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

Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur,
D/o Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

House No. 339, Nandi Colony,

Lalheri Road, Khanna – 141 401,
District Ludhiana.

     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,
Punjab School Education Board,

Mohali, through its Secretary.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 74 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Father of Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur, Complainant and Sh. Joginder Singh, Public Information Officer, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali, Respondent.
The Respondent states that out of 14 items of information demanded by the Complainant, information on 12 items has already been supplied. The public authority that is the Punjab School Education Board is seeking legal opinion on the remaining two items namely :-

i) The Award List prepared by the Examiner &
ii) The Complainant’s Answer sheet in the examination held by the Punjab School Education Board.
The Respondent prays for a short time to enable the Punjab School Education Board to present its point of view.
The Complainant on the other hand alleges that the Board is deliberately avoiding to deliver the information. The Respondent states that the matter of supplying copy of the Answer sheets to the examinees is being considered by the Board. From this, it appears that the Board is yet to take a final view on whether the information on this count is to be supplied or not.
Before taking a final view on the supply of Award list and Answer sheet, we are prepared to give some time to the Respondent to arrive at their decision. The Respondent is, therefore, allowed time till 8th August, 2006 to decide the issue one way or the other.  
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The Complainant would visit the office of Punjab School Education Board, Mohali on 10th August, 2006. The Respondent will either allow the Complainant to inspect the record and supply copy of the relevant documents in acceptance of the request for information, or convey a clear decision to deny the information on that very day.
The matter will come up before the Commission for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Kidar Nath Singla,
S/o Sh. Bhana Mal, R/o H.No. 80,

Ward No. 5-C, Behind Bhalwan Wala Adda,

Dhuri, District Sangrur.
     ------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Food Civil Supplies & Consumer
Affairs Department, Jeewan Deep Building,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 12 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg on behalf of Sh. Kidar Nath Singla, Appellant and Sh. Jagpal Singh (Director), Public Information Officer, Department of Food Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab, Respondent.
The information demanded is a copy of an order of the Director of Food Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs dated 11/12 November, 2003. The Appellant states that his earlier requests had been returned with the observation that certain formalities in regard to the application format and the payment of fees had not been completed. The Appellant states that these formalities have since been duly completed but the information in question has still not been supplied to him.
The Respondent, who is himself a senior officer being Head of the Department states that the information in question relates to notings on the file. On behalf of the Department he states that while the Department has no objection to give the information, it is not clear whether file notings are to be the part of the information that can be given under the Right to Information Act, 2005. He states that there is no deliberate delay or avoidance.
Notings on files are presently included within the definition of “information” under Section 2 (f) of the RTI Act, 2005 that is to be delivered to persons demanding it. As such the Appellant is entitled to have a copy of the ‘notings’ that he has requested.
We direct that the information in question be given to the Appellant. 
The   Appellant  is  free   to  visit   the   Public  Information Officer  on  any  working day 
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within two weeks beginning from 31st July, 2006 and he would be supplied the information.


At the time of supplying the information, it would be ensured that all formalities as required by the RTI Act, 2005 and the Rules framed thereunder are completed.

The matter will come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Kailash Chander Goyal,
H.No. 682, Gali No. 1-A,
Abohar.

     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer-cum-
District Mandi Officer,
Punjab Mandi Board,

Ferozepur City.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 97 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Bogha Singh, District Mandi Officer and Sh. Harpal Singh, Superintendent O/o District Mandi Officer, Ferozepur. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Kailash Chander Goyal has submitted a request by Fax for an adjournment as his mother has expired. 
The Respondent states before us that he has no objection to give the information demanded. He states, however, that some part of the information in question is to be obtained from next higher authority who is the State Public Information Officer of the Mandi Board at the State level. Respondent states that it is not possible for him to obtain information from his superior office. The stand that the Respondent takes is that the Complainant should approach the authority that is holding the information that is the Public Information Officer of the Mandi Board.
The Respondent further points out that the Complainant has himself given in writing that he had approached the Public Information Officer at the State Level and sought clarification as to where he should deposit the fee. Respondent submits before us that from this it should be evident that the Complainant is aware of the appropriate authority to who he should apply. 

