STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Brij Bihari

Vs.

PIO/D.P.I .(Colleges) Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-604-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Dinesh Gupta, A.P.I.O-cum-Deputy Director, Colleges,

O/o D.P.I. Colleges, Punjab.

Order:


The A.P.I.O. has presented the compliance report stating that the period from                                23-2-1983 to 27-7-1983 has been regularized by the Principal of the said College on the directions of the D.P.I. (Colleges) Punjab, and Shri Brij Bihari has been informed about it by post vide endorsement made on 23-2-2007. He also stated that the matter had been further forwarded to the Sports Department along with the service book of  by the applicant  said College, since Shri Brij Bihari retired from the office of the District Sports Officer, Ludhiana. However, no receipt from Shri Brij Bihari has been produced whereas in the application under the RTIO Act, he had asked that it should be sent to him by Speed Post. The P.I.O. is directed to file the receipt before the end of the week. This case should be considered as disposed of only after the Commission has received the confirmation.


Adjourned to May 23, 2007.





SD:








SD:

              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



    
     (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No.  84-85 (32-33-34,) Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Seema Rani

Vs.

PIO/Women Commission, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-81-2006:

Present:
Smt. Harinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant , Women Commission Punjab, with no 


letter of authority from the P.I.O.

Order:


The information sought by Smt. Seema Rani vide her letter dated May 10, 2006, which was reference to her complaint dated October 89, 2005 has not been supplied to her. The representative P.I.O. Smt. Harinder Kaur, Senior Assistant, who is also the dealing-hand, has not been able to give any satisfactory reply except that references have been made to various authorities for information, which is not being received. Shri also states that there is no P.I.O. in the Women Commission, Punjab. The matter is brought to the notice of the Secretary, Punjab State Women Commission for urgent rectification and he is hereby directed to supply full information to the applicant within a week, since it is now almost a year that Smt. Seema Rani appellant sumitted her Appeal to the Commission on May 10, 2006. 

2. It is brought to the attention of the P.I.O/Office of Punjab State Women Commission that failure to do so shall attract proceedings under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for imposition of fine @ Rs.250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs.25,000/- for non supply of information. The P.I.O. Punjab State Women Commission is further hereby asked to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him. The name of the P.I.O. and the Appellate Authority should also be immediately intimated to the Commission along with dates of posting since the date of application of Smt. Seema Rani.

Adjourned to  June 5, 2007.



SD:







SD:

                (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



            (Mrs .Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
       State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Arjan Singh

Vs.

PIO/Printing & Stationery Punjab

Appeal Case No. AC-124-2006:

Present:
None for the Appellant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, Deputy Controller, Printing & 

Stationery Punjab-cum-A.P.I.O.

Order:


Appeal Nos. 124 and 125 of 2006 (Shri Arjan Singh Vs. Printing & Stationery, Punjab), arise out of the same cause of action. These two Appeals are, therefore, ordered to be clubbed together for the purposes of disposal. A copy of the order passed in AC-124 of 2006 should be placed in Appeal No. AC 125-2006 also.
2. The Appellant has not appeared in  the last two hearings, despite due notice.                        In his application in form –A dated 22-11-2005, he had asked for the following information: (as translated in English.)

1) “Seniority of Class-III employees in the office and which list of seniority and office considers absolute in which the name of the applicant is included. Its true copy be supplied because the office refused to accept the truth.

2) List of Seniority, duly checked and verified issued by the office, till now.

3) On the basis of the order passed on 1-4-1986, regarding the seniority list of employees working on 27-4-98 be prepared and circulated. Whether the employees; performed their duties diligently or with mala fide intention, because the facts circulated vide the seniority lists dated 1-4-86, 24-4-92 and 24-10-97 are not the same, but are contradictory, whereas the facts almost remain the same, in all the seniority lists except in the case of additions made; in it.”

3.
The P.I.O. states that they have supplied information for items 2 and 3 on February 29, 2006. In the last order, it had been directed that the Appellant Arjun Singh should specify whether he requires any further information apart from  that which had already 
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been supplied. It  is evident that he does not require any further information.  It is observed from points 2 and 3 of the information sought from the P.I.O. in the application dated November 22, 2005  that the copy supplied by him to the Commission with the appeal  is different from the application under Form-A of the same date submitted to the P.I.O. The applicant having given different application to the P.I.O. and another different application to the Commission has misrepresented the matter in the said appeals. However, the appeal is more in the form of an interrogatory and list of alleged acts of omission and commission by the Department over the years. It is further observed that the redressal of perceived injustice cannot be made by this Commission under the Right to Information Act, 2005,                   but on the basis of the information received, the Appellant can approach the Competent Authority or the Civil Courts for the redressal of his grievances. The Appeal is thus disposed of with the above observations.




