STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB



SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Shri Harcharanjit Singh Sodhi




......Complainant
Secretary, Revenue & Rehabilitation Pb.


.....Respondent
CC No. 388  of 2006 .
Present:
Shri H.S. Sodhi, Under Secretary, Deptt. of Revenue & 



Rehabilitation Punjab-cum-APIO, complainant in person



None for the respondent-deptt.




.

jOrder:


The complainant Shri H.S. Sodhi submitted, vide his letter dated                      August 23, 2006 that the information sought by him from the Secretary, Revenue & Rehabilitation, Punjab, Chandigarh, vide his application in Form-A dated                     July 17 with  requisite fee has not been supplied to him to date.  His Draft No. 6787 dated 17-6-2006 for Rs. 90/- payable at Oriental bank of Commerce, Chandigarh,  was retained and communication dated July 27, 2006 was sent to him by the Superintendent, Grade-1 of the Land Revenue Branch informing him that his request can be considered only after the amount is deposited in the Treasury. No information has been supplied to him even till date.

2.
 It is observed that the vide letter No. 24/46/06-B-1/4640 dated July 27, 2006 on the subject. issued by the mode of payment had been allowed as under:

“1) Mode of Payment:

a) 
Crossed Bank Draft/IPO in favour of the Head of the 




Department/Public Authority concerned only\


b) 
in cash’



or


c) 
Through Treasury Challan in the following Head of Account:



Major Head0070-Other Administrative Services.



Sub-Major Head 60-Other Services.



Sub Head 86-Fees under the Right to Information Act.

II) Applicatin Fee:



 Rs.10/- only.
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3.
Thus it is observed that the return of application by the P.I.O. at the very outset, in the manner done, is a serious fault, because the revised instructions had already come into force w.e.f. 27-7-06 and had also been duly and widely putlicised. Therefore, the information sought by the complainant is hereby directed to be supplied without payment of any fee and also to return the Draft earlier submitted by the complainant.
4.
The information may be supplied without fail by December 15, 2006 under due receipt and compliance report filed in this Court on the next date of hearing, that is, December 20, 2006. In case the complainant receives the information to his satisfaction, he need not appear on the next date of hearing and the case will be deemed to have been disposed of accordingly.

5.
In addition, the P.I.O. of the Respondent-Department may show cause, why action should not be initiated against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for violation of the letter and spirit of the Act.


Adjourned to December 20. 2006.









SD:







   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






  State Information Commission

November 29, 2006.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.P. Jindal






......Complainant






Vs.
Asstt./ Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Ptl.


.....Respondent
AC No.  76   of 2006.

Present:
Shri R.P. Jindal,  Excise & Taxation Officer. Retd.)Appellant in 


person.



Mrs. Kanta Sharma, E.T.O. for the Excise & Taxation 




Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala.


Shri Darshan Singh ( Excise & Taxation Deptt, Mobile Wing) 



authorized representative of the P.I.O.
jOrder:

Shri R.P. Jindal, who is76 years old has appeared in person before thee Court today. The Appellant had submitted vide his letter dated August 28, 2006 that his application dated 7-06-2006 to the O.I.O. (AETC Coordination) in the office of the Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala, with payment of requisite fee, vide cheque of April 18, 2006 (as demanded by the P.I.O. on                        10-4-2006) has not drawn any response to date in spite of repeated reminders and requests on April 27, and May 17, 2006.

2.
Further, he filed an appeal before Mr. M.R. Aggarwal, Joint Director, Excise & Taxation Commissioner (Administration) Punjab, Patiala, but there had been still no response or decision.

3.
The information that Shri R.P. Jindal, appellant, seeks is the details including copies of references made by the Excise & Taxation Office, Patiala to various authorities, as mentioned in the letter bearing No.6/6/2003-T(3) 1684 dated June 3, 2003 to enable him to follow them up to know the details in order to get his medical bills reimbursed.
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AC No.  76   of 2006.

