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

Shri Raghbir Singh s/o late Capt. Bachan Singh

Retired Deputy Attorney, Resident of Gurudwara Road,

Sunam Distt. Sangrur.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Municipal Council, Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.









____   Respondent

CC No.  409  of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Raghbir Singh complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Kashmira Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO for the 




respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Raghbir Singh - complainant states that since   similar case has been decided by full bench of the Commission headed by Chief Information Commissioner, this case may also be dealt by the Chief Information Commissioner.  As such, this case stands transferred to the Chief Information Commissioner for further action.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Sudesh Kumar Sharma, 7/165,

Near Gurudwara Sahib, Mohal Dondawala, Faridkot.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Joint Commissioner (Development) I.R.D. and 

Special Secretary to the Government of Punjab,

Department of Rural Development and Panchayats,

SCO 3007-08, Sector 22-D, Chandigarh.
            ________________ Respondent

AC No. 101  of 2008

Present:-
1.
None on behalf of the complainant.

2. Shri Shiv Kumar, APIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Shiv Kumar, APIO appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that the information asked for by the complainant has been supplied to him. 

2.

Case stands adjourned to 30.6.2008 for confirmation.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Smt. Poonam Saini,

Vill. Samrala, P.O. Janial, Tehsil Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Gurdaspur.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 386     of 2008

Present:
1.
None on behalf of the complainant.



2.
Shri Multani, Clerk o/o the Block Development and 




Panchayat Officer, Bambial Tehsil Pathankot, District 




Gurdaspur.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the complainant.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Chaman Lal s/o Sh. Daulat Ram,

 K.C. Road, Near Government School, Barnala.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Council, Barnala.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  162    of 2008

Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Baresh Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri 


Harish Chander, SDO for the respondent-department.

Order:


 Shri Baresh Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO has produced a letter stating  that the complainant has  received the  necessary information.  

2
Case stands adjourned to 7.7.2008 for confirmation.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Ramesh Kumar, Krishan Gali No.3,

Ward No.11, The. Dhariwal, Distt. Gurdaspur.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council,

Dhariwal, Distt. Gurdaspur.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  182    of 2008

Present:
1.
Shri Ramesh Kumar complainant in person.



2.
Shri Rajesh Khokhar, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, 



Jandiala Guru alongwith Shri Ravi Kant Clerk on behalf of the 



respondent-department.

 Order:



Shri Rajesh Khokhar states that he has been transferred from the post of Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Dhariwal and  has joined as Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Jandiala Guru w.e.f. March, 2008. He further states that Shri Manmohan Singh Randhawa who is holding  additional charge of Municipal Council, Dhariwal had deputed Shri Ravinder Singh Kalsi, Junior Engineer to appear before this Commission.  However, Shri Ravi Kant Clerk has appeared instead of Ravinder Singh.   The photocopies produced by him are again in haphazardly manner and are not in  chronological  order.  The plea taken by him is that  Shri Kalsi, Junior Engineer who is responsible for this would be  coming late as his vehicle has broken down.   It is surprising that  two officials  of the   Municipal Council  have adopted different modes of transport to come from Dhariwal to Chandigarh.  Shri Manmohan Singh Randhawa, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Dhariwal and Shri Ravinder Singh Kalsi, Junior Engineer seem to be avoiding furnishing of the information in question  and also avoiding to appear before this Commission.  Last chance is being given to supply the information in chronological order.  Shri Manmohan Singh, Executive Officer and Shri Ravinder Singh Kalsi should also be present on the next date of hearing  and  explain why action should not taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 

2.

It is third occasion that  Shri Ramesh Kumar, complainant has come to appear before the Commission.  He  deserves to be compensated for the unnecessary harassment caused to him.  He is thus compensated @ Rs.500/- per hearing from today onward.  By the next date of hearing i.e. 30.6.2008,  the compensation amount should be paid to Shri Ramesh Kumar, complainant.  

3.

Shri Rajesh Khokhar former Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Dhariwal who is stated to have been  transferred to Jandiala Guru need not to  appear in this case.

4.

Case stands adjourned to 30.6.2008.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner
CC
1.
Shri Manmohan Singh, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Dhariwal

2.
Shri Ravinder Singh Kalsi, Junior Engineer, Municipal Council, Dhariwal. 

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

Sh. Parveen Deepak Arya (Advocate),

r/o H.No.4572, Mohan Lal Street, Mukatsar.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Rural Development and  Panchayats, Punjab,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

AC No.  30    of 2008

Present:
1.
Shri Gurtej Singh, complainant in person


2.
Shri Madan Lal Bangar, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf 


of the respondent-department.
Order:



Inspite of clear order dated 28.4.2008, full detail has not been provided to the appellant.  Shri Madan Lal Bangar assures that full information will be provided to the appellant within two weeks from today.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 30.6.2008.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Mahesh Kumar s/o Shri Babu Ram,

#286, Ward No.14, Brahman Majra, Sirhind.

District Fatehgarh Sahib.


 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, 

Municipal Council, Sirhind (Fatehgarh Sahib). 
________________ Respondent

CC No. 700 of 2007

Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Jaswinder Singh, Inspector-cum-PIO for the respondent-



Department.

Orders



Information as asked for by the complainant is stated to have been  provided to him.   As directed, Shri Jaswinder Singh PIO has  also brought the original file for  perusal of this Commission.  
2.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Tarsem Kumar s/o Shri Krishan Dass,

Mohalla Kanungo, Near Old Hospital, Sunam.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Council, Sunam







________________ Respondent

CC No.  522   of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



(ii)
Shri Kashmira Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO on behalf of the 



respondent-department.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard from the complainant.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



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

Shri Sohan Lal Aggarwal,

Rama Nand Street, Main Bazar, Ferozepur City.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Council, Ferozepur.

________________ Respondent

AC No.  54    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None  on behalf of complainant. 



(ii)
Shri Vikash Dhawan, Inspector-cum-APIO for the respondent-



department.

ORDER



Order dated 5.5.2008 passed by this Commission is quite clear that  Municipal record is maintained  only for house tax purposes and  it does not  indicate  proof of  ownership .

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner
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:
(i)
Shri Jiwan Garg, complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Kashmir Singh, Accountant-cum- PIO for the 




respondent-department alongwith Shri Rakesh Kumar Garg, 



Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Sunam.

Orders



Section 63 (7) of Punjab Municipal Act clearly states that the record maintained by Municipal Council is only for tax purposes and not for a proof of   ownership. It is also mentioned that name of a tenant  can be changed  for tax purposes during survey done by the staff of the concerned municipal council/corporation.  As such, whatever record is being maintained by Municipal Council/Corporation is not a proof of ownership or otherwise and it is to be established by various other norms laid down by the Acts.  

2.

In view of the above, the present case stands disposed of.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

May 30, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner
