set-up a lift adjoining to his shop.   He has been asking for   the detail about the plan etc., but the same is not  being provided to him by the respondent-department.  PIO of the respondent-department is directed to  provide the necessary information to the appellant  within three weeks from today.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.3.2008.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Dharminder Kumar Banda, General Secretary

Shiv Mandir, Chhangwala, Namdev Mandir Road,

Bassi Pathana.



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Bassi Pathana. 

________________ Respondent

CC No. 673 of 2007

Present:

None for the complainant.




Shri Ashok Kumar, Accountant-cum-PIO for the respondent-



department.

Orders




Issue raised in this complaint is  similar to that of CC-199/2007 which has already been disposed of.   This case is  also disposed of accordingly. 

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Dharminder Kumar Banda, General Secretary

Shiv Mandir, Chhangwala, Namdev Mandir Road,

Bassi Pathana.



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Bassi Pathana. 

________________ Respondent

CC No. 674 of 2007

Present:

None for the complainant.




Shri Ashok Kumar, Accountant-cum-PIO for the respondent-



department.

Orders





Issue raised in this complaint is  similar to that of CC-199/2007 which has already been disposed of.   This case is  also disposed of accordingly. 

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ajit Singh,

#209-A, Focal Point, Rajpura.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council,

Rajpura (Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 675  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Ajit Singh, complainant in person.



Shri P.K. Sharma, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri 



Kamal Deep Sharma, Advocate.

Orders



The complainant had asked for the information in January 2007 and the same was provided to him in June 2007 following a direction from this Commission in CC-457/2007 which was finally decided on 13.7.2007.  Similar application was decided in  CC-1291/2007 by another Bench of this Commission.  Cases in CC-457/2007, CC-1291/2007 and CC-675/2007 relate to the same complainant against the same public authority. In the instant case also though information has been provided but   the plea taken by the complainant is  that since there has been abnormal delay in supplying the information, action should be taken against the respondent-department.  On the other hand,  Shri Kamal Deep Sharma, Advocate pleads that he joined as Public Information Officer on only on 8.1.2008 and the delay has occurred during the period  of  his predecessor.  He assured  that in future no such delay shall  occurre.

2.

In view of unconditional assurance given by Shri Kamal Deep Sharma, the matter is dropped and case is disposed of accordingly.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jagdev Singh Grewal,

#541-A, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana.




 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 676  of 2007

Present:

Shri Nirmal Singh on behalf of the complainant.




Ms. Promila Vij, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri 



Varinder Kumar, Clerk.

Orders




Ms. Promila Vij states that it has been given in writing to the complainant that the trust-deed as demanded by him  is not available in their records.  According to their record, the shops  in Minerva Complex are in the  individual name of Shri Gulraj Singh Grewal A copy of the same has been provided to the complainant.

2.


In view of the above, case stands disposed of.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Col. Prem Singh Grewal,

#104, New Officers Colony,

Stadium Road, Patiala.


 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 682  of 2007

Present:

Commandant Jap Vir Singh on behalf of the complainant.




None for the respondent-department.

Orders




On behalf of Shri Prem Singh Grewal, complainant,  Commandant Jap Vir Singh has appeared.  On the other hand,  a  telephonic  message was received from Shri Ashok Vij, Law Officer-cum-APIO  for adjournment on account of his illness. As such, the case stands adjourned to 7.3.2008.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ravinder Kumar Mittal s/o 

Shri Hem Raj Mittal, Mall Road,

Goniana Mandi.



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Goniana Mandi.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  683  of 2007

Present:

None on behalf of the complainant.




Shri Deepak Setia, Accountant-cum-PIO for the respondent-




Department.

Orders




Shri Deepak Setia appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that asked for information has been provided.  Case stands adjourned to 15.2.2008 for confirmation.

(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Hardeep Singh

s/o Shri Ishar Singh

c/o M/s Ishar Singh & Sons,

Majitha Mandi, Amritsar.





…Appellant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Amritsar




…..Respondent.

AC No. 97 of 2007

Present: 
Shri Hardeep Singh appellant in person.



Shri S.S. Bhatia, Municipal Engineer alongwith Shri V.K.Sandhir, 



Advocate for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Information asked for by the complainant has been supplied.  However, the compensation to paid to him  has not been paid so far. Commission had ordered that complainant should be paid compensation @ Rs.1000/- per hearing, since the appellant has to come all the way from Amritsar.

2.

Shri Sandhir takes the plea that the appellant has been shifting his stands  and thus the compensation awarded to him should not be paid to him.  It was clarified to Shri Sandhir, Advocate that order once passed by the Commission cannot be reviewed by this bench or any other bench of the Commission, as such the compensation is to be paid for causing harassment to the appellant.  It is ordered that compensation ordered by this Bench should be paid unless respondent-department decides to go in for appeal as per law.  Decision in this regard should be taken within one month and appellant should be informed accordingly.

3.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.
(R.K.Gupta)

State Information Commissioner.

January 25, 2008.