4.
I have examined the reply provided today.  Copy of the reply has been supplied to the appellant, I have gone through the reply parawise.

5.
In respect of question-2, the reply is not satisfactory, In respect                          No. question-4, the representative of the P.I.O. states that the payment will be made without fail within one month. In respect of Question-5 the information has been supplied in Court today. Since the information has not been supplied in time, Rs.50/- paid by the appellant as fee, may be refunded.
6.
The representative of the P.I.O. is directed to give the required information to the applicant if the file pertaining to the year 2003 is not available with the department, they should do the needful by constructions of the papers from the sources to which they have been addressed by the department. The representative of the P.I.O. stated that one month will be sufficient for doing the needful as per a commitment made in the Court today, the payment will be made by January 05, 2007 under due receipt from him and compliance be intimated in this Court on January  10, 2007, without fail. 









SD:







 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
November 29, 2006. 



State Information Commission

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Sharma






......Complainant






Vs.
Director, Public Instructions (Secondary)



.....Respondent
CC No.  393 of 2006.

Present:
Shri Ram Sharma, Complainant in person.



Ms. Balbir Kaur, Sr. Assistant, for the Department.(authorized- 


Noting on file.) Shri Vishal Shingaria, Clerk with her.
jOrder:

Shri Ram Sharma has filed complaint dated March 24, 2006 before the Commission that his application dated July 13, 2006, made to the Public Information Officer, Office of D.P.I. (S.E.), Punjab, with payment of requisite fee vide challan for Rs. 50/ deposited by him earlier on June 29, 2006,  has drawn no response. He has reiterated the same vide his letter dated September 28, 2006.

Vide letter dated October 5, 2006, the P.I.O. had sent him interim reply in which it was stated that information regarding points 2 and 4 was being sent to him, information regarding points 1 and 3 had already been sent to him and regarding information requested vide point-5, directions had been issued to the C.E.O. Jalandhar for necessary action. A copy of this letter has been found to have been endorsed to this office also. However, no receipt or copies of the information supplied have been found attached. However, Shri  Ram Sharma denies having received any such information. The representative of the P.I.O. states that copies of the information already supplied, except for information regarding point-1, which is available in the office, will be supplied to him again today.
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Regarding remaining points, the information has been brought by him today and will be supplied immediately. The representative of the P.I.O. is hereby directed to give the necessary copies to him today and to authenticate the documents, including the ones on points 1 to 4 provided earlier. Compliance report may be filed in this Court today. After, it has been filed, the matter will be considered disposed of.

The department took the objection that the prescribed fee has not been paid. No fee shall be charged from him since the time limit prescribed under Section 7(3) has already been violated and in terms of Section 7(6) information may be supplied to him free of charges.











SD:-
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
November 29, 2006. 



State Information Commission

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh






......Complainant






Vs.
Secretary,

Education Punjab






.....Respondent
CC No. 448  of 2006.

Present:
None for the complainant.



Ms. Balbir Kaur, Sr. Assistant, for the Department.(authorized vide


Noting on file.) and  Shri Vishal Shingari, Clerk with her)

Order:

In this connection, detailed orders have been passed by me on November 15, 2006 giving directions for the supply of attested true copies of the Inquiry Report, as well as the supporting documents by way of statements of the witnesses and copy of the final order of the Secretary Education, etc.
2.
The representative of the Director, Public Instructions Punjab states that a person has been deputed with these papers to supply them to the complainant today, who has not yet returned to submit the report and therefore, the compliance report cannot be filed.

3.
This is not at all satisfactory since the order had been passed on November 15, 2006. The papers were directed to be supplied  by                       November 23, 2006 and compliance report to be filed on November 29, 2006 without fail. Earlier also, I find that directions issued by the Superintendent Branch IV, on behalf of P.I.O. of the Education Department Punjab on           September 29, 2006 have not been complied with. It is no use issuing directions which are not acted upon.
4.
The P.I.O. of the Directorate as well as of the Department of Education, are directed to  file the compliance report immediately and also to show cause why proceedings under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 be not initiated against them. Adjourned to January 24, 20.










