State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

S.Jagmohan Singh Bhatti,

Advocate, H.No. 919 Phase 4,

Sector 59, Mohali





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary, Bar Council of

Punjab & Haryana, Law Bhawan,

Sector 37, Chandigarh.




………….Respondent

CC No.684 of 2006 

Present:
i)S. Jagmohan Singh Bhatti, complainant in person.

ii)S. Malkiat Singh, Supdt., Bar Council,

           
 on behalf of the   respondent.            
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant, in support of his contention that the Bar Council of Punjab and Haryana High Court is  a ‘Public Authority’,  states, amongst other reasons, as follows:-

i) It has been declared to be a ‘Public Authority’ by the Hon’ble Supreme       Court of India.


ii) It is substantially financed by the Governments of Punjab and  Haryana.


iii) It has been created under an Act legislated by Parliament.

The complainant therefore asserted that the said Bar Council is a ‘Public Authority’ within the definition of the term under Section 2 of the RTI Act.


The complainant has been asked to provide to the Court, on the next date of hearing, a copy of the citation of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India referred to above, and the budget of the Bar Council for the years 2005-06 and 2006-07 showing that it is substantially funded by the Punjab and Haryana Governments.


Adjourned for further arguments to 10 AM on 1-3-2007

         (Kulbir Singh)


             
  (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.




State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

S. Ramesh Bhardwaj,

#  49,  Preet Vihar,

Mesh Gate,

Nabha







…………
.Appellant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Then Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO 60-61 Sector 17C,

Chandigarh






………….Respondent

AC No.   165  of 2006

Present:
i) S. Ramesh  Bhardwaj, complainant in person.



ii) DSP  Anil Joshi, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


Two other complainants of the Complainant have already been adjudicated by the Commission namely CC No. 420 and CC No. 508 of 2006. It would be necessary for this Court to see the facts of these cases before proceeding  any further in the present matter.


The Registry may please send the above mentioned cases to this Court for its perusal.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 22-2-2007 for further orders.

(Kulbir Singh)


             
  (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.




State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Baldev Raj,

#  25 C Phase -I ,Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Health & Family Welfare Deptt.

Mini Secretariat,  Chandigarh.



………….Respondent

CC No. 509 of 2006

Present
i)Sh. Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant.

ii) S. Jagjit Singh, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.:

ORDER

Heard.


As directed in the orders dated 18-1-2007 of this Court, the remaining information has been sent by the respondent to the complainant by post.  A copy thereof was  also provided to the complainant in the Court today.


Disposed  of.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.




State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

S. Harcharan  Singh,

# 338, Phase 6,

Mohali






        ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Budget & Admn. Officer,

Vigilance Department, Block-C,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 616 of 2006

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Parveen Kumar, Budget & Admn.Officer-cum-PIO

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent who has confirmed in the Court today that the information which was to be given by the Chief Director, Vigilance Department, Punjab, has also been sent to the complainant by him.


The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.


Disposed of.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.


State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Sudesh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Dashawdhi Ram,

B-1, 1422, Ram Nagar,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No. 689 of 2006

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) ASI  Nachhatar  Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has given to the Court a communication addressed to the PIO by the complainant stating that he has received the required information and is fully satisfied with it.


Disposed of.



(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.


State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh Ravinder Kumar  Singal,

R/o Jiwan  Ashram. Tahli  Mohalla,

Ferozepur






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Home Affairs and Justice,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 697 of 2006

Present:
None.

ORDER

The respondent has sent a reply to the complainant on 22-12-2006 explaining that the Hon;ble Judges of the High Court are appointed by the Central Government and that he is not in a position to take any action on the representation of the complainant.


Disposed of.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh Ravinder Kumar Singal,

R/o Jiwan Ashram. Tahli  Mohalla,

Ferozepur








        ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Distt. and Sessions Judges,

Ferozepur.






………….Respondent

CC No. 698 of 2006

Present:
i)  None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Ramesh Kumar Mangla, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has written to the Commission explaining that no officer has yet been designated as the PIO for the Subordinate Courts in the State of Punjab and that he has applied to the Hon’ble High Court for permission to give a reply to the complainant. A copy of the afore mentioned letter from the Distt. and Sessions Judge, Bhatinda, dated 19-1-2007 may be sent to the complainant for his information.

Disposed of.