We find substance in the plea of the Respondent that the appropriate authority for supplying information is the State Public Information Officer of the Mandi Board and not the District Mandi Officer. The Complainant is free to approach the Public 
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Information Officer at the State level for any information. The Act does not envisage a situation where a subordinate office would be obtaining information from its superior office for supplying it to an applicant.


Since the Complainant has sought adjournment on compassionate grounds, he is given another opportunity to present his case before the matter is finally disposed of. Notice be given to the Complainant alone for 19.09.2006.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. G.C.Swadeshi,
Accounts Officer (Retd.),

3239, Krishana Nagar,
New Colony,

Sirhind Mandi 40406 (Punjab).

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

O/o the Executive Officer,
Municipal Council,

Sirhind 140406.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 128 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. G.C.Swadeshi, Complainant in person and Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Inspector on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind.
The Complainant states that the following information demanded by him has not been supplied:-

i) Building Bye-laws of Municipal Council, Sirhind from 01.01.2002 to date.
ii) A copy of his building plans submitted to the Municipal Council, Sirhind and presently pending with them.
iii) Statement showing receipt no., date, amount and complete address of depositor of fee etc. for approval of their map / plan for construction with present status in respect of all cases for the period 01.01.2002 onward (for four years).
The Respondent states that he has no objection to supply the building bye-laws and the unsanctioned building plans of the Complainant that are pending before the Municipal Council, Sirhind. Respondent avers that the detailed information sought at item no. (iii) is of no relevance to the Complainant.
The Complainant argues before us that  information in respect  of other buildings approved by Municipal Council, Sirhind  would  show  that  he has been  discriminated  against.  He  alleges  that  Municipal  Council has been showing favour to
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other parties and clearing their cases even though such cases had been submitted to the Respondent later than his case.
After considering the contentions of both parties we direct as under:-
i) That the information at items no. (i) & (ii) should be supplied to the Complainant immediately. 
ii) That in respect of item no. (iii), the Complainant is permitted to inspect the entire record of the Municipal Council, Sirhind in respect of building plans of other parties that might have been cleared or are pending. The Complainant may identify all the papers that he deems necessary for his purpose and he would be given copies of these documents by the Respondent after following due procedure and payment of prescribed fees.

 It is directed that the Complainant may visit the office of the Respondent on 10th August, 2006 to inspect the relevant record and obtain their copies on the spot. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19th September, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Karamjit Singh 

S/o Sh. Umrao Singh,

R/o Village Chomon,

Tehsil Adampur,

District Jalandhar.

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

O/o the Block Development & Panchayat Officer,
Block Adampur,

District Jalandhar & another.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 64 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Karamjit Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Damanjit Singh, Member Panchayat on behalf of Smt. Amarjit Kaur, Sarpanch, Village Chomon and Sh. Ravinder Pal, Panchayat Secretary, Chomon on behalf of the Block Development Panchayat Officer, Adampur.
The Complainant claims that his request for information was not considered promptly as demanded by him and was delivered after a delay of 5 months. He claims that even this information is incomplete. He demands:-