Sd:
 







 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
November 29, 2006. 




State Information Commission

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

Shri Vipin Kumar Bhadwar




......Complainant
Vs.
Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur



.....Respondent
AC No. 74   of 2006.

 Present:
None for the appellant.



Shri Ravinder Nath, P.I.O. O/o D.C. Ferozepur.

jOrder:

The explanation rendered in terms of the directions given in para-5 of the order of this Court of November 15, 2006, is hereby accepted.

The rule is discharged.

The case is disposed of accordingly.









SD:
     






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
November 29, 2006. 



State Information Commission

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Inderjit Singh Grewal





......Complainant






Vs.
Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana




.....Respondent
CC No.  416 of 2006.
Present:
Shri Inderjit Singh Grewal, complainant, in person.



None for the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
jOrder:

Vide his letter dated August 27, 2006, Shri Inderjit Singh Grewal submitted  that he applied to the P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, given vide his application dated July 15, 2006 under the Right to Information Act, 2005,  for certain information along with Demand Draft dated July 17, 2006, but no response  has been received to date. The complainant has purchased a factory from the Allahabad Bank at village Alamgir, vide tender and has also got the sale certificate from the Bank concerned as well as the possession. It was marked on to the patwari on the same day. He has sought information on whether that his name has been incorporated in the relevant revenue records, only after which his application for loan against the said property will be considered by the Bank.
2.
The Deputy Commissioner marked his application to the Sub-Divisional Magistrate (West), Ludhiana. The S.D.M. Ludhiana has provided him information in accordance with his application. I find from the letter of the S.D.M. (Civil), that mutation No. 6446 had been entered on March 28, 2006 and has been approved by the Competent Authority on July 27, 2006. The name of the Tehsildar has been given as Shri Ram Singh, Tehsildar (West), Ludhiana, and other points have also been replied. It is now for the applicaqnt to apply for the copy of the mutation. The applicant states that he has not yet received the mutation from the Suvidha Centre to which he has applied. This further application does not come within of the application under the ambit of R.T.I. Act made by him on                      July 15, 2006. 


The information applied for has already been received by the complainant. The case is thus disposed of accordingly.










SD:






     
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
November 29, 2006. 



State Information Commission

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Ramesh Bhardwan





......Complainant





Vs.
Vigilance Bureau, Punjab





.....Respondent
CC No.  420   of 2006.

Present: Shri Gurmail Singh, D.S.P. Vigilance Bureau, Mohali.

      Shri Ravinder Singh, Dealing Clerk, Vigilance Bureau, Pb.


      For the P.I.O.

jOrder:

This case appears to have been inadvertently allocated to this Court due to some mix-up in the Registry. I find from the file that it has already been disposed of by Shri P.K. Verma, Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Punjab, on November 16, 2006. I have assured myself that the application dated July 24, 2006 was the subject-matter of the order in that Court and the application before me today is also dated July 24, 2006. The application is identical. As such, the consideration of this case by this Court is redundant.         Even otherwise, the applicant who was issued notice/given an opportunity of hearing,  has not appeared in the Court. 


 As such the matter is disposed of accordingly.







SD:







  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner
November 29, 2006.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Niranjan Singh






......Complainant






Vs.
Govt. High School, Kerala, Banur, Rajpura


.....Respondent
CC No.  408  of 2006.

Present: 
Shri Naranjan Singh, complainant, in person.


Shri Naseeb Singh, Headmaster, Govt., High School, Kerala,


Rajpura.

jOrder:

Shri Naranjan Singh has submitted a complaint dated August 31, 2006 in this Commission that he had asked for certain information from the Headmaster-cum-P.I.O./APIO, Govt. High School, Kerala, Patiala vide application dated July 28, 2006 with due payment of fee, but today, he has not received any information. Shri Naseeb Singh, Headmaster of Govt. High School, Kerala is present in Court today. He states that he is not appointed either as P.I.O. or the A.P.I.O. and therefore, this application does not lie to him under the R.T.I. Act.


