    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Parveen Kumar Rishi,

1, Rishi Enclave, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.






-----------Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,



----------Respondent

O/o The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,
Health & Family Welfare Department,

Mini Secretariat,Chandigarh.

CC No.473     of 2006

Present:
i)Dr. Parveen Kumar Rishi, complainant in person.


ii)None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondents are not present.

All that the complainant wants in this case is an attested copy of a letter written by the Head of  Ayurveda  Department, to the Principal Secretary, Health Department, Punjab, but the Health Department has transferred the application to the Director of Research and Medical Education, Punjab, since according to them, the subject matter relates to the Medical Education Department.


The action taken by the Respondent in this case is not acceptable.  Even if the subject matter of the letter related to the Medical Education Department, the letter has undoubtedly been received in the department of Health and a copy thereof should be available in the records of that department.  I therefore direct that the required information should be sent to the complainant by the PIO O/o the Principal Secretary, Health, Government of Punjab, within one week of the date of receipt of this order. A copy of this order may also be sent to the PIO /O/o The Secretary, Medical Education,
 Government of Punjab, with the directions that an attested copy of the letter, if the original or a copy thereof is available in the record of that department, should be  sent by him as well, to the complainant, within the same time limit as hereinbefore mentioned..
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Adjourned to 10 AM on 7th  December, 2006 for confirmation  of  compliance.  








       (P.K.Verma)






      

State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh Manjit Singh Bhatia,

Sr.Assistant (under suspension)

Punjabi University,Regional Centre,

Bhatinda..






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






----------Respondent

CC No. 474    of 2006

Present:
i) S.Manjit Singh Bhatia, complainant in  person.


ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Heard.


The respondents are not present.


The following directions are hereby given:

1.
The required information should be supplied to the complainant within 15 days from the date of receipt of this order by the PIO/Punjabi University, Patiala.
2.     Since the application for the information in this case was made on 6.8.2006 and neither the information nor a response of any kind has been received by the complainant, notice is issued to the PIO/Punjabi University,Patiala, to show cause  on the next date of hearing,  as to why the penalty of Rs.250/- per day for every day that the information is not supplied after 30days from the date of application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act. 

3. It is made clear that in case complete information, as required by the complainant is supplied to him by the next date of hearing, this fact will duly taken into consideration while considering the question of imposition of penalty.
Adjourned to 14.12.2006 for confirmation of compliance and further order.











(P.K.Verma)






                                     State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION,
SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Subhash Chander,

S/o Shri Kundan Lal Bajaj,
Street No. 5, Thakar Abadi,

Abohar.Distt. Ferozepur







------Complainant.
Vs
Public Information Officer,



                           ----------Respondent

O/o Secretary to Government, Punjab,
Health & Family Welfare Department
Chandigarh.

CC No.475  of 2006

Present:
i)
Sh. Subhash Chander,complainant in person.


ii)
S.Achhara Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


. In this case the respondents have supplied the required information to the complainant.  The complainant is not satisfied with the information provided and the points which he has raised in this regard were heard ,after which I conclude  that it is only in a single respect that the reply  is deficient , namely,  that the relevant  record of office notings mentioned in Sr. No.7,8,9 & 10 of the complainant’s application  dated 1-8-2006 ,have not been provided to him. I, therefore, direct that this may be done within 10 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-12- 2006 for confirmation of compliance.








                        (P.K.Verma)






                            State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, Opp.Tel. Exchange,

VPO Bhattian-Bet,

Ludhiana.






       -----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,





---------Respondent

O/o Punjab State Sports Council,
SCO 116-117 Sector 34-A

Chandigarh.

CC No. 486     of 2006
Present:
i)S.Sarbjit Singh Kahlon,complainant in person.


ii)Sh.Navin Gupta,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


Sh. Navin Gupta, Ld. Counsel , has stated that he has been  instructed to the effect that no copy of the  application has been received in the office of the Punjab State  Sports Council from the complainant for  the required information.  The  respondent has requested for one week’s time to enable him to get full brief  and facts of this case. The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 23-12-2006.  On the next date of hearing, the respondents  will  give  information to this Court  on  the following points:-
i) Whether the application of the complainant dated 21.7.2006 seeking certain information was received in  the office of the Punjab State Sports Council or not and if so, on what date.

ii) Whether the  communication from the Commission dated 18.9.2006, with  which  a copy of the complaint was sent to the  Sports Council, which was to send  its response within 15 days, has been received in the office of the Council or not  if so, on what date.