SD: 






SD: 


              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Arjan Singh

Vs.

PIO/Printing & Stationery Punjab

Appeal Case No. CC-125 -2006:

Present:
None for the Appellant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, Deputy Controller, Printing & 

Stationery Punjab-cum-A.P.I.O.

Order:



The reply given by the Public Information Officer, Office of Printing & Stationery Punjab was on June 14, 2006 bearing No.3326 in which the required information was supplied. Thereafter, on the next hearing which was fixed for January 31, 2007,                                Shri Arjun had asked for some more time, in which Shri Jasbir Singh had no objection. On the hearing of March 78, 2007 and today, where the appellant has been sent registered notices, he has not chosen to appear in Court and it seems he has not been able to clarify what he wants. It seems that he is nothing more to say. Therefore, keeping in view the facts of the case, it is disposed of for non-prosecution.


 SD:   









SD:

              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



   
  (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt .Seema Rani 

Vs.

PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib.

Complaint Case No. AC-073 -2007:

Present:
None for the Appellant.



Shri Randhir Singh, Steno-Typist for P.I.O.O/o D.C. Fatehgarh Sahib

Order:


Shri Randhir Singh states that the P.I.O. Shri Karanbir Singh Mann, Assistant Commissioner (Grievances) had met with an accident yesterday morning and therefore is not in a position to attend the Court. However, he has brought the relevant papers.                   He states that many notices have been issued to Smt. Seema Rani to appear before the Assistant Grievances Officer and to clarify her complaint, but she has not bothered to do so.

2.
The Commission takes note of the fact that the lady asking for information has specifically stated in her application dated August 31, 2006 that on account of her being “below poverty line” she may be exempted from fee.  In spite of her request, she has still been asked to appear although there is no requirement under the Act and although her application is quite clear and no clarification appear to be needed.  She should be supplied the information immediately under due receipt from her. A copy of the information and the receipt should also be supplied for the record of the Court.

3.
The P.I.O. is also hereby required to show cause as to why penalty of Rs.250/-                       per day, subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- be not imposed upon him for not supply the information within the stipulated period of 30 days as required under the Act. He may submit his explanation in writing on the
next date of hearing and also appear in person in case he requires an opportunity under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto. He may take note that in case he does not submit any explanation, in writing, and also does not appear,                    it will be taken that he has nothing to say in the matter and further proceedings will be taken in his absence.


Adjourned to June 5, 2007.




Sd:







sd:
             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk




STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Shamsher Singh Gharuan

Vs.

PIO/ Deptt. of Agriculture & Forests (Forest Wing)

(Earlier PIO/ Financial Commissioner (Revenue) Punjab.)

Complaint Case No. CC-089 of 2007:

Present:
Shri Sohan lal Deputy Secretary (Revenue) Punjab O/o F.C.(Rev.) Punjab.



Shri S. S. Bhatti, Divisional Forest Officer-cum-PIO



Shri Bhag Singh, Superintendent, A.P.I.O. on behalf of Deptt. of Forests.

Order:


Three identical applications dated November 14, 2006 submitted by Shri Shamsher Singh Gharuan, two of which were addressed to the P.I.O. Office of Financial Commissioner (Revenue), Chandigarh and one which was submitted by him to the address of Public Information Officer, Office of Financial Commissioner (Forests), Punjab on January 4, 2007 again enclosing his application dated November 14, 2006 under the R.T.I. Act in respect of which he made complaints to the Commission which have been numbered CC-001, CC-089 and CC-121 of 2007, respectively, have been clubbed together for hearing in the Commission. The subject-matter of all of them is the same. He has asked for detailed information from the year 1900 till date:

a) “The nature and condition of land at the time of issuance of the notification under Section 3 of PLPA 1900.

b) “Details of the land notified under Section 4 & 5 of PLPA 1900 and conditions of the lands at the time of Notifications.

c) What action/Steps/inquiry was conducted before issuance of the Notification<

d) Copy of the inquiry report conducted u/s 6 of PLPA 1900.

e) Copy of special order issued under Section 7 of the PLPA by the Deputy Commissioner.

f) If any complaints/claims for compensation were invited and if so, what compensation was awarded; pertaining to the specific award?

g) Whether requisite inquiry under Section 6 was conducted for subsequent notifications and if so a copy of its record?”