Shri Naranjan Singh states that he has written registered letter to this Commission vide his communication No. 294/18-9-2006 vide which he states that he was not the P.I.O./A.P.I.O., but would work as per the directions of the Commission, if any.  That letter has been found to have been receipted in the Commission vide receipt No. 1860 dated 21-09-06, but the movements could not be further verified. However, the Headmaster states that such as the complainant seeks has already been supplied to the Headmaster, Govt. High School,                       Chuni Kalan, Fatehgarh Sahib, where the complainant is presently posted vide registered letter dated September 2, 2006. He also showed the Register regarding the Gram Panchayat Funds and G.I.S against which the appellant had given his signatures, for the due receipt. The applicant pointed out that these signatures were given at the time of his transfer and not as a part of the follow-up of the present application. Any way, all the information, which has been brought to the Court today, is directed to be photo-copied and authenticated today by the Headmaster and supplied to Shri Naranjan Singh in Court, today.
CC No.  408  of 2006.
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For the rest, since Shri Naranjan Singh is directed, whatever information he requires, he should apply to the P.I.O. notified under the Act by the Competent Authority, who is liable to comply with the duties imposed upon him under the Act. Since Shri Naranjan Singh is not the P.I. O./A.P.I.O. and has not been directed by the P.I.O./A.P.I.O. for the information, no action is envisaged against him.


The matter is disposed of accordingly.







SD:







  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner
November 29, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

M/s Chhabra Land & Credits Pvt. Ltd.



......Complainant






Vs.
PUDA








.....Respondent
CC Nos.   234, 235, 236,, 237 and 238  of 2006.

Present: 
None for the complainants.


None for the respondents.

jOrder:
Shri Vijay Sharma, Advocate, counsel for the complainants, came personally to my Reader, the other day, seeking adjournment for today,                         on account of the demise of his younger sister at Indore.  He undertook to inform the opposite party at his own. 
Allowed.

Adjourned to   January 17, 2007.








SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

      State Information Commissioner
November 29, 2006.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Sushil Kumar






......Complainant






Vs.
Municipil Council, Malerkotla




.....Respondent
CC No 376  of 2006.

Present: 
None for the complainant.



None for the respondents.

jOrder:

Court time is over. 

Adjourned to  January 24, 2007.







SD
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

      State Information Commissioner
November 29, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Dr. Parveen K. Rishi

Vs.

Medical Education Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-422 & 423 -2006:

Present:
Dr. Parveen Kumar in person and proxy of Dr. Dharam Pal Rajanpal, complainant in complaint No. 423 of 2006.

Shri P.P. S. Cooner, Joint -Director, Medical Education Punjab-cum-P.I.O.

Order:

The applicant Dr. Dharam K. Pal has filed a complaint dated August 28, 2006 before this Commission that information sought by him vide his application dated July 27, 2006 along with a Draft of Rs.50/- dated July 28, 2006. has not been received till date. Instead, on November 2, 2006, the Superintendent of the Department returned the Bank Draft of Rs.50/- in original, stating that under Section 8 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act, noting portion of the file cannot be given (copy presented today). However, it is observed that while rejecting the application, the P.I.O. was required to give information as required under Section 7, sub-section (f), which was not done by him. Dr. Parveen Kumar, when asked, stated that no Appeal had been filed under the Act by him or the other complainant represented by him before the first appellate authority.

2.
The P.I.O. of the Department, present in Court today, states that the papers were passed on to the Secretary. He has been advised to file an appeal before the next Senior Officer-P.I.O. of the Department of Medical Education and Research, who is the Secretary of the Department being the first Appellate Authority.











