STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajinder Singh,

# 25, Transit Flats,

Sector: 12, Panchkula (Haryana).





    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instruction (SE),

Punjab, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC No.434/2008

Present:
Shri Om Parkash Sharma on behalf of Appellant.
Shri Manjit Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO, office  of DPI(SE) and Shri Hari Chand Gera, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing i.e. 11.11.2008, the PIO hands over a Memo. No. 7/40-2008-S-1(5), dated 26.12.2008 to the Appellant,  containing the balance information as well as the clarification, sought by the Appellant. One copy is submitted to the Commission, which is taken on record. 

2.

The Appellant states that he is satisfied with the information/clarification supplied to him today in the court and pleads that the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arvinder Singh Bakhshi,

S/o Shri Kulwant Singh Bakshi,

# 2137, Sector: 21-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Irrigation, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2037/2008

Present:
Shri Arvinder Singh Bakshi, Complainant, in person.

Shri Manmohan Singh, Superintendent, Irrigation Personnel-II Branch and  Shri Gurlal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions given by the Commission  on the last date of hearing i.e. 6.11.2008, a letter containing names of 379 PSE Class-II officers, duly authenticated by Superintendent of EE-2 Branch of the office of Chief Engineer Irrigation,   has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. 4287-EE2(3), dated 11.9.2008, which has further been certified by the Government vide Memo. No. 34/32/08-1IP2/813, dated 18.12.2008.

3.

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

4.

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



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arvinder Singh Bakhshi,

S/o Shri Kulwant Singh Bakshi,

# 2137, Sector: 21-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Irrigation, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2038/2008

Present:
Shri Arvinder Singh Bakshi, Complainant, in person.

Shri Manmohan Singh, Superintendent, Irrigation Personnel-II Branch and  Shri Gurlal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the Chief Engineer Irrigation vide letter No.5344-46/14 EE.2/08, dated 26.12.2008 has supplied requisite information running into 21(Twenty one) sheets to the Complainant with a copy to the Commission. 

3.

The Complainant states that the information has not been supplied as per the directions of the Commission given on the last date of hearing i.e. 6.11.2008. The Respondent requests that the case may be adjourned for a period of one month to supply the specific information as per the demand of the Complainant after collecting the same from other concerned Public Authorities i.e. Chief Engineer Irrigation etc. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for further hearing on 3.2.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

           
Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Mohinder Kumar Seth,

M/s Rashmi Detergent Chemical Works,

E-78, Focal Point, Phase-IV, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17A,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.1770/2008

Present:
Shri G. S. Sikka, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant. 
Shri  R. K. Goyal,  APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the requisite information stands supplied to the Complainant as per his demand.

3.

The Ld. Counsel on behalf of the Complainant states that since the information has been delayed for  3 months, necessary action may be taken against the PIO under Section 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005 and the Complainant may be given compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, for the detriment suffered by him. 

Contd….p/2

CC No.1770/2008



-2-

4.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri J. S. Randhawa, DGM-cum-PIO)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for failure/delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant/Appellant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of refusal/delay in the supply of information. The Respondent  is directed to  file his reply/affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

5.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  15.01.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Lachhman Singh,

H. No. 58, Street No. 9,

Malhotra Colony, Ropar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Kandi Area & Special Secretary-cum-

Chief Conservator of Forests(Hills) Punjab, 

SCO No. 1028-29, Sector: 22-B, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 2256/2008

Present:
Shri Lachhman Singh, Complainant, in person.  

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO, office of Chief Conservator of Forest(Hills) and  Shri Tasrsem Lal, Superintendent-cum-APIO, office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that as per the directions given by the Commission on the last date of hearing  i.e. 26.11.2008,  he visited the office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur on 17.12.2008 but the record could not be inspected on that day as the record was haphazardly stored and no official was present to help him. The Respondent states that the Complainant was asked to inspect the record on 12.12.2008 as the other officials of the concerned Branches were also requested to be present  on 12.12.2008 to 
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help in the inspection of the record  by the Complainant. The Complainant states that he could not visit the office of DFO Hoshiarpur on 12.12.2008 as he was to attend court of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner S. Kulbir Singh on 12.12.2008 in  Chandigarh. 

2.

The PIO states that a copy of Office Order No. 141 dated 13.8.1993 

has been supplied to the Complainant, which was issued by the Principal Chief Conservator of Forest, Punjab, Chandigarh. The Complainant states that this order has not been authenticated. It is accordingly directed that the office order dated 13.8.1993 be duly authenticated by the competent authority. 