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh Krishan Lal  Bhatia,
S/o Sh Chaman Lal

#  4128, Quila Road,C/o National Telecom.,

Bhatinda..






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,



               ----------Respondent

O/o Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation,

Bhatinda.

CC No. 501     of 2006
Present:
i)S.Krishan Lal Bhatia,complainant in person.


ii) S.Harish Bhagat,Legal Assistant,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In this case, the information required by the complainant vide his applications, has already been meticulously supplied by the respondent to the complainant.   No further action is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed  of.











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.  Ramesh Bhardwaj,

#  49, Preet Vihar

Mesh Gate,

Nabha, Distt.Patiala.






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,





   ----------Respondent

O/o The Director,
Vigilance Bureau,Punjab,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh.

CC No.  508   of 2006
Present:
i) Shri Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant.
ii)None, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In this case the Court’s finding is that the information  asked for by the complainant in his application dated 24.7.2006 has been provided to him vide the communications  of  the department of Vigilance dated 12.9.2006 and 31.10.2006.


No further action is required to be taken in this case which stands disposed of.












(P.K.Verma)







           
      State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Hemant Kumar Sayal,

Sayal Street, Sirhind Mandi,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,






  ----------Respondent

O/o The Executive Officer,
Municipal Council,

 Sirhind Mandi, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.

CC No. 510    of 2006
Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.


ii) S. Jaswinder Singh,Inspector, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has not been able to give a reply to the question as to why the information in this case has not yet been given to the complainant.  However, since the information which has been asked for is vast &  voluminous, the respondent has undertaken to call the complainant in his office, who will go through the records and will identify the documents  of which he wants copies.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 21.12.2006 to enable the required action to be taken by the respondent.  It is however made clear that the information which has been asked for must be supplied to the complainant unless he himself  limits his  request.











(P.K.Verma)





  


                 State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Jagdeep Singh Chowhan,

H. No. 1, Adarash Nagar,

Bhadson Road,

Patiala








-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Principal Secretary to Govt.,Punjab,

Home Department,

Chandigarh.







----------Respondents
PIO/ Office of I.G.Police,HQ,

Punjab,Chandigarh.

CC No. 100    of 2006
Present:
i) Sh. Jagdeep Singh Chowhan, complainant in person.


ii)S.Nachhattar Singh,Superintendent and Ms. Bimla Gupta,Sr. Assistant

                       iii) S.Harpreet Singh, S.P.Litigation, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders of this Court, the required information has been handed over by the respondent to the complainant in the Court today.  A copy of the covering letter has been taken on record of the Commission. No further action is required  to be taken.

Disposed of.











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

 Sh. Jagdeep Singh  Chowhan,

H. No. 1, Adarash Nagar,

Bhadson Road,

Patiala







-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Superintendent,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala







----------Respondent

CC No. 209    of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Jagdeep Singh Chowhan, complainant in person.
`
ii)Sh.Sandeep K.Wadhawan, Advocate and  Sh.Dev Chand,Superintendent

on  behalf  of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The required information has been given to the complainant by the respondent. The copies of the notings, said to have been given to the complainant, have not been received by him. Fresh copies will therefore be prepared and will be supplied to the complainant. No further action is required to be taken.

Disposed of











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner.

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Bureau Chief,  Anti Corruption Movement,

5, Hargobind Nagar, Sirhind Road,

Patiala.








-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Executive Engineer,
Gurdaspur Division, UBDC,

Gurdaspur.







----------Respondent

CC No.  283  of 2006
Present:
i)Sh.Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.


ii)Sh Jagdish Rai, SDO,Malikpur,Gurdaspur Dvn, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information regarding details of payments made to the Contractors has been given to the complainant. 15 Comparative statements of tenders pertaining to utilization of Rajasthan funds have also been given to the complainant but they are not completely legible. The respondents are therefore directed to get fresh copies typed, only of the comparative statements pertaining to the years  2005  and  2006, as required by the complainant, and to give them before the next date of hearing.  The respondent will also certify that apart from  the  comparative statements  supplied  , there is no other comparative statement pertaining to utilization of Rajasthan funds in UDBC , pertaining to these two years.

