STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”

735-R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda.










          ……Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,








Bathinda.





















                ……Respondent
AC No. 299 of 2007

ORDER

Present:   Shri Bachan Singh, Appellant, in person.


       Representative (Shri Devinder Jaura, AMC) of the Respoondent.





                 -----


      Arguments heard.  


      The judgement in this case is reserved.

.

              (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner

Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Raj Kumar

S/o Late Shri  Budh Ram,

Class IV Employee,

R/o B-1/2722, Ghandhi Colony, Old  Rajpura, 





Tehsil Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.










     



                              …….Appellant





Vs.

 Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,


Rajpura,   District Patiala.




                ……Respondent




AC No.  300 of  2007.






ORDER

Present:    Mr. Raj Kumar, Appellant, in person.


        Representative
 (Mr. Ashwani Kumar, Accountant) of the Respondent.

                                                         …….


       The Appellant has received information on 8-points against 16-points that he has mentioned in his application.  As mentioned in his letter dated  15.05.2007, he has also given reminders with respect to the  same on 5-6-2007, 21-6-2007 and then also submitted application to the  authority on 8.8.2007.  The Appellant states that he has not received information on 8-points i.e. 11, 4, 6, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16.  Mr. Ashwani Kumar, representative of the Respondent Department is making vague statements why the information has been delayed.  He says that certified copies of all the 8-points mentioned above will be given to the Appellant within 7 days from today.  The Commission takes serious note of dilly dallying tactics adopted by the municipal council, Rajpura. The Commission directs the municipal council to supply the information within 7 days from today.


  The case is adjourned to December 17, 2007, for confirmation of compliance.

Chandigarh,           




                 (P. P. S. Gill)

Dated,  November  26, 2007.


  State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Krishan Chand Goyal,

Shant Nagar, Street No. 3,

Bagha Road, Raman,

District  Bathinda.









                   …….Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/O  Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,


Raman,   District  Bathinda.



                ……Respondent


AC No.  305 of 2007.

ORDER

Present:    None for the Appellant.

Representative (Mr. Sukhminder Singh, Jr. Asstt.) for the Respondent.


                                            ----

        Mr. Krishan Chand Goyal, Appellant, has written to the Commission on 15.11.2007 that he has received the information and is fully satisfied.  He has also requested that the case may kindly be filed.

      The case stands disposed of.

              (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner


Dated, November 26, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Ashok Kumar,
 





H. No. 4652, Gali No. 13,

Durgapuri, Haibowal, 

Ludhiana.





                        …..Complainant


Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/O  Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






             ……Respondent
CC No. 1684  of  2007
ORDER

Present:   Mr. Ashok Kumar, Complainant, in person.


        Representative (Dr. Charanjit Uppal) for the respondent.

                                   -----


        The Complainant has been supplied the information on all the points he had raised in his application dated 05-06-2007. This was a public cause pertaining to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana
, to which the Corporation has responded.

        The case stands disposed of.
              (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner

Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Gulshan Kumar,



      


S/o Sh. Chuni  Lal,

Gulshan Toys, Talab Mandi Road,

Ludhiana.









              …..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/O  Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






             ……Respondent


CC No. 1692 of 2007.

                                       ORDER

Present:    Mr. Kewal Krishan, Brother of the Complainant.

Representative (Mr. Devinder Singh, Supervisor) for the Respondent.







------

Arguments heard.

Judgement reserved.

              (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner

Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Ms Jaspal Kaur,

W/o  Sh. Jatinderpal Singh,

H.No.20373/J Ajit Road,

Gali No. 30/1,

60 ft. Road, Bathinda.















                        …..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Bathinda.






             ……Respondent






CC No. 1694 of 2007.





 ORDER

Present:     Mr. Jatinderpal Singh, Husband of the Complainant.


        Representative (Mr. Devinder Jaura) of the Respondent.

                                      -----


        Arguments in this case were heard on 26.11.2007.

2.                The Complainant was represented by her husband, Mr. Jatinderpal Singh, and the Respondent Department was represented by Mr. Devinder Jaura.

3.
       The Complainant in her complaint to the State Information Commission 
on 19.9.2007 has referred to her 28.2.2007 application to Municipal Corporation, Bathinda, seeking photo copies of some building/road (file no.328) 
under Scheme 9, Part 1.  This application is not on record in the Commission 
file.  On the contrary, there is a copy of subsequent application filed before P.I.O.  It is dated 10.8.2007.
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4.
      While appearing before the Commission today, Mr. Jatinderpal Singh stated, in reply to a question, that information sought was about one Nirdosh Kaur  wife of  Mr. Kuldip Singh.  This apparently is about third party.   However, Mr. Jaura stated that   the required information had been sought from Nirdosh Kaur and photo copies of the same have been supplied to the Complainant., Jaspal Kaur.

5.

The Respondent had first replied to the Complainant on 14.6.2007 (letter no.1798/B) stating that the file in question was misplaced        due to sudden shifting of record from  Building Branch  due to flooding of roofs  and  the asked for information would be given as and when the same is located for which efforts are being made.




6.

 On 23.11.2007, (letter no.79/ building), the Corporation sent a detailed reply to the Commission with a copy to the Complainant.  In this detailed reply, alongwith certain photocopies of required documents, including building plans on 100’ wide, have been shown.

7.

The Complainant says that accompanying map does not show ‘demarcation’ on 100’ wide road. To this the Respondent Department representative says this was not asked for by the Complainant in her application dated 28.02.2007 whose contents are different from that of subsequent application to the Public Information Officer dated 10.8.2007.  There is only one application dated 10.08.2007, in which Complainant has sought a copy of the map showing demarcations.
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8.
         After hearing the arguments and from a perusal of the papers on record, the Commission concludes that though information sought pertains to the third party, the Corporation has already provided the same.    
                  