3.

The Complainant makes a written submission alongwith some documents, one copy of which is  handed over to the Respondent and one copy is taken on record of the Commission.  It is directed that the Respondent will go through the observations submitted by the Complainant and will send his response to the Complainant with one  copy to the Commission. 

4.

On the mutual consent of both the parties it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of Divisional Forest Officer, Wild Life Division, Hoshiarpur on 15.1.2009 to inspect the record and identify the documents required by him. Shri Tarsem Lal, Superintendent-cum-APIO will depute Class-III/Class-IV employees to help the Complainant during inspection of the record. After identification of the required documents by the Complainant, Shri Tarsem
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 Lal, Superintendent-cum-APIO will supply the documents to the Complainant free of cost as the information has been delayed.  In case  the required documents are  not available, the PIO will file an affidavit to this effect  giving number and date of the office order vide which  the record has been destroyed. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 20.01.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Mrs.  Monica,

W/o Shri Rajeev Tandon,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director,PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.294/2008
Present:
Shri G. S. Sikka, Advocate and Shri K. K. Tandon,  on behalf of the Appellant.     
Shri R K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S. K. Gupta, Estate Officer, PSIEC, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The APIO hands over balance information regarding Point No. 7 to the Appellant  in the court today in my presence. The Ld. Counsel  for the Appellant states that the information is incomplete. He further states that the names and address of allottees of 29 plots have not been given so far. The APIO states that this information will be supplied to the Appellant within a period of 15 days. 

3.

Accordingly, It is directed that the remaining information as per the deliberations held today in the court, will be supplied by the PIO to the Appellant within a period of 15 days. 

4.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders  on 15.01.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajiv Tandon S/o Shri  K. K. Tandon, 

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2289/2008

Present:
Shri G. S. Sikka, Advocate and Shri K. K. Tandon,  on behalf of the Appellant. 

Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S.K.Gupta, Estate Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1. 

The brief history of this case is that the Complainant had filed an application for information with the PIO of the office of Managing Director, PSIEC, Chandigarh on 28.7.2008 alongwith necessary application fee. On getting no response from the PIO, he filed a complainant with the State Information Commission on 3.9.2008 with the request that since the PIO has not taken any action on his application  to supply the information, necessary action may be taken against the PIO as per RTI Act, 2005. He requested that he may be paid Rs. 10,000/- as damages. Accordingly, Hearing Notice was issued to both the parties and first hearing was fixed for 2.12.2008.  

Cond……p/2

CC No.2289/2008



-2-

2.

On 2.12.2008, on the request of Ld. Counsel for the Complainant, case was adjourned and fixed for today. 

3.

Heard both the parties.

4.

 The APIO states that the information, running into three sheets excluding one sheet of covering letter, has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo. No. PSIC/RTI/9518, dated 11.11.2008. The Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

5.

On the request of Ld. Counsel for the Complainant, the application for information dated 28..7.2008 is argued point-wise in the court today. After detailed deliberations, it is directed that the information relating to Sr. No. 3, 4 and 5 will be supplied to Complainant within a period of 15 days by the PIO. 

6.

Ld. Counsel for the Complainant pleads  that since  the information has been delayed for more than 3 months, penalty may be imposed upon the PIO under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 and compensation may be given to the Complainant  under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment suffered by him. 

7.

I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri J. S. Randhawa, DGM-cum-PIO)   to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for failure/delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the
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 Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of RTI Act, 2005 for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information. The Respondent  is directed to  file affidavit showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

8.

To come up for consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation on  15.01.2009.

9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-

Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kewal Krishan Tandon, 

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.1737/2008

Present:
Shri K. K. Tandon, Complainant, in person and Shri G. S. Sikka, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri R. K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S. K. Gupta,  Estate Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Ld. Counsel for the Complainant hands over his observations to the APIO, on the information supplied to the Complainant, with a copy to the Commission.


3.

It is directed that the PIO will send his response alongwith required information to the Complainant  within a period of 15 days,  with a copy to the Commission. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.01.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                            Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jagdish Shah,

C/o Shamba Shah Pan House,

G.T.Road, Near Janta College,

Kartarpur, Jalandhar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director PUNSEED,

SCO:835-36, Sector: 22-A, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.2053/2008

Present:
Shri Jagdish Shah, Complainant, in person. 

Shri J. K. Dixit, G.M.-cum-PIO and Shri Harjinder Singh, Superintendent Accounts, on behalf of the Respondent.



ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The PIO states that the Complainant may be directed to inspect the record and identify the specific   information required by him so that the same could be supplied to him. 

3.

Accordingly, it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of the PIO today to inspect the record and identify the information required by him and the PIO will supply the identified information to the Complainant on the spot.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.01.2009.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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







                                   REGISTERED

Shri Varinder Kumar S/o Shri Som Nath,

H. No. 2882/08,  Ward No. 7, 

Cinema Road, Sirhind-140406,

Tehsil & District: Fatehgarh Sahib.




Complainant







Vs

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

Sirhind, District: Fatehgarh Sahib.





 Respondent

CC No. 2117/2008

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

ORDER
1.

The first hearing in this case was fixed for 10.11.2008, when none was present on behalf of the Complainant as well as  the Respondent. The Complainant vide his letter dated 10.10.2008 informed the Commission that he is unable to attend the proceedings due to some unavoidable and compelling circumstances. Accordingly the case was adjourned and fixed for today.

2.

Today again, none is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent and nothing  has been heard from them. 

3.

While giving the last opportunity to both the parties, the case is fixed for 03. 02. 2009  and it is directed that this order be sent by registered post.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R.Singla, XEN (Retd),

# 1015, Sector: 16, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, Local Government,

 Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent


CC No.1911/2008

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



ORDER

1.

On the last date of hearing on 18.11.2008 Shri Joga Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO of the office of Secretary Housing & Urban Development, Punjab(Housing-II Branch) brought to the notice of the Commission that the case has been transferred by Secretary, Housing and Urban Development to the Principal Secretary, Local Government vide Memo. No. 13/3/07-3 HUD2/5117, dated 4.8.2008 on the basis of the recommendations made by the  General Manager Coordination-cum-Additional Chief Administrator Projects, PUDA, Mohali on 18.7.2008.

2.

Since the case has been transferred to the concerned Public Authority i.e. Principal Secretary Local Government,  a copy of this order  be sent to the PIO  of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh to attend the proceedings,  in the instant case,  in future. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 12. 2. 2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Bhushan Kumar,

24/7, West Patel Nagar,

Near Patel Park,  New Delhi.





Appellant


     Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab State Information Commission,

SCO No.84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No.402/2008
Present:
Shri Bhushan Kumar, Appellant, in person. 
Shri M. R. Minhas, M.F.A.-cum-PIO and Shri Bhim Sain Garg, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that they have not received any hard copies of e-mails sent by the Appellant. He requests that the Appellant may be asked  to supply  duplicate copies of the  letters/complaints /appeals sent by the Appellant to the Commission starting from 10.5.2006 to 24.4.2008, the date of submission of his Appeal filed with the PIO of the Punjab State Information Commission.

2.

The Appellant is accordingly directed to supply hard copies of the e-mails and photo copies of the letters/complaints/appeals sent by him to the Commission, within a period of 15 days so that required information could be supplied to him.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 27.2.2009 in the Chamber(SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh).

4.

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



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Bhushan Kumar,

24/7, West Patel Nagar,

Near Patel Park,  New Delhi.





    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Minister Office,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.433 /2008

Present:
Shri Bhushan Kumar, Appellant, in person. 
Shri Major Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO, office of Chief Minister Punjab;  Shri Amar Singh, Superintendent,  General Coordination Branch, office of Chief Secretary Punjab; Smt. Sawaran Lata, Under Secretary-cum-PIO and Shri Ramesh Chand, Superintendent-cum-APIO, Punjab Vidhan Sabha,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The information relating to Punjab Vidhan Sabha is submitted  to the Commission, which is taken on record. One copy each of the  same  is  handed over to Appellant and the PIO  of the office of Chief Secretary Punjab,  in the court today in my presence.  After the detailed deliberations held  in the court today,  Shri Amar Singh, Superintendent, General Coordination, office of Chief Secretary Punjab, states that the information required by the Appellant relates to
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 the Home Department and  may, therefore,  be obtained from the Home Department . He further states that the PIO of the Home Department  may be asked to attend the proceedings in the instant case in future and supply the information regarding instructions issued by the Home Department from time to time regarding Resolution of the Punjab Vidhan Sabha dated 21st June, 2007  containing the recommendations to  the State Government to instruct the Police Department to get the increasing dowry related cases registered by the parents of the newly wedded brides thoroughly investigated.  

3.