   (
(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Ms. Harjinder Kaur,

D/o Sh. Mohinder Singh,

#  101  Kartarpura,

Nabha.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No.  699 of 2006

Present:
i)   None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) ASI Nachhatar Singh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondents have prepared the required information consisting of a set of copies of representations of the complainant and copies of the final reports of the investigation into those representations, including the statements recorded during the said investigation. The complainant is not present. The information prepared by the respondent may be sent to her through Registered Post.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment. The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 15-3-2007. In the meanwhile, she may go through the information and point out deficiencies in the information provided, if any, on the next date of hearing.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Dr. Yogesh Kohli,

S/o Dr. Narinder Kohli,

R/o  Tibri  Road,

Gurdaspur.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Chairman,

Improvement Trust,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

CC No. 703 of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. R.K.Arya, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.



ii)Sh. Kuldip Sharma, J.E. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

 Heard.


The respondent has sent a reply to the Commission on 12-12-2006 claiming exemption from giving the required information to the complainant on the following grounds:-

i) The information is the commercial confidence and trade secret of Gurdaspur Improvement Trust  and is exempted under section 8(d) of the said Act.

ii) The complainant wants the required information for using the same in a court case against the Trust.

iii) The complainant has no concern with the  information being demanded by him


All the above objections of the respondent have been closely considered and have been found to be irrelevant and incorrect and are overruled.


The PIO, O/o The Chairman, Improvement Trust, Gurdaspur is directed to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 25-9-2006 before the next date of hearing  without fail, otherwise this Court will conclude that the objections have been raised  frivolously only to evade fulfillment of duties under the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

 (Kulbir Singh)


              
 (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.
  
State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

# 2836 Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. GNE  College, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Additional Director Communication,

Punjab Agriculture University,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No.710 of 2006 

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)S. Narinder Pal Singh, Asst. Professor, on behalf of the   respondent.


ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has given the required information to the complainant.


Disposed of.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road, Pathankot,

Distt.   Gurdaspur.




……………

Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Divisional Soil Conservation Officer,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

CC No. 739 of 2006

Present
None:

ORDER

Both the parties have requested for an adjournment in this case.

Adjourned  to 10AM  on 9-3-2007.

 (Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.
  
State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. S.S.Phull,

Street No. 9 ,  Kishanpura,

Sangrur.








       ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Deputy Commissioner,

Administrative Complex,

Sangrur.






………….Respondent

CC No.779 of 2006 

Present:
None.
ORDER

It appears that the required information has been received by the complainant.


Disposed of.




(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Ms. Gurwinder Kaur

#  4168/33,  Gali  No. 5,

Kot  Baba Deep Singh,

Amritsar-143001.








        ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar






………….Respondent

CC No 803 of 2006 

Present:
i)Ms. Gurwinder  Kaur, complainant in person



ii) Sh. Rajinder Sharma, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is ready but the required fees which had to be submitted along with the application has still not been deposited by the complainant.  The complainant undertakes to deposit the required fees of Rs. 50/- (as it was on 5-12-2005 when the application was made)., after which the respondent will give her the information within 3 days.


Disposed of.



(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.



State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Mohd. Riaz, Advocate,

S/o Sh.Zulfkar Khan,

Vill. Rohia, Teh. Malerkotla,

Distt Sangrur








         ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Deputy Commissioner, 

Administrative Complex,

Sangrur






………….Respondent

CC No. 778 0f 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Mohd. Riaz, complainant in person.



ii)None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that no information has been given to him in pursuance of this Court’s orders dated 11-1-2007.  In the above circumstances, the PIO. o/o The Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur is directed to be personally present in this Court on the next date of hearing and explain as to why the information has not yet been provided to the complainant despite a lapse of nearly 5 months since he applied for the same.  In the meanwhile, it is expected that the information required by the complainant will be given to him  before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(Kulbir Singh)


           
    (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. K.L.Sharma,

# 7071, Street No. 2

Near Jassian Chowk 

Durgapuri,   Haibowal  Kalan,

Distt. Ludhiana





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o  The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

CC No. 806 of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. K.L.Sharma, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Sunil Sharma, J.E. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information provided by the respondent to the complainant vide their letter dated 15-1-2007 is substantially illegible and incomplete. The information is hand written and badly  photostatted.


In the above circumstances, the PIO, o/o The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to give the information to the complainant in type written form, year-wise for each of the years Mrs.Amarjit Kaur, Counsellor, Ward No. 2  has remained a Counsellor , i.e., from 2002  to date under the following headings:-


i)  Total grant for the year.

ii)Total amount spent on development and maintenance work in  
Hybowal Kalan  from the grant in that year.

iii) The amount spent on each of the works in that year, and,

 
iv) A copy of the utilization certificate submitted by the Counsellor in   
respect of each work.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.