Complaint Case No. CC-089 of 2007:
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3. The annexure contains names of 173 villages of District Roopnagar comprising Sub-Divisions of Kharar, Roopnagar and Anandpur Sahib giving their HAD Bast Nos. as well as acreage, which goes into thousands of acres. The two references made to the P.I.O. Office of the Financial Commissioner (Revenue) were transferred to the Department of Agriculture and Forests (Forests Wing) on November 27, 2006 under intimation to the complainant, where-after he had put in a reminder to the Department of Forests on his own. The notices issued to the Department of Revenue by the Commission have been endorsed to Shri Shamsher Singh Gharuan, but were received back as he was not  at the address indicated by him. Thereafter, in the last hearing noticing that the applicant had indicated a mobile No., the P.I.O. was directed to contact the applicant on that Number to intimate him about the proceedings and he has so contacted.

4. The reference made by the Department of Revenue to the Principal Secretary (Forests (although it should have been to the P.I.O. Office of the Principal Secretary (Forests) have been forwarded to the Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar, who is the P.I.O. of that district and the concerned public authority. He states that it had been received on December 27, 2006l; by him and a separate reference in January 2007.Today, the information has not been supplied to the Applicant. Shri .S. Bhatti P.I.O.-cum-Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar states that Shri Shamsher Singh Gharuan has been advised to deposit the requite fee for 69 pages for information which is present ready and available with them for delivery. He is directed to make all out efforts to deliver the remaining information to him as required under the provisions of the Right to Information Act 2005. It is further stated that the time stipulation laid down under Section 7(1) of the Act has not been adhered to, the information is now required to be supplied to the applicant free of charge. 

5. A copy of this order should be placed on CC-100/2007 and CC-121/2007 also.. Since the Department of Revenue, Punjab, is not the concerned Department, it need not appear. The case is disposed of qua them.

Adjourned to June 6, 2007.



SD:







SD:
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk


         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Hardev Kaur






----Complainant.-.

PIO/ O/o Distt. Education Officer, Mansa


--- Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-303-2006:

Present:
Shri Karamjit Singh, Science Master, co-complainant of Smt. Hardev Kaur 


with Shri R.V.S. Chug, Advocate.



Shri Roop Chand Sharma, P.I.O.-cum Supdt. Distt. Education Officer,

 

Mansa.

Order:


Shri Roop Chand Sharma, Public Information Officer, has filed a copy of the notice sent to Shri Baldev Singh Khiala as per orders of this commission of March 28, 2007 as well as the reply dated April 03, 2007, sent by him to the Distt. Education Officer, Mansa,  with a copy endorsed to the Commission. However, that copy as well as reply of                         Shri Baldev Singh Khiala has not been received in the Commission. 

2. The District Education Officer, Mansa, has filed information with respect to the orders passed in para-2 of the order of March 28, 2007. Copy of the same has been supplied to the complainant as well.


To come up for further consideration on June 12, 2007.

                          SD:



SD: 



              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Udhey Narain






---Complainant.

Vs.

PIO/ O/o Punjab State Electricity Board, Ludhiana.

---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-484-2006:

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate, counsel for the Complainant.



Brig. P.S. Taung, Advocate, for Punjab State Electricity Board, Ludhiana.

Order:


As per directions of the Commission in its order of March 28, 2007,                             Brig. P.S. Taung, Counsel for the Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala, has supplied Memo No. 1997 dated 24-4-2007 giving details of the complete information supplied in the covering letter of two pages along with further annexures A to I with a copy to the Commission, free of charge.


To come up for further consideration on June 19, 2007.




SD:







SD: 



              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs .Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Gurdeep Singh






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar


---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-667-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri R.P.S. Bedi, Deputy Registrar-cum-PIO, Punjab Technical University,



Jalandhar.

Order


Shri Gurdeep Singh, vide his complaint dated October 23, 2006 to the Commission stated that his application dated 2.8.06 made to the Public Information Officer, Punjab Technical University, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar with due payment of fee had not drawn any response. Thereafter, the Commission has held 2 hearings on the matter and passed detailed order and given directions to the PIO on 6.3.07 and 11.4.07 and had adjourned the matter for today. In the previous two hearings, none has appeared on behalf of the PIO and neither have the directions of the Commission in its orders dated 6.3.07 and 11.4.07 been complied with. On the last date of hearing, the directions were given to the PIO Shri R.P.S. Bedi by name.

2.
Today, none appeared on behalf of the complainant, but Shri R.P.S. Bedi was present. He gave the information orally.  However, the information is not required to be given to the Commission but to the applicant. Shri RPS Bedi has been directed in the Court to give specific information in writing with regard to the requirement of the applicant under due receipt and to file copy of both in the Commission for its record without fail on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to June 5, 2006.