Adjourned  to 14-12-2006 for confirmation of compliance.











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner.

16th November, 2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Bureau Chief,  Anti Corruption Movement,

5, Hargobind Nagar, Sirhind Road,

Patiala









-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Distt Development & Panchayat Officer,

Gurdaspur.








----------Respondent

CC No. 285    of 2006
Present:
i) Sh.Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent is not present. He has also not provided the required information to the complainant, as stated by him.

Accordingly, notice is hereby given to the PIO / Distt. Development  and  Panchayat  Officer, Gurdaspur,  to show cause, at 10 AM on 14-12-2006  as to why the penalty of  Rs. 250/-  per day for every day that the required information was not given to the complainant after the expiry of the prescribed period,  should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 14.12.2006 for  further orders.










(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Bureau Chief,  Anti Corruption Movement,

5, Hargobind Nagar, Sirhind Road,

Patiala









-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The  Executive Engineer,

Construction Division, PWD, B&R,

Gurdaspur.

   






----------Respondent

CC No. 287    of 2006
Present:
i) Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,complainant in  person.


ii) Sh.Pawan Kumar, SDE, PWD,B&R,Gurdaspur on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that no tenders have yet been invited for the works mentioned in the list attached with the application dated 9-6-2006 of the complainant.  He has been directed to give this information to the complainant in writing within a week. No further action is required to be taken.

Disposed  of.











(P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner

16th November, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Mohan Lal,

C/o Aggarwal  Iron  & Steel Industries,

G.T.Road, Khanna,

Distt. Ludhiana.






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

PUDA,Mohali.






----------Respondent

AC No.  72    of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Rajan Kumar, complainant in person


ii)Sh.Rajinder Singh,Superintendent, PUDA, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The Respondent claims that a copy of the appeal of the complainant in this case, in which the details of the notings and documents wanted  by the complainant from the Bullepur File have been mentioned,  has not been received by him.  A copy thereof was got prepared and handed over to the respondent in the Court today. The respondent has undertaken to provide the required copies to the complainant within seven days from today.

The Photostat  copy of the approval of  the  PAC can not be supplied, since  the  PAC has not yet given its approval.
Adjourned  to 10 AM on 7-12-2006 for confirmation of compliance.













(P.K.Verma)









      State Information Commissioner

16th November, 2066.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Bachan Singh Mundra, Advocate,

#  1014,  Phase  4, SAS Nagar,

MOHALI









-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Vice Chancellor,

Baba Farid University,

FARIDABAD.








----------Respondent

CC No.   325   of 2006
Present:
i) Sh.Bachan Singh Mundra, complainant in person.
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders of this Court passed on 26.10.2006, a copy of the supplementary note has been provided by the respondent to the complainant but there is a reference in the note described as “Annexure 1”, a copy of which has not been given.  Accordingly, the respondent is directed to send a copy of the Annexure -1,  which forms an essential part of the supplementary note,  to the complainant within seven days of the date of receipt of this order.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-12-2006  for  confirmation  of compliance.

 



                                                             (P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,
201, Hardev Nagar ,

Jalandhar





…………………..........Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,Animal Husbandry,

Punjab, 17-Bays Building,Sector 17 Chandigarh....….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 384 of 2006

Present:
i) Dr. Bhupinder Singh,complainant in person.
           ii)Dr. Harjit Singh Gill, Deputy Director,Animal Husbandry,Pb
              on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information asked for by the complainant in this case has been handed over to him by the respondent in the Court today.


In case the complainant is not satisfied with any part of the information which has been provided to him, an opportunity is given to him to point out the deficiency at 10 AM on 23.11.2006.
                                                                                                                (P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,  2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Davinder Singh…
H. No. 140, Sector 15

Dashmesh Nagar,

KHARAR.







………………..........Complainant

Vs.
.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

.KHARAR.







...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 432 of 2006
Present: i)S.Davinder Singh, complainant in person.

   ii) Sh. S.K.Gulhati,Executive Officer, M.C.Kharar
ORDER

Heard.


The required information has been given to the complainant by the respondent, who has made a firm statement before this Court that there is only one sanctioned building plan for Shri Darshan Singh and  of Shri Dilbagh Singh. The complainant contended this assertion of the Executive Officer,  but no further action  in this case is called for in the face of the categorical assertion of the respondent.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,  2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

   Ms. Poonam Mahajan,

W/o Sh. Parveen Kumar.