i) That the information demanded should be supplied 
ii) That suitable penalty be imposed on the Respondent for delay.
The Respondent states before us that certain information has already been supplied. He further states that similar information was given to another party 
Sh. Gurdeep Chand who had similarly approached the State Information Commission. The Respondent states further that the information had initially been demanded from the Block Development Panchayat Officer, Adampur and not directly from the Sarpanch (Respondent). It is only when the request was received by the Respondent Panchayat from the office of the Block Development & Panchayat Officer that the relevant documents were prepared.
The Respondent states that certain records sought by the Complainant had been submitted before a Civil Court. On the next date of hearing that is 18th August, 2006, the Complainant will give an affidavit to show justification for demanding this record that is pending before the Court. We shall then decide if it is necessary to summon such record in the instant case.
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The Complainant is obviously not satisfied with the information supplied to him so far. We direct that the Respondent Panchayat should allow the Complainant to inspect the record of the Panchayat. For this purpose, the Complainant should visit the office of the Panchayat on 10th August, 2006 and identify the information and record that he wishes to have and this would be supplied to him on the spot. Since there has obviously been delay in supply of information, the question of imposition of penalty would be considered on the next date of hearing.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,
Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Circle,
Ferozepur City.

     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
State Public Information Officer,
O/o the Secretary, Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 60 of 2006

ORDER
Present Mr. Pankaj Monga, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant 
and Smt. Harjit Kaur, Senior Assistant, Punjab Public Service Commission, Patiala on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Respondent.
The question here is regarding supplying of ‘notings’ on the file of Punjab Public Service Commission, Patiala which have been demanded by the Complainant. The representative of the Respondent present before us is a Senior Assistant. The matter of making public the ‘notings’ on the files of the Punjab Public Service Commission is sufficiently important to deserve the presence of Public Information Officer of the Punjab Public Service Commission before us.
This matter has to be adjourned in order that the Public Information Officer herself is present.

Adjourned to 18th August, 2006 for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Capt. V.K.Sehgal,
House No. 3075, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.

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

O/o Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Sainik Bhawan, Sector 21-D,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 168 of 2006

ORDER
Present Capt. V.K.Sehgal (Retd.), Complainant in person and Wing Commander H.S.Kang, Deputy Director, Head Quarters, Department of Defence Services Welfare and Public Information Officer of the Respondent Department.
The information demanded by the Complainant is as under:-
i) Copies of TA & DA claims and tour details of certain Officers alongwith the entries in the Log Book of vehicles in which they had travelled.
ii) Copies of dependence certificates issued to dependents of ex-servicemen for taking the PCS (Judicial) examination of Punjab Public Service Commission.
The issue here is regarding the delivery of information relating to the official duties of the Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab. The Complainant desires to know the details about the tours undertaken by the Director.
The Respondent on the other hand states that the information demanded is intended to harass the officials of the Department of Defence Welfare. These items have no connection with any public service or advantage. According to the Respondent, the genesis of the problem is the refusal by the Director, Sainik Welfare to accept the dependency certificate of the Complainant’s son. The Respondent had refused to accept this dependency certificate, as the Complainant had shown himself to be a domicile of Chandigarh, Union Territory, and  as  such he could not be given a certificate  for  being  a  domicile of Punjab State. We do not find it necessary to go  into 
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this matter of denial of certificates etc. The question merely is whether the information by way of tour programmes etc. of a senior officer can be demanded and given to the Complainant. 
The Respondent further pleads that the Complainant has gone to the press in regard to the matter which is sub judice before the Commission. He produces before us a copy of a news report of 23rd July, 2006 relating to a hearing before the Commission (Second Bench). 
It is also brought to our notice that the Complainant had filed another request for information which was considered by the State Information Commission, Punjab in another Bench. The Respondent states that the information sought in that matter is quite similar to what is demanded here.
We feel that the issues being urged by the Complainant in two separate cases being heard by two Benches of the Commission deserve to be clubbed together. Since another Bench of the Commission is already seized of a related matter, we direct that this case be also heard by the same Bench of the Commission. 

This matter will come up before Mr. P.K.Verma, Information Commissioner on 3rd August, 2006 that is the date already fixed for hearing in CC No. 195 of 2006.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan,

Kothi No. 8-E, New Lal Bagh,

Opposite Polo Ground, Patiala.