Sd/-







Sd/-

/-
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs .Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk_R

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Charanjit Singh




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/ Govt. Senior Secondary School, Goraya, 

Jalandhar.






---Respondent.

Complaint Case No. CC-709-2006:

Present:
Shri Charanjit Singh, Complainant in person.



Shri Bhag Singh, D.D.O. office of Sr. Secondary School, Goraya.

Order:


In the order dated March 06, 2007, the following had been stated:


“It is stated that the increment had been given inadvertently and 
was 
withdrawn when the mistake came to light. A copy of any 
specific written order to the effect 
made by the competent authority 
for withdrawing the said increment with retrospective effect, if it 
exists is required to be supplied 
to the applicant as per his 
request.”

2.
The information asked for by Shri Charanjit Singh, in his original application under the Right to Information Act, 2005, in Form-A. dated September 25, 2006 was “-



“Order on the basis of which the aforesaid increment was   deleted from 


the Service Book”.


Now in his letter dated April 18, 2007, the Principal has stated as under:


 “I am to inform you 
that in the light of Pay Commission order No. 10/389/FPI/953; dated Chandigarh 20, 1989 both C&V; and Master Cadre have been recommended the same pay scale. This is why Mr. Chjaranjit Singh was already enjoying the same grade. So he was not entitled for an additional increment on promotion. As increment entered in the Service Book was removed when it came to the notice of the D.D.O. because it was entered by mistake. There is no other letter for direction abo0ut it dated 2003.”
3. Therefore, it has been clearly indicated that there was no such letter for direction about it.
4. Now the applicant states that he had, vide letter dated  5-10-2006 addressed to the Principal of which he has provided a copy to this Commission also he had attached various letters, in which clarification had been sought by the School, where he was 
Complaint Case No. CC-709-2006:
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working regarding allowing of the said increments. There was a letter No. 172 dated November, 2003 from the Principal, Govt. Sr. Secondary School, Goraya Jalandhar addressed to the Headmaster, Govt. High School, Junewal, Ludhiana. In that the said; Principal had claimed that :


“This government had given higher increment, but this increment had been 
withdrawn since the approval of the same had not been received from higher 
officials as well as due to the endorsement in the order of the Court.”

6.
Now he wants that the said reference made to the higher officers as well as their reply be supplied to him and he also states that there was no such endorsement in the Court order. It has been explained to him that under the Right to information Act, 2005, it is not within the jurisdiction of the Commission to go into the matter any further. In case any wrong replies have been given, in writing, by any of the authorities or as he states, the increments have been withdrawn only from him where as other Punjabi Masters in the State are continuing to get the said increment then he is advised that armed with the information he is now got, in writing, about the contradictory stand taken; by the different authorities, he can now approach the Competent Authority for redressal of his perceived grievances. This case is disposed of.


  SD:








SD:
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

opk

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti

Vs.

Civil Surgeon,  Patiala

Complaint Case No. CC-723 /742-2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, complainant in person.



Shri Sohan Lal. P.I.O.Medical College, Patiala.

Order:


Copy of the complaint along with annexures has been given to Shri Sohan Lal P.I.O. of Govt. Medical College, Patiala, in Court  today..

On the last order dated March 07, 2007, Dr. Bhardwaj appearing for the Respondent explained that Shri Sohan Lal is the Public Information Officer in the Govt. Medical College, Patiala and therefore, fresh notice should issue to him. The same was done and he was directed to appear before the Commission today. It seems that the P. I. O. of the Govt. Medical College, Patiala is not aware either of the procedure of appointing a P.I.O. or the rules of the R.T.I. Act.  Because of this, there is lot of confusion in the case in hand. On the last date of hearing, Dr. Bhardwaj Professor of Govt. College, Patiala, has already given statement regarding the emergency duty of Shri Gurpiar Singh. Today when                    Shri Sohan Lal appears, he states that he has no knowledge of the case and wanted a copy of the complaint given by the complaint. Shri Sohan Lal P.I.O. is advised to read the provisions of the R.T.I. Act and should carry a copy of the same when appearing before the Commission.


In the interest of justice, a fresh date is granted to the P.I.O. to give replies of all the queries in the original Form-A dated 16-10-2006 and submit a copy of the reply to the Commission as also to the complainant within 20 days otherwise penal action under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I Act will be initiated against him.


Adjourned to June 13, 2007.

 

SD:






SD:
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R



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

Shri Satish Chander Bhagar



---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/D.E.O. (Secondary) Jalandhar


---Respondent.

Complaint Case No. CC-712-2006:

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Shri Hem Raj, Supdt.-cum-APIO, O/o Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Jalandhar

Order:


As directed in the order of the Commission dated March 6, 2007, it was directed to Shri Satish Chander
 to supply information as per Point–3 in Form-A with his application which has been brought to the Commission containing six pages with a covering letter. The A.P.I.O. is hereby directed to send a set of this information to the complainant and fax to the Commission its receipt for record, to which the  APIO-Shri Hem Raj- appearing for Department, has undertaken to do so. 


In this view of the matter, the complaint stands disposed of.
SD:



SD: 



              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs .Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Kidders Nath

Vs.

PIO/Sr. Supdt. of Police, Patiala

Complaint Case No. CC- 378 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o S.S.P. Patiala.

Order:


The case was called many times. None has come present on behalf of the parties.

In the interest of justice another opportunity is granted and the complaint is adjourned to 12-06-2007 for further consideration.




SD:





SD 



              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



   
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

 Opk_R
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti

Vs.

PIO/O/o Civil Surgeon, Bathinda 

Complaint Case No. CC-722-2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, complainant in person.



Shri Harish Malhotra, D.L.O. Civil Surgeon, Patiala.

Order:


On the last date of hearing notices had been mixed up since two cases bearing CC-722 of 2006 and CC-723 of 2006 pertain to P.I.O./Office of Civil Hospital, Bathinda. 

2.
The original application was filed on 23-11-2006  and a communication was address by the Registry to Civil Surgeon, Bathinda, (whereas it would have gone to Civil Surgeon, Patiala) on November 14, 2006 comments/response.


On the last hearing on March 07, 2007, notice had inadvertently been sent to Civil Surgeon, Bathinda, whereas it should have gone to Civil Surgeon, Patiala and the case was adjourned to April 25, 2007.


Today both the complainant and the representative of the Hospital is present and he has given  information containing seven pages with one forwarding letter  which satisfy some of the points in the original Form-A. It also mentions that T.A. can be given to the student, but D.A is not permissible for the initial assessment. Copy of the letter is attached from the Department of Health Services, Punjab. Regards the other, the representative of the Hospital does not possess the letter dated September 5, 2006. It is ordered that this letter be given to him so that full reply is submitted on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to June 13, 2007.



SD:    







SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



    

 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     
State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R
   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Charanjit Bhullar




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/ District Welfare Officer, Bathinda.

--- Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-643-2006:

Present:
Shri Charanjit Bhullar, complainant in person.



Shri Pritam Singh, District  Welfare Officer, Bathinda.

Order:


The original application filed by the application on November 21, 2006 along with the requisite fee of Rs.10/-specifically asking for information from the Tehsil  Welfare Office citing five points regarding “Ashirwad Scheme”.  The application was filed in the Commission on October 14, 2006. The first reply was given to the complainant and the Commission on November 21, 2006 where the District Welfare Officer, Bathinda has claimed that the requisite fee is not being deposited, whereas the fee has been deposited and he has mention that “the intention of the complainant to receive such information is not bona fide or in the interest of public at large, rather the same is motivated by political rivalry, keeping in view forthcoming Assembly Elections.


In today’s hearing, the District Welfare Officer, Bathinda has furnished information on three points. In respect of information regarding point-4, he has promised to supply the information to the complainant as also to the Commission within one week.


Adjourned to  May 15, 2007 for further consideration.


As both the parties are present in Court today, no notice need be sent for the above said date.       




SD:






SD:

       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



    
 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/Rajindra Hospital, Patiala




--- Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-742-2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, Complainant in person.



None for the P.I.O./O/o  Rajindra Hospital, Patiala.

Order:


Apart from this complaint, the complainant has two more cases today which have been heard, orders passed and have been adjourned to June 13, 2007 with respective directions.


The complainant states that since none has appeared on behalf of the Respondent, this case too be adjourned to June 13, 2007.


 Allowed as prayed.


Adjourned to June 13, 2007.




SD:







SD: 



              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



    
 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
     

State Information Commissioner

April 25, 2006.

Opk-R

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Satya Bhatti





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/ B.D.P.O. Dera Bassi




--- Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC- 654-2006:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the P.I.O/O/o B.D.P.O. Derabassi.  

Order:


In the interest of justice last opportunity is granted to the complainant to prosecute her case. The P.I.O/Office of B. D.P.O. Dera Bassi is directed to supply the information to the complainant by registered post and submit a photo-stat copy of the receipt for record of the Commission, on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to June 05, 2007.
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