322/18 Mohalla Onkar,

Gurdaspur.







…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.







...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 399  of 2006
Present: i) None on behalf of the complainant.

       ii)Sh. Surinder Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The required information has been provided to the complainant by the respondent.  The FAX message dated 16.11.2006 from the complainant, mentions  an inquiry stated to have been referred to in paras  6 and 8 of her application , but such has not been found to be the case.    Insofar as the present case is concerned, there are seven pieces information required by the complainant.  The respondent categorically states that the required information in respect of all the seven points have been provided to the complainant.


In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in this case.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raj Kumar,

#  B-1 -1042,Chhowni Mohalla,

Ludhiana.







…………………..........Complainant

Vs.
.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 527 of 2006
Present:
None.

ORDER


The respondent is directed to send the information required by the complainant to him within 10 days of the receipt of this order.

Disposed of.
                                                                                                                    (P.K.Verma)


      State Information Commissioner

16th November,  2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mohinder Singh S/o Sh. Ram Singh,

Q.No. T-1/99,Jugial Colony,

Pathankot,145029

Distt.Gurdaspur
    …………………..........Complainant







Vs.
 Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Engineer,RSD

Irrigation Works,Punjab

Shahpur Kandi Township,

Pathankot, Distt.Gurdaspur


        ..….…………….......Respondent
AC No. 65 of 2006
Present:
i) S.Mohinder Singh, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. H.K. Mahajan, Executive Engineer, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.



In compliance with the orders of this Court, the required information has been supplied to the complainant and he has also inspected the records, but there are  still  some deficiencies, which have been pointed out by the complainant in the Court today . The following directions are therefore issued:-
i) Copy of office order No.1149/62/ E dated 21.2.2006 may be given to the complainant in respect of point No.1.
ii) The information for the period 1-3-1988 to 28-2-1990 may also be provided..

iii) The order No. and date of promotions will be pointed out by the complainant and the same will ,thereafter, be provided. The particular case in which the information is required , will be intimated by the complainant
iv) The information should be provided strictly  according to the format given as per annexure -2 .

v) The respondent has stated that minutes of the meeting of the Review Committee was not recorded but that a final report was issued, a copy  of  which has been given to the complainant.

vi) Copies of memos mentioned at point No.6 may be given to the complainant.

vii) A copy of the  letter mentioned in point No.4, may be provided to the complainant.
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The respondent has undertaken to remove the above mentioned deficiencies and supply the complete information before the next date of hearing.  It is made clear that further information will be supplied to the complainant free of cost, since the prescribed period of 30 days is over since long.


Adjourned  to 4-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.







                     (P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,  2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Paul Gupta,

Head Post Master (Retd.)

Near Bus Stand ,  .MUDKI,  Distt. Ferozepur.





-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur









----------Respondent

CC No.  519     of 2006
Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.


ii) Sh. Ashok Behal, Secretary, Distt. Red Cross Society,Ferozepur



     on behalf of the  respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has raised an objection in this case that the District Red Cross Society is a charitable institution not covered under the RTI Act, 2005. Since the application made by the complainant concerns the allotment of plots/shops owned by the District Red Cross Society, it would not come within the purview of  the Act ibid.

The objection raised by the respondent is valid and is accepted and this case is disposed of accordingly.










(P.K.Verma)







      State Information Commissioner

16TH November,  2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Nandan Jindal,

Navkiran Singh & Associates,

# 516, Sec-11-B,

Chandigarh.






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Deptt.,Govt. of Punjab, 

Pb. Civil Sectt., Chandigarh.




----------Respondent

AC No.  71     of 2006
Present: 
i) Mr. Pankaj,  on behalf of the complainant.

ii) Sh. Nachhattar Singh, Supdt. and  Ms. Bimla Gupta,Sr. Assistant 

     on behalf of the respondent.

Order


Heard.


In compliance with the orders of this Court dated 5-10-2006; the required information has been brought by the respondent and has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.  A copy thereof has been taken on record of the Commission.


No further action is required  to be taken in this case.


Disposed  of.









(P.K.Verma)

Dated 16-11-2006



   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.






-----------Complainant

Vs

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

Patiala.