(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

 
State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.. Mohd. Ramazan,

# 20/12, Nishant Colony,

Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Then Registrar,

 Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 737 of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Mohd. Ramazan,  complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Satish Singla, Inspector,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has provided copies of two inquiry reports to the complainant. It has been claimed that there is no Inquiry Report of the Joint Registrar, Coop. Societies (Farming) dated 28-3-2005.


The complainant today has clarified that the report of the Joint Registrar, Farming, which was made on 28-3-2005, which is required by him, is on the subject of the application given to the SHO, City, Malerkotla for registration of cases against certain officials of the Malerkotla Coop. Marketing Processing Society, Malerkotla .


The respondents are directed to supply a copy of the said report to the complainant within 7 days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(Kulbir Singh)


              

 (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.




State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Hem Raj Verma,

H. No. 1415, Sector 21,

Panchkula








         ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala






………….Respondent

CC No.593 of 2006 

Present:
i) Sh. Hem  Raj Verma, complainant in person



ii) Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information provided in respect of the deficiencies pointed out by the Court in its orders dated 18-1-2007 were discussed in detail.  The information regarding these points given to the complainant still remains unsatisfactory on the following counts:-


(i) It is distressing to note that although the letter of the complainant dated 22-6-2004 written to the Vice Chancellor was shown to the PIO’s representative on the last date of hearing, the information which even now has been given to the complainant states that the action taken report in respect of this letter is contained in the communication of the University dated 23-7-2004 sent to the complainant, as explained in the reply given on this point. A plain perusal of the letter dated 22-6-2004 and the letter from the University dated 23-7-2004 however, clearly shows that the communication from the University has no bearing whatsoever on the contents of the complainant’s letter dated 22-6-2004 addressed to the Vice Chancellor.


(ii)  Regarding the appointment of the Inquiry Officer by the Vice Chancellor, the respondent in their reply given to the complainant on 12-1-2007 had stated that this was done by the V.C. as per the decision of the Syndicate on 20-3-2005.  Since, however the Inquiry Officer was appointed by the University in 2004, the reply of the respondent was clearly inadequate and the question still remained under what authority the V.C. had appointed the Inquiry Officer.  The respondent has now given the information to the complainant that 











-------2






(2)

the Inquiry Officer had been appointed in accordance  with a resolution of the syndicate dated 21-7-1984 authorising the V.C. in this respect.  The PIO has to explain why two different sets of the information were provided to the complainant in respect of this point.


(iii) The notings of the file according to which it was decided that no action was required to be taken on the letter of the complainant dated 21-9-2005 was also to be provided to him in terms of the orders of this Court. This has   still not been done.


The information wanted by the Complainant and  the replies supplied by the University has now been discussed in this Court on various hearings on 4-1-2007, 18-1-2007 and now today on 8-2-2007.  Despite specific orders having been passed by this Court on several points, complete information has still not been provided by the respondent to the complainant.


In the above circumstances, the PIO, o/o the Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala, is directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing and explain the circumstances under which the deficiencies in the information provided, pointed out above,  still persist and the  action which he has,  in the meantime, taken to remove these deficiencies.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for personal hearing of the PIO and for further orders.
(Kulbir Singh)


               
(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.



State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Amarjit  Singh  Romana,

# 81 Paschami Marg,

Vasant Vihar,

New Delhi-11057





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Bhatinda.






………….Respondent

CC No. 733 of 2006

Present:
i)Mrs. Amarjit Singh Romana, on behalf of the complainant.



ii) ASI Darshan Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondents have claimed that the case FIR No. 15 dated 17-4-2004 is still under investigation and therefore the notings of the file or any other documents connected with the information required by the complainant cannot be supplied  because it will prejudice the investigation.   This assertion of the respondent has been made in his letter dated 2-12-2006.  The complainant claims that the investigation had been completed on 30-8-2006.

In the above circumstances, the Senior Superintendent of Police,Bhatinda,  is directed to personally examine the record of this case and to supply the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  If there is any difficulty in this matter, an officer not below the rank of Superintendent of Police, should be present in the Court on the next date of hearing to personally explain the difficulty.


In future, while addressing a communication to the complainant in Delhi, the respondent should address the envelope in English or Hindi.


Since a period of more than six months has passed since the complainant’s application was received by the respondent, no fees for the information which is supplied will be payable.   Certain clarifications   given by he 
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(2)

complainant regarding the information which is required has been submitted to the Court today.  A copy thereof may also be sent to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Bhatinda along with these orders.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for further orders.


