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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,
Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot.


  
     ___________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Director Factories,

Gali No.-2, Putli Ghar,

Amritsar.






_________ Respondent

AC No.398 of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh.  Yogesh Mahajan,   on behalf of the  appellant. 

ii)     
  Sh.   N..R..Kaushal, Advocate,, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case has already been dealt  with in case No. AC-397 of 2007.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     ___________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Punjab W/S & Sewerage Division,

Gurdaspur.





_____________ Respondent

AC No.368 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The appellant states that the orders of the Court dated 31-1-2008  have not been complied with and no information has been received by him from the respondent in response to his application dated 30-3-2007.  The respondent is also absent from the Court and was not present even on the last date of hearing.


In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 15 days of the date of receipt of these orders, failing which there would be no option left to the Court  except to proceed for the imposition of penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance. 









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
  
A copy is forwarded to the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab , Local Government Department, Chandigarh , along with copies of the   application    for information dated 30-3-2007 of the appellant and the orders of the Court dated 31-1-2008 for necessary action. 

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,
Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot.


  
     ___________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Director Factories,

Batala.






______ Respondent

AC No.397 of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh.  Yogesh Mahajan,   on behalf of the  Appellant. 

ii)     
  Sh.   N. R. Kaushal,  Advocate , on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been provided to him by the respondent.  The deficiencies perceived by the appellant in the information were discussed in the presence of both the parties and the Court has found the information which has been provided to be full and complete.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Engineer,

Municipal Council,

Mandi Gobindgarh, 

 Distt.  Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

AC No.197 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the  appellant. 



ii)   
Sh. Prem Parkash,Asstt. Mpl. Engineer,  on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the information required to be given to the appellant is ready for delivery, for which the appellant is required to deposit Rs. 1132/- for 566 pages @ Rs. 2/- per page.

The appellant may deposit the prescribed fees and collect the information.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 to give an opportunity to the appellant to go through the information provided to him and to point out deficiencies, if any, to the respondent before the next date of hearing.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.





  
   


 __________ Appellant 

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Personnel Division, RS Dam,

Shahpurkandi. Gurdaspur.
       



  __________ Respondent

AC No.     203   of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,appellant  in  person.
ii)
Sh. Chander Kanta,  Asstt. Engineer, and Sh, 
M.S.Gill,  SDO,  on 
behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The orders of the Court dated 31-1-2008 have been complied with and the remaining information has been given to the appellant to his satisfaction.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Sanjeev Kumar

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






……… Appellant




Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Pathankot.





………….Respondent





AC No.18 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,on behalf of the appellant



ii)
Sh. Arvind Kumar, Supdt., on  behalf of the   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been given by the respondent.  The appellant alleges that the numbers of comparative statements which have been sent are not complete.  This point may be checked up by the respondent in order to ensure that the comparative statements in respect of all works executed between 1-1-2006 and 12-10-2006 have been provided to the appellant  along with details of the payments made to the contractors against each of these works.


Insofar as point no. 3 , 4 and 5 are concerned, the information required is not very clear since the scheme referred to  by the appellant is quite vague.  He may make a fresh application with proper details of the scheme to which he is referring so that accurate information can be provided to him.  Insofar as point no. 6 is concerned , the respondent  has understood the expression “Scheme Area  No. 1, Part No. 1 used by the appellant in his application to mean “ Area I Part 1 Scheme” and he has given the details of  four plots which were allotted under this scheme.  The appellant states that about  100 plots have been allotted  “in front of the SDM’s office” but,  the description of the information which is required  is quite vague and he has  to be more specific in his application for the desired information.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008


State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No.83-84  2nd Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






………… Appellant



Vs

Shri Ashok Sharma,

Deputy Controller ,F & A-cum-

Public Information Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Amritsar





………….Respondent

AC No. 117 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Yogesh  Mahajan, Appellant in person.
ii)  Sh.   Pardeep Jaiswal, ATE,  and  Sh. Davinder Kumar, JE, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been given to him by the respondent in full.  The respondent  has clarified that the information in respect of the proforma regarding purchases and daily   labour  is  ‘nil’.

Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008


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

Sh..Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2,Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.







……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,
  O/o.The Asstt. Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

(Enforcement)

Jalandhar.






………….Respondent

AC No.139 of 2006

Present:
i)    Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,  appellant  in  person



ii)    Sh.  Pawanjeet Singh, ETO (Mobile),on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that no papers regarding this case could be located in his office other than the notice of the Court issued on 31-1-2008.


A copy of the application of the appellant dated 23-08-2006 has been handed over to the respondent in the Court and he is directed to send a suitable response to the appellant within 15 days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008  for confirmation of compliance.