     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,
O/o Director of Ayurveda, Punjab,
SCO No. 823-24, Sector 22-A,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 82 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan, Complainant in person and none is present on the behalf of the Respondent, Public Information Officer O/o Director of Ayurveda.
In the facts and circumstances of this case, we feel that it would be appropriate to give another chance to the Respondent to appear and present his case before the Commission. We, therefore, direct that the Public Information Officer in the office of Director Ayurveda should be present in person on the next date of hearing that is 18th August, 2006. The Principal Secretary, Health, Punjab may be advised to ensure the presence of the concerned Public Information Officer before the Commission on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to 18th August, 2006 for further proceedigns. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Smt. Sumna Devi Wd/o

Sh. Dharampal Sharma,

R/o 17-C, Malwa Colony,

Patiala.

     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer-cum-
Audit Officer, Office of Co-Operative Societies,

Sangrur.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 50 of 2006

ORDER
Present Smt. Sumna Devi, Complainant in person and Sh, Prem Kumar Rattan (Audit Officer), Public Information Officer, Co-operative Societies, Sangrur, Respondent.
This case is for confirmation of compliance of orders of the Commission dated 22.6.2006. The Respondent states that the information is readily available and can be given, but he avers that the Complainant has not deposited the requisite fee nor made an application in the prescribed format.
The information demanded by the Complainant is as follows:-

i) Copy of Attendance Register between 3rd June, 05 to 
10th June, 05.
ii) Copy of the tour programme of the Audit Officer Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan for the same period.
iii) T.A Bill of the Audit Officer for the same period.

Regarding item no.2 mentioned above, the Respondent has supplied the tour programme for the period in question to the Complainant in our presence. Complainant has paid the requisite fee of Rs. 2/- (Rs. Two only), as per the Rules to the Respondent.
Regarding item nos. 1 and 3, the Respondent is directed to deliver the copies of these documents to the Complainant within a period of 15 days. The Complainant will make payment for these copies as per Rules.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006















    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. I.C.Mahey,

Wadala Road, Opp. Satkarta Agri-Farms,

Sub. P.O – Wadala,

District Jalandhar 140003
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 116 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. R.S.Mahey (Father of Sh. I.C.Mahey), Complainant and Sh. Jagdish Chander, Assistant Information Officer, Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Limited.
The information demanded relates to allotment of plots by a Screening Committee of Punjab Leather Development Corporation, which has since been merged with Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Limited. Some information seems to have been delivered to the Complainant on his request but the Complainant is not satisfied. The following information is still due:-
i) Copy of notification of the Government constituting a Screening Committee for industrial units seeking allotment in the Leather Complex.

ii) Copy of the minutes of the Screening Committee of Punjab Leather Development Corporation (now merged with PSIEC).
iii) Record of whether the report of Screening Committee has been conveyed to all the applicants.

iv) Details of the industrial units which had applied for allocation of land in the Leather Complex alongwith their serial number.
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v) Complete address of the Registered office of the Corporation where the meeting of the Screening Committee was held at 3.00 P.M. on 01.09.1992.
After a scrutiny of the information supplied, it is clear that the information demanded has not been given. For facility, the Respondent is directed to allow the Complainant to inspect the record in his office on 10th August, 2006. The Complainant is free to visit the office on that day and identify the papers that he needs. He should make payment for the copies as per the Rules and take delivery of the copies on the spot.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. The Public Information Officer should be present on the next date of hearing. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,
85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.

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

The Superintendent,
Internal Vigilance Bureau-cum-

Human Rights, Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 63 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and Sh. Pushp Kumar, Assistant on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Superintendent, Internal Vigilance Bureau, Punjab O/o Director General of Police, Punjab.
The Complainant claims that the entire information demanded by him has not been supplied. The case relates to an enquiry conducted by the Respondent. The Complainant had demanded a copy of the enquiry report alongwith statement of the witnesses. He states before us, however, that he was given only the enquiry report. Copies of the statements of witnesses have not been given. The Respondent is directed to deliver copies of the statements of witnesses also. The Complainant has already made payment in respect of the copies of documents demanded by him.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. The Public Information Officer of the department should himself be personally present on that date.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra,

H.No. 889, Sector 60,

SAS Nagar, (Mohali).