(Kulbir Singh)


            
   (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Chaman  Lal  Goyal,

#  2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Prison, Punjab,

SCO 8-9, Rattan Building,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




………….Respondent

CC No. 714 of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Chaman Lal, complainant in person.



ii) Ms. Sunanda Rattan  ,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 13-6-2006 was discussed in detail. The position regarding each of the items is as follows:-

i) According to the respondent, the information concerning the Personal File of the complainant runs into 1500 pages and he was informed on 14-7-2006 that he is required to deposit Rs. 15000/- for this information (Government revised the fee to Rs2/- per page vide orders dated 17-7-2006). The complainant asserts  that the required fees of Rs. 50/- was given at the time of giving the application and the fees was received by Sh Bikar Ram Mall on 13-6-2006 whose signature appears on the first page of the complainant’s application.  The respondent on the other hand has shown an unsigned receipt to the Court; according to which the fees was received on 27-6-2006. These dates are relevant because, if the fees was rendered on 13-6-2006, and the applicant was asked to deposit the additional fees for the information on 14-7-2006, the fees is clearly not payable in accordance with sub section (6) of section 7 of the RTI Act.  The Ld. Counsel , Ms. Sunanda Rattan appearing on behalf of the  respondent seeks time  to give the required clarification on  this point on the next date of hearing.
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(2)

ii) The complainant has  already clarified to the respondent in his letter dated 13-6-2006 that he requires the correspondence and the noting portion with regard to the Vigilance Cases/ inquiries mentioned in his ACRs for the years 1993-94 and 1994-95. The respondent will therefore check these ACRs and prepare the information required by the complainant accordingly.

iii) The copies of ACRs and notings of the concerned Government files in which the ACRs are discussed cannot be supplied to the complainant since these are confidential by definition.  However, the respondent is directed to inform the complainant about the action taken on the representations made by  him against the adverse remarks contained in his ACRs for the years1993-94 and 1994-95.

iv) Copies of notings available in the office of the PIO on the subject of the transfers of the complainant should be supplied to him.

v) Similarly, the documents and noting portion with regard to the grant of increment, as mentioned at Sr. No. 5 of his application, should also be supplied to him.

Considerable delay has already taken place. The respondents are directed to supply the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing positively.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 23-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance

(Kulbir Singh)


              
 (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Dwarka  Dass,

C/o Krishan Cycle Store,

Gill Road,

Ludhiana.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

CC No. 721 of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Dwarka  Dass, complainant in person.



ii) Sh  Kumikan Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has given some information to the complainant today but he is not satisfied with the same.  The respondent is directed to give the following

specific information to the complainant before the next date of hearing:-

i) The ownership of property No. B-I/817 has changed to the extent that a portion of it has now been registered in the name of one Sat Pal on the basis of a Registered Sale Deed document.  The documents on the basis of which the registration of Property No. B-I/817/1 was done should be provided to the complainant.

ii) The complainant  had submitted an application for the change of ownership of property No. B-1/817 ( including the area now in  No. B-1/817/1) after the demise of his father.  Copies of his applications  and information regarding the action taken on them are required to be given to the complainant.

iii) Copies of the P. R . Register of the Inspector regarding assessment of the  properties No. B-1/ 817 and B-1/817/1 are required by the complainant.  A copy of the assessment of Property No. B-1/ 817 has been provided but it does not mention the area which has been assessed. This information should be given to the complainant along with the last available assessment of No. B-1/817/1.
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(2)

iv) The respondent’s representative has informed the Court that the  inquiry has  still not  been completed by Shri B.K.Gupta, Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  A copy of the Inquiry Report should be provided to the complainant as and when it is completed..

The respondent should carefully examine the information given and the deficiencies therein in terms of the orders passed above should be removed and the remaining information given to the complainant before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 1-3-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(Kulbir Singh)


              

 (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,


  State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.




State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

S. Karamjit Singh Gill,

Opp. Old SDM’ Court,

Near Asian Foot wears,

Moga.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

 Moga.






………….Respondent

CC No. 469 of 2006

Present:
i)S.Karam Singh Gill, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Dalbir Singh Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondents have provided some information to the complainant vide their communication dated 7-2-2007 but the affidavit from the Deputy Commissioner, Moga, required to be given in terms of this Court’s order dated 21-12-2006 in respect of the documents stated to be not traceable in his office, has still not been  given to the Court.


In the above circumstances, the PIO, (Shri M.S.Jaggi) Assistant Commissioner Grievances, o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Moga, is directed  to produce before this Court the required affidavit from the Deputy Commissioner and also personally explain  as to why complete information has not been provided to the complainant, on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-3-2007 for further orders.

(Kulbir Singh)


               (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner,

State Information Commissioner

Dated:  8th February, 2007.