:









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




 _____________ Appellant  

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Distt.Food & Supply Officer,

Gurdaspur.




_____________ Respondent

AC No. 196 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Yogesh  Mahajan,      on behalf    of the     appellant.



ii)   None    on behalf of the respondent.


ORDER

Heard.


This is a strange case in which the respondent is refusing to give a response to the appellant in respect of the deficiencies pointed out to him in the information which has been given to him and has also ignored the orders of the Court dated 31-1-2008, and he is not present in the Court today either personally or through any representative.

The application for information was made on 16-1-2006 and  the information was given to the appellant on 21-8-2007.  The appellant pointed out the deficiencies in the information in his letter dated 25-10-2005 which were required to be removed in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 22-11-2007 but, instead of dealing with the points raised by the appellant, the respondent has given to him the same information as has been provided  on 21-8-2007. This has been mentioned in the orders of the Court dated 31-1-2008 and the respondent was directed to give a proper reply to the appellant’s letter dated 25-10-2007 before today’s date of hearing.  However, it has not been done  and the respondent is also absent from the Court.

In the above circumstances, it appears that the information is deliberately and unreasonably not being given to the appellant by the respondent.  Since the application for information in this case and the Court’s  notice have been addressed to the APIO-cum-Asstt. Food and Supplies Officer, Pathankot, who is not the PIO, (who should have 
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forwarded the application for information to the PIO, as has been provided under the RTI Act), one last opportunity is given to the PIO-cum-Distt. Food and Supplies Officer, Gurdaspur, to give a proper response to the communication dated 25-10-2007 of the appellant, in which he has pointed out eight deficiencies in the information which has been provided to him.  He is directed to do this within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders.  For   facility of reference , copies of the following documents are enclosed herewith.
1. Application for information dated  16-1-2006 of the complainant.

2. The reply dated 21-8-2007 from the AFSO, Pathankot, addressed to the Commission
3. The letter dated 25-10-2007 of the complainant pointing out the alleged deficiencies.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
Encls---3

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85,2nd floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

O.pp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
___________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assitant Excise & Taxation

 Commissioner, (Enforcement),

Amritsar.





_________ Respondent

AC No.200 of 2007

Present:
i)        Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)       None   on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The ETC’s report has still not received by the Court  and the orders dated 31-1-2008 have therefore not been complied with.  Another opportunity is given to the ETC, Punjab, to send the required report to the Court before the next date of hearing positively.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








         State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.





  
   


__________ Appellant 

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Central Works Division ,

PWD B&R, Shimla Pahari

Near PWD Rest House,
 Pathankot.





  __________ Respondent

AC No.     202   of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, appellant.  In person


ii)  None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The information provided by the respondent to the appellant has been 

seen by the Court.


Disposed  of.







   




















(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _______ Appellant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Central Works Division,Sangrur,

PWD B&R, at Patiala.







________ Respondent

AC No.   195   of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh.  Yogesh Mahajan,   on behalf of the  Appellant. 

ii)     
  Sh.  Mohinder Singh, Supdt, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the postal orders for Rs. 400/- sent by the appellant through a courier were not received by him.    Fresh Postal orders of Rs. 400/  have been given by the appellant to the respondent in the Court today.  The required information should now be sent by the respondent to the appellant within 15 days from today.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _______ Complainant.
 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

BATALA. 143505




________ Respondent

CC No.    396   of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh.  Yogesh Mahajan,   appellant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.    Pardeep Jaiswal, ATE, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information provided by the respondent to the  complainant  has been seen and discussed in the Court and it appears that all the comparative statements for approval of rates  have not been sent to the complainant through  an  oversight .


The respondent may check up the information which  has been provided to the complainant and send the information afresh to the complainant  in separate file folders for  each of the works which were carried out during the period 1-1-2006 to 22-6-2006.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _______ Appellant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer-cum- 

Executive Engineer,

Construction Division, PWD, B&R,

Gurdaspur.





________ Respondent

AC No.  42  of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh.  Yogesh Mahajan,   appellant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.  Harjinder Singh, SDE-cum-APIO, on behalf of the 
 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case has been addressed to the SDE, Provincial Sub Division, PWD, B&R, Gurdaspur.  The respondent in this case therefore is the PIO-cum-Executive Engineer,  Construction Division. Gurdaspur.