P-2

Complaint Case No. CC-422 & 423 -2006:



-2-
Complaint No. 423 of 2006 (Dr Dharam Pal Rajanwal Vs. Principal Secretary, Medical Education Punjab), is identical and is the case of                                                    Dr. Dharam Pal Rajanwal, who is being represented by                                                  Shri Parveen Kumar Rishi.

In view of the above observations, both the cases are disposed of.


A copy of the order should be placed on file No.423 of 2006, also.

 

SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 29, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Balbir Singh

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.

Complaint Case No. CC- 480  -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sukhwant Singh, Senior Clerk of the respdt-Deptt.

Order:

Shri Balbir Singh son of Desa Singh filed a complaint                                     September 15, 2006 Before the Commission, stating that the information requested by him vide his application Dated July 18, 2006, with due fee, which was to be supplied to him on July 27, 2006, as per the received given by the P.I.O. had not yet been supplied to him.  Notice was issued to the P.I.O. Office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur on September 18, 2006 at his residence within 15 days.  Vide his letter dated October 19, 2006, the P.I.O. informed this Court that the information had been collected from the concerned Branch and a copy thereof was sent along with a forwarding letter to Shri Balbir Singh and he had been asked to collect the information p[personally from their office on any working day from the Suvidha Centre.  The information supplied was the Inquiry Report made by the A.D.C. Ferozepur (E.A.) Branch vide letter No.258/Ahlmad dated April 13, 2006 (Ten pages.). 

2.
Today, none has appeared on behalf of the complainant and                            Shri Sukhwant Singh clerk of the Office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur has appeared and filed letter dated November 28, 2006 from the P.I.O. stating that the said information has been supplied to the complainant on October 26, 2006.

3.
The Deputy Commissioner has also gone into the cause for delay, when it revealed that the said file was lying with the then Deputy Commissioner for discussion with the Assistant Collector, Ferozepur. The P.I.O. has also regretted the delay and has assured the Commission that such delay will never happen in future. He also informed that he would direct the Branch Officers and Assistants to be careful in future on an application received from any individual for information, it must be supplied immediately preferably within seven days’ time.

4.
In view of the fact that the information has been supplied and despite due opportunity given to the complainant, he has not appeared in the Court, it can be presumed that he has received the information, although there is no receipt that the same has made available. The matter is thus disposed of.

 

SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 29, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri R.K. Maurya

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. AC- 78  -2006:

Present:
None for the appellant.



Shri Vijay Kumar for P.I.O/.M.C. Ludhiana.

Order:

Shri R.K. Maurya, Advocate filed Second Appeal vide letter dated September 12, 2006 before the Commission. He submitted that he had asked for certain information on points from A to G, vide his application in Form-A dated June 12, 2006 with payment of requisite fee through cheque from the Public Information Officer of the Municipal Corporation Ludhiana.  When he received no response during the prescribed period, he filed an appeal dated August 5, 2006 under the R.T.I. Act, before the First Appellate Authority that is, the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. However, to date he has not received any information.

2.
A copy of the said complaint and Second Appeal was sent to the P.I.O. Office of the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, for his response,    if any, and  the date of hearing was fixed for November 29, 2006.

3.
Today none is present for the appellant. However, a letter has been received by fax today at 12.33 P.M. that he is not in receipt of the above notice and a messenger from the respondent had visited him on November 28, 2006 and handed over him a document related with the case and it was only from the messenger that he heard about the hearing of the said case. He has, however, requested for an adjournment.
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On behalf of the Municipal Corporation, Shri Vijay Kumar, Head Draftsman on behalf of the P.I.O. has appeared in the court (without any letter of authority, which he is directed to file within two days). He has stated that the information asked for has already been supplied to the appellant on November 28, 2006 vide letter No.488/J.C./Right to Information Act, 2005/D under due receipt on the duplicate of the letter, which has been seen by me.  A photocopy of the receipted endorsed a copy of this letter to the Court stating:-


“It is respectfully submitted that the application given by the applicant in 
this case was lost in transit in the office of Assistant Town planner and 
owing to this there had been delay in supplying the information to the 
appellant/applicant.The requisite information has now been supplied. The delay caused in supplying the information to the appellant/applicant is extremely regretted. All the officials have been given strict instructions to attend to the applications received under the RTI Act, 2005, as priority and if any delay is noticed, employee will face strict disciplinary action.