 It is accordingly  directed that the PIO/Representative of the Home Department will attend the proceedings along with  information/documents  on the next date of hearing, regarding  recommendations of the Punjab Vidhan Sabha on 21st June, 2007 through a Resolution of Master Mohan Lal,  Cabinet Minister.  Shri Amar Singh, Superintendent General Coordination is directed to send a copy of the appeal dated 1.4.2008 of Shri Bhushan Kumar, Appellant,  to the PIO of the Home Department  asking him to send the  requisite information, demanded by the Appellant.  to the Chief Secretary so that the same could further be supplied to the Appellant.

 4.

The PIO of the office of Chief Minister, Punjab, states that the Appellant may be directed to supply hard copy of the letters/memorandums sent to the CMO Punjab or Chief Secretary Punjab regarding abuse/mis-use of IPC
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 498A, 406, D.P. Act, DB Act by women. He assures the Commission that about 25 hard copies of the letters/memorandums sent to the CMO and Chief Secretary Punjab will be supplied to the PIO of the office of Chief Minister, Punjab with one copy to the Commission. The representatives of CMO and C.S. state that it is not in their knowledge whether any other NGO has sent any complaint/memorandum to the office of Chief Minister, Punjab or Chief Secretary Punjab on this subject.

5.

The Appellant states that he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005,   for the detriment suffered by him. The decision to give compensation will be taken on the next date of hearing after due arguments.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 27.2.2009 in the Chamber(SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh).

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Smt. Manju Vermani,

Wife of Shri Jugal Kishore,

Plot No. 208-9, Gali No. 1,

Hasibowal Khurd, Ludhiana.





Appellant







Vs

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




 Respondent

AC No.540/2008

Present:
Smt. Manju Vermani, Appellant,  in person.

Shri Davinder Singh, PCS, Joint Commissoner;  Shri H. C. Salaria, Executive Engineer;  Shri Ranjit Singh, S.D.O.;  Shri Surinder Singh, Assistant Town Planner;  Shri Vijay Kumar, Head Draftsman;  Shri Mohan Singh, J.D.  and Shri Harish Bhagat, APIO(HQ)-cum-Legal Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing Shri Davinder Singh, PCS, Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana-cum-PIO and Shri H. C. Salaria, Executive Engineer, Shri Surinder Singh Bindra, ATP and concerned Engineering staff appear before the Commission today  alongwith original record including MBs for inspection by the Appellant.

3.

 The Rough Cost Plan of streets of Haibowal Khurd prepared 
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during February, 1998 are  shown to the Appellant, a copy of which has already been supplied to the Appellant. This Plan alongwith other Plans including original MBs  are shown to the Appellant as well as to the  Commission today in the court. 

4.

The Appellant states that she wants photo copies of these MBs. It is accordingly directed that the duly authenticated photo copies of MBs be supplied to the Appellant. 

5.

The Appellant states that the development charges have been charged from the residents of Haibowal Colony from 1992 where-ever  she purchased the plot during 1998 and the Plan of the said plot was approved by the Municipal Corporation vide BA No. 806-D passed by the Building Committee No. 2 on 12.3.2001 vide Permit No. 9269 as per the drawings submitted by the owner of the plot showing the road width in front of her building as 14’ whereas in the beginning it is 16’. Shri Surinder Singh, ATP states that   in the registry of the house of the Appellant the width of the road has been shown as 14’.  The Appellant states that no doubt in the registry the road width is 14’ but as per building bye-laws  it should be more than 20’. She submits a copy of building bye-law which is taken on record. Shri Surinder Singh, ATP states that the papers submitted by the Appellant relate to height of commercial building and not of residential building.  However,  the Appellant  rebuts  the statement of ATP. 
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6.

Shri Surinder Singh, ATP pleads that a similar case AC-21/2006 was heard by double Bench of Shri  R.  K. Gupta and Shri P. P. S. Gill, Hon’ble State Information Commissioners and was disposed of after getting an affidavit from Shri Shakti Sagar Bhatia, the then MTP of Municipal Corporation, Ludhina. 

7.             The PIO assures the Commission that the requisite information will be supplied to the Appellant. He further states that the Appellant can represent to the Corporation and contact her about her problems,  which will be duly looked into.

8.

The Appellant brings to the notice of the Commission that when ever she visits the office of Municipal Corporation the staff of the Corporation misbehaves with her and misleads her and rather threatens her. She especially mentions the name of Shri Sooraj Kant, Record Keeper. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana  may look into the matter and  get an inquiry conducted by some senior officer. 

9.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the instant case is disposed of.   However, the Appellant is advised to file a fresh application with the concerned Public Authority, if she wants any other information.

10.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  






   Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  29. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