  The respondent states that no information could be given to the complainant so far because  he has not deposited the requisite fees, but the complainant states  that the quantum of fees  has not been intimated to him.  The respondent should therefore intimate the amount of fees  @ Rs. 2/- per page which is required to be deposited by the complainant, and the respondent should send the information  to him within seven days of his depositing the fees. In case no payments or purchases were made by the Provincial Sub Division No. 1, PWD, B&R, this information should also be clearly given to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.C. Kapur,

# 1523, Sector-15,

Panchkula.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar Cooperative Societies,

Punjab,Sector 17,

 Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.      1613     of 2007

Present:
i) 
   Sh. R.C. Kapur,   complainant  in person.
ii) 
 None  on   behalf of the        respondent.

ORDER

The complainant states that he met Ms. Navinder Kaur, Superintendent, office of the RCS, Punjab and has given to her the points in which information still remains to be received by him.  According to him,   the respondent has  assured  to him that he will be getting the remaining information very shortly.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 04-04-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








        
State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Kamalpreet Kaur,

D/o Sh. Piara Singh,

Midha Bhawan Street,

Mansa.




  
     _________ Complainant

 Vs.

Sh. RPS Bedi, 

Deputy Registrar-cum-Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2217 of 2007

Present:
i)  
  Sh.  Manoj  Kumar, on behalf of the complainant.



ii) 
  Sh. RPS Bedi, Dr,Registrar-cum-PIO.
 ORDER

The information required by the complainantin his application dated 3-10-2007 has been provided to him by the 
respondent and the alleged deficiencies pointed out by him are discussed as follows:-

1. The information provided against sr. no. 1 has been found to be complete.

2. The respondent should provide to the complainant copies of the communications received from the DRDA, Mansa and  Bhatinda giving intimation regarding the five Direct Learning Centers which were later on found to be not working directly under the concerned DRDA, and copies of the letters written by the University to the concerned DRDA, regarding the decision to close down these centres after the first semester.
3. The information in respect of point no. 3 has been found to be complete
4. The information in respect of point no. 4  has been found to be complete. There is no record of the Department of Distance Education of the visits of the President of “Meera Sahib Educational Welfare Society”, Mansa, to the Department.
5. The information  asked for in respect of point no. 5 has been provided to the 
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complainant, except  that the copies of the correspondence have not been 
attested by any official of the University, which the respondent has now 
undertaken to do and to send a fresh attested set to the complainant.
6. The names of the districts other than Mansa in Punjab where there is only one approved Direct  Learning Center  may be communicated  by the respondent to the complainant.  The rest of the information provided against point no. 6 has been found to be complete
7. The information in respect of point no. 7 has been found to be complete.

The alleged deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in the information given by the respondent in respect of his application dated 26-9-2007, are discussed as follows:-
1. Unattested copies of the documents given by the respondent in response to the application for information will be attested and a fresh set will be sent by the respondent to the complainant.
2. The information in respect of point nos.1, 2 and 3 has been found to be complete.

3. The respondent has not given the information asked for against point no. 4. This information should also be provided to the complainant.
4. The complainant states that the Bank drafts of Rs. 80,000/- and Rs. 10,000/- which were returned by the University have not been received by the Society.  Complainant should check with his Bank whether the drafts have been cashed. If not, the money is still lying in his account. The respondent has also  undertaken to clarify from the records of the University whether the  Bank Drafts have actually been sent, if not, they will be sent back to the complainant.
5. A copy of the letter of the  PTU dated 19-12-2006, intimating  the rejection of the application of Dr. Gurmail  Kaur Technical  College, will be sent by the respondent to the complainant, since he has not received the original. The information in respect of point no. 6 has otherwise been found to be complete.









Contd….3







---3---

6.
The complainant states that the University has not  confirmed having 
received a letter from Meera Sahib Educational Welfare Society, Mansa 
which was forwarded  to them by the OSD(Residence)  to CM, Punjab, 
vide No. 183 
dated 14-8-2007.  The respondent may check up the record, 
and if this 
letter has been received, a copy thereof may also be 
supplied to the complainant.

7.
The details asked for against point no. 8 have not been provided by the 
respondent.  This information should also be provided by the respondent.


The complainant has deposited a sum of Rs. 178/- for the supply of information.  The information already supplied to him consisted of 39 pages and Rs. 78/- was required to be paid by the complainant. The balance amount may be refunded to the complainant by the respondent.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Malwinder Kaur,

C/o Ajit Singh Mohal,

Ram Basti, St-No. 8A,

Sangrur.




  _________________ Appellant 

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.




________________ Respondent

AC No. 18 of 2008
Present:
Sh. Kesar Singh, Legal Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent states that in compliance with the orders of the Court dated
 7-03-2008, the required information  has been supplied  to the complainant vide  his letter No. 50/20067/11845 dated 13-3-2008.  


Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   20th  March, 2008