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

Public Information Officer / Assistant Estates Officer,
Punjab Urban & Development Authority (PUDA),
SAS Nagar, (Mohali).

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 27 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
This case is adjourned to 18th August, 2006 for further proceedigns. 
Sh. Gurbax Singh, Assistant Estate Officer who was present on the last date of hearing that is 12th May, 2006 should be present on the said date.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. K.S.Sidhu,

44, Sidhu Villa, Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab).

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 69 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Shapinder Pal Singh, Legal Assistant on behalf of the Registrar, Public Information Officer, Punjabi University, Patiala.

A message has been received on telephone from the Complainant 
Dr. K.S.Sidhu that he is medically unfit to come to the Commission’s office today because he has undergone a knee operation. Complainant requests for a fresh date, this request is allowed.  

Adjourned to 18th August, 2006 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Nirbhai Singh,

V & PO Chhajawal,

Tehsil Jagraon,

District Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Circle Education Officer,
(Patiala Division),

Nabha, District Patiala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 114 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hari Krishan, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The information demanded is a copy of report in an enquiry conducted by the Circle Education Officer.

The representative of the Respondent states before us today that the enquiry report of Circle Education Officer was sent to DPI office for a final decision and it is for DPI to supply the information. The Complainant has not made an application on the prescribed proforma nor has he deposited the requisite fee.
It is stated that a draft of Rs. 50/- (Rs. Fifty only) had been sent by the Complainant but since it was not accompanied by an application in prescribed proforma was returned.

After due consideration, it is directed as under:-

i) That the Respondent will deliver a copy of the enquiry report of Circle Education Officer. Even if a final decision on the enquiry report is to be taken by the DPI, the enquiry report demanded should be delivered.
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ii) In case, the Complainant did not file the request for information on the prescribed proforma-, he is advised to submit an application on the prescribed proforma and make payment of the fees as prescribed by the Right to Information Act, 2005.

On receipt of this request, the Respondent will supply the information to him.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Gurdial Singh,

Finance Secretary,

Pensioners Bhawan, 

Mini Secretariat,

Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Employment, Punjab,
SCO 46/2, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 84 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sher Singh, Employment Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Director of Employment, Punjab.  None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 
The information demanded relates to the vacancies of Employment Officers in the Department during a specified period. The Respondent states that he has no objection to supply this information to the Complainant, provided that the Complainant makes the request in the prescribed proforma and pays the requisite fees.
The Complainant is free to make his request as per the Rules alongwith the requisite fees. The Respondent is obliged to supply the information and is prepared to do so. 
The matter is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. K.S.Sidhu,
44, Sidhu Villa, Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab).

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Registrar,
Punjabi University,

Patiala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 69 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Shapinder Pal Singh, Legal Assistant on behalf of the Registrar, Public Information Officer, Punjabi University, Patiala.

A message has been received on telephone from the Complainant 
Dr. K.S.Sidhu that he is medically unfit to come to the Commission’s office today because he has undergone a knee operation. Complainant requests for a fresh date, this request is allowed.  
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18th August, 2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Somnath S/o Sh. Parmeshwar Dass,
Railway Road, Near Vaid Raja Ram,

Ward No. 8, Maur Mandi,

District Bathinda – 151 509.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Deputy Director,

Department of Local Bodies,

Near Rose Garden, Bathinda.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 73 of 2006

ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on the behalf of the Respondent.

This is adjourned on 18th August, 2006 to enable both parties be present on the said date for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,
Dewan Advertising Agency,

Opposite Preet Palace, 

Link Road, Ludhiana.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Dr. Jaswant Singh,
Public Information Officer,

Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk, Ludhiana.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 117 of 2006

ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.
The matter is adjourned on 18th August, 2006 for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.07.2006





    (Surinder Singh)










Information Commissioner