----------Respondent

CC No.210    of 2006
Present:
i) Sh.Jagdeep Singh Chowhan, complainant in person.


   
ii)Sh. Sandeep K. Wadhawan, Advocate



iii) The Superintendent, PPSC, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The required information has been given to the complainant except for the notes mentioned at Sr. No. 2 of the application of the complainant, in which he has asked for the notings  pertaining to the disposal of the letter recommending  punishment upon the complainant.  Ld.Counsel for the respondent has shown to this Court the orders passed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in Civil Writ petition No. 16779 of 2006, in which the question of fiduciary relationship pleaded by the PPSC has been raised and the Hon’ble  High Court has stayed the operation of the orders passed by another Bench of the Punjab State Information Commission ,and has requested that since the point raised in that case is similar  to the defence taken with regard to the information asked for in point No. 2, the implementation of final adjudication already made in respect of this point may be kept pending till the disposal of the aforementioned Writ petition by the Hon’ble High Court.


The request is accepted on the clear understanding and commitment given by the Ld. Counsel that in case the orders of this Commission are upheld by the Hon’ble High Court, the information against item No. 2 of the application of the complainant will be provided to him within 10 days of the orders of the Hon’ble High Court.  Ld. Counsel further makes a commitment that this undertaking will be fulfilled regardless of any other legal recourse which the PPSC may  take in that case.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 4.1.2007 for further orders. 









(P.K.Verma)

Dated 16-11-2006



 
     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kishori Lal Sharma,



                                               -----------Complainant
  J/262/100, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,
Ludhiana.

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/.o Secretary to Government,Punjab,

 Home Department,Punjab Civil Secretariat,
 Chandigarh.




                                                    ----------Respondent

CC-529/2006

Present:
1.Sh. Kishori Lal, Complainant in person.


2. Sh. Nacchattar Singh, Supdtt., Home.

Order

Heard.


This is a case in which the appellant, who had been imprisoned in jail in Pakistan because of services  rendered by him to his country, has requested for financial help with reference  to an announcement made by the PWD Minister, Government of Punjab, at village Dadwan, Distt. Gurdaspur on 4-9-2006, as reported in the Times Of India in its issue dated 5-9-2006, that Indians released from Pakistan Jails would be given financial help from the discretionary funds of the Chief Minister, Punjab. The Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana duly forwarded the application of the appellant, after having made necessary inquiries  through the police, to the Department of Home Affairs and Justice, who in turn has sent the case to the Department of  Defence  Services Welfare for disposal.


The announcement made by the Hon’ble Minister  seems to suggest  that there is no scheme as such either in the Department of Home Affairs or the Department of Defence Services Welfare under which financial help can be  rendered to the applicant. 


In view of the above position, the Secretary, Department of Home Affairs, Government of Punjab, is requested to submit the papers sent by the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana for the  orders  of Hon’ble Chief Minister, and the outcome thereafter may be intimated to the applicant. The PIO or his  representative  of the  office of the  Secretary to Government, Punjab, Home Departrment may attend the Court on the next date of hearing and inform it of the latest position of the case. The  PIO of the office of   Secretary,  Defence Services Welfare Department or his representative,should also  attend   on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21.12.2006 for further orders.
Dated: 16-11-2006






      (P.K. Verma)








             State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Des Raj,

#  65-C,Phase –I,Urban Estate,

Bathinda.








_________Complainant


Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Estate Officer,

PUDA,

Bathinda.







______________ Respondent.

CC No. 513    of 2006

Present
i) None, on behalf of the complainant.




ii) Shri Raj Paul, Superintendent, O/o PUDA Bhatinda

Order.


Heard.


The complainant is not present.  However, the information required by him has been provided by the respondent vide their letter dated 29-9-2006.  The complainant has been informed   that except for one green patch, no other green patch next to any corner plot has been allotted by the Estate Office ,PUDA between, the period  Ist January,2001 to30th June, 2006 and that the rest of the information with reference to the  corner plots mentioned by the complainant in his application relates to 3rd parties which requires following the procedure prescribed u/s 11 of the RTI Act. The respondent is however unable to state by what time this procedure will be completed.


The application in this case was made on 27-7-2006 and it was therefore incumbent for the PIO, o/o PUDA Bhatinda, to take necessary action but he has not paid adequate attention towards his duties under the RTI Act. The procedure u/s 11 of the Act could surely have been completed within the period of almost four months  which has  lapsed since the application was made.