9.
         Since needful has been done, the case stands disposed of.
                        (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner
Dated,  November  26,  2007.

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

Vipin Kumar Goyal,

      

Attorney of Sh. Amarjit Singh,

Through his counsel, Sh. L.D. Gupta(Advocate),

H. No. 106, Panch Sheel Enclave,

Opp. Ferozepur Road,

Octroi Post, P.O. Threekay,

Ludhiana.








                        …..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Ahmedgarh,

District Sangrur.

 







             ……Respondent


CC No. 1673  of  2007.

ORDER

Present :    Mr. Amarjit Singh, Complainant, in person. 


       Representative (Mr. Gagan Uppal,PIO)  for the Respondent.





-----


      Since this case has already been decided,  as such this petition is not  maintainable. This is the same case as was decided by Division Bench on 11.06.2007 i.e.  CC-618 of 2007. The Municipal Council’s representative, Mr. Gagan Uppal, has handed over their reply dated 19.11.2007, Memo. No.2099/07 to the complainant today.
2.
    The complaint is disposed of as not maintainable.


                (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner


Dated, November 26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Surinder Mohan Adya,
 





H. No. 2459, Sector 32-A,

Chandigarh Road, 

Ludhiana.





                        …..Complainant


                 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






             ……Respondent
CC No. 1685  of  2007.

ORDER

Present:   None for the Complainant.


      Representative (Dr, Charanjit Uppal) for the Respondent
.

                                           …..


     The complainant has sent a request vide his letter dated 19.11.2007 seeking another date for appearance before the Commission as he has to appear before the Additional Sessions Judge, Ludhiana, in another case today i.e.  26.11.2007.


      The case is adjourned to 17.12.2007.

              (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner
Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Ravi Kumar,



      


H. No.102, Ghass Mandi,

Ludhiana.






              …..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






             ……Respondent
CC No. 1686  of  2007.

ORDER

Present:   Mr. Ashok Kumar for Mr. Ravi Kumar, Complainant.


       Representative (Dr. Charanjit Uppal) of the respondent.







  ----


       No information has been supplied to the complainant though he had filed an application with the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, on 23.07.2007.  The Public Information Officer is directed to appear personally   on the next hearing on December 14, 2007, to explain why information has not been supplied and why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

                (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner
Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Bachan Singh “Datewasiyan”

735-R, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda.









                    ……Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,








Bathinda.                                                                                       ……Respondent

AC No. 299  of  2007.

ORDER

Present:   Shri Bachan Singh, Appellant, in person.


       Representative (Shri Devinder Jaura, AMC) of the Respoondent.





-----


       Arguments in this case were heard on 26.11.2007 and judgement was reserved.

2.
      The Appellant has sought copies of four documents from Municipal Corporation in his application of 21.7.2006.  He states that though he has received the same, these are ‘incorrect, wrong and self-created by the Corporation.”  The Appellant is aggrieved that ‘correct information and asked for copies’ are not being supplied to him.  He says even the copy of map of the building plan given to him is not correct.

3.
     Representative of the Respondent Department, Mr. Devinder Jaura, says that the Appellant was sent required information on 6.9.2006 and again on 6.12.2006 with further clarifications. Appellant was also given a personal hearing on 19.7.2007 by the Municipal Corporation Commissioner.
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4.             The Respondent Department again sent a detailed reply to Appellant, 

with a copy to the Commission vide No.77/ building, dated 23.11.2007.   To a question, Mr. Jaura said the copy of building plan map given to the Appellant is the only one on record in the Corporation.              

5.
        After hearing both sides and perusing the replies sent by the Municipal Corporation, it  is apparent that there is nothing more that Appellant can be given beyond what  has been made available to him by the Corporation.

                   Therefore, the case is disposed of.

                                      (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner 

Dated,  November  26,  2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.      SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Gulshan Kumar,



      


S/o Sh. Chuni  Lal,

Gulshan Toys, Talab Mandi Road,

Ludhiana.









              …..Complainant





Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,







Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






             ……Respondent
CC No. 1692 of 2007.

                                    ORDER

Present :    Mr. Kewal Krishan, Brother of  the  Complainant.

Representative (Mr. Devinder Singh, Supervisor) for the Respondent.






    ------

      The arguments in this case were heard on 26.11.2007.

                 The Complainant has sought information on 34 points in his application of 31.7.2007. The information asked for is regarding demolition details of property B-IV,1003. The Complainant was not present in person but represented by his brother, Mr. Kewal Krishan.  He also states that he has paid Rs.500/- to get photo copies of required information.  When asked whose property was B-IV, 1003, he replies there is a dispute with the owner of the property where Complainant is a tenant.

2.
   Apparently, the asked for information pertains to the third party covered under Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. This section is only procedural.
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3.
        In the instant case, the Respondent Department did not take recourse to invoking Section 11 and had proceeded to give major chunk of the information sought by the Complainant without having sent a notice to the third party.  In fact, Mr. Devinder Singh says that the Corporation is willing to provide further information.

4.
        To give or not to give information about third party is to be judged by the Public Information Officer under  Section 8 (1) (j) and Section (9) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, after notice to third party under Section 11. This procedure was not followed in this case.


         Since information has already been given, the case is disposed of.


                         (P. P. S. Gill)
Chandigarh,




             State Information Commissioner
.Dated,  November  26,  2007.