I, therefore, direct as follows:

i)
 The procedure u/s 11 of the Act should be completed forthwith and the result/information  intimated to the complainant before the next date of hearing.

Contd2
Page…2

iii) The PIO,O/o PUDA is given an opportunity to show cause, on the next date of hearing, why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day for every day the information was not supplied after the prescribed period of 30 days, prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him .


Adjourned to 10 AM on 21.12.2006 for confirmation of compliance  and further orders.

16-11-2006







(P.K.Verma)






     

 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Sukhbir Gill,

Manager (MA&P)

Solar Passive Comples,

Plot No. 1 & 2 Sector 33/D,

Chandigarh.






-----------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Executive,

PEDA, Plot No. 1 & 2,

Sector 33/D, Chandigarh.





----------Respondent

CC No.498     of 2006
Present:
1. Mr Kapil Sharma Advocate (on behalf of the complainant)



2. Mr N S Boparai  Advocate (on behalf of the respondent)

ORDER

Heard.

The Respondent has given the required information to the Complainant in this case but   he has pointed out certain deficiencies. After hearing them, the following directions are hereby given:-

1. The Promotion Policy has been given from 19/09/98, and not from 19/01/1991 as requested. This may now be done.
2. There is no query in point no. 3 . Either the documents asked for should be supplied or the position should be clarified.

3. Copies of the noting pages 13-15 F-A from the case regarding Sh Balkar Singh’s regularization is required  to be given with reference to point  no. 6 .

4. It has not been clarified whether all  the seniority  lists,  provisional or final, have been supplied. If not, this may now be done. 
5. There is no query in point no. 13. What is required is the information as to why the condition of  foregoing seniority for the period of two years leave was not implemented.

6. A copy of the letter asked for against point no. 14 should be provided.

Adjourned to 7/12/06 for confirmation of compliance.







                                           (P.K.Verma)

Dated: 16th November,2006


              State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Baldev Raj,
Mantri,Arya Samaj,

# 25 C Phase-1 Urban Estate,

Focal Point,Ludhiana.





---------
Complainant.
Vs.

PIO,

O/o Principal Secretary to Government,Punjab,
Health & Family Welfare Deptt. Punjab,

Mini Secretariat,Chandigarh.




----------Respondent.
CC-509/2006
Present:         i) Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant,



ii) Kamlesh Kaushal, Sr, Assistant, on behalf of the respondent

Order.


Heard.


In this case, the complaint of Sh.Baldev Raj is that a fee of  Rs. 10/- which he had sent by I.P.O was returned to him and he was asked to deposit the fee in the  cash section of the Civil Secretariat. The Commission is unaware of the application, if any, which the applicant had made.

In sofar as the first point is concerned, it is difficult to understand why the I.P.O was returned when a circular of the Department of Information and Technology dated 17/7/2006 clearly states that IPO in favor of the Head of the Department/ public authority is one of the modes of  payment of  the prescribed fee.

The respondent is unable to answer the question, but a proper clarification in this case may be given to this Court on the next date of hearing. 

Insofar as the required information is concerned, the complainant has today given to this court a copy of his application dated 25/8/2006, addressed to the PIO / O/o Principal Secy. Health Govt. of Punjab. The respondent has stated before this Court that the required information has been sent to the complainant on 14/11/2006. A copy of the information which has been sent, has been handed over to the complainant and  a copy placed  on record of the Commission.
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In case the complainant is not satisfied with the information which has been provided, he is given an opportunity  to make his submission in this regard on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 14/12/2006 for further orders.

                                      





     (P.K.Verma)






                                  State Information Commissioner
Dated 16th November,  2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Bureau Chief,Anti Corruption Movement.

5, Hargogind Nagar,

Sirhind Road,

PATIALA





………………..........Complainant







Vs.
.i)Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Gurdaspur.

ii)PIO/Director of Health Services,

Punjab,Sector 34,

Chandigarh

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 284 of 2006
Present: i) Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,complainant in person.

ORDER.


The respondents are not present,although notices have been sent to them. The complainant has stated that he has not yet received the information which he has asked for. However, an opportunity is given to the respondents to give the required information to the complainant and be present in the Court on the next date of hearing in order to confirm compliance  of this order.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-12-2006.

(P.K.Verma)





      State Information Commissioner

16th November,2006