It is, therefore, requested that the pending appeal may kindly be disposed of as having become in fructuous please.”


However, in view of the application for adjournment, received from the appellant, the matter is adjourned to January 24, 2007 for consideration/disposal.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 29, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ved Vyas






......Complainant






Vs.
Improvement Trust, Ludhiana




.....Respondent
CC No.  392  of 2006 

Order:

Court time is over.


Adjourned to January 24, 2007.

November 29, 2006                                                          (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







  State Information Commissioner
Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Gurmej Singh

























Vs.

PIO, O/O SDM Zira























CC No. 481  of 2006

Present:

None for the complainant




Paramjit Singh, Tehsildar Zira, APIO




Milkha Singh, Panchayat Officer, Makhu, for respondent. 

Order:

The complainant Shri Gurmej Singh has filed a complaint dated 15.9.06 that  the PIO, O/O Sub Divisional Magistrate Zira has refused to receive the application dated 6.9.06 for the requisite information asked for under the Right to information Act, 2005. He attempted to give the application to the Deputy Commissioner vide his application dated 14.9.06, but he also refused to receipt it. The complaint was referred to the PIO of the Respondent Department vide letter dated 18.9.06 for his response within 15 days by which the reply was not received. Thereafter, the case was entrusted to this court on 11.10.06 for consideration and fixed for hearing for  29.11.2006.

2. The APIO-cum-Tehsildar Zira has presented a copy of the reply on behalf of the PIO, addressed to the Commission in which he has stated that  since the concerned person had not applied in the requisite form ‘A’ and had not deposited the fee, therefore, his application had been rejected  and the applicant was informed accordingly. Therefore, no request is pending with them presently. 3.
This reply of the P.I.O. is not at all tenable. The applicant is not required to give his request in any prescribed form under the Act.  Besides  in his 
CC-481/2006                                                                                                       -2

application itself, he has asked the concerned officer  for the fee required to be deposited by him to which no reply has been given for more than two months. In terms of Section 7(6), it is hereby ordered that the information requested for by the applicant, which is quite unambiguous,  be given to him without payment of any fee. This information is to be supplied to the applicant by 29th December under due receipt and compliance report be filed in this court without fail on the 3rd of January, 2007.

Adjourned to 3rd January, 2007.
  November 29, 2006.                                                         Sd/-
Chandigarh                                                                       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

‘Ptk’





        State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kidar Nath
















Vs.

P.I.O.- S.S.P. Patiala.

















CC No.378  of 2006 
Present:

Shri Kidar Nath, Complainant in person.




Shri Ajaib Singh, Sub Inspector, for Respondent,PIO.
Order:



Shri Ajaib Singh, Sub Inspector has provided a copy of the information supplied to Shri Kidar Nath and Shri Kidar Nath has also acknowledged the receipt of the enquiry report of the Women Cell. Shri Kidar Nath however states that the complete Photostat  file of the case of Harpreet Kaur alias Mansi, Case No. 1759/Peshi, 12.5.06, with all documents has not been supplied to him. In particular, he states that the final action taken on the report of  the Women Cell by the  SSP patiala,  has not been disclosed to him. He states that he had originally asked for the complete photostat file, but in case he is given a copy of the  final orders of the SSP Patiala, he does not need the Photostat copy of the file.. The Sub Inspector  Ajaib Singh has stated that this will be provided to him, if the same are on the file. He is directed to do so and if the same are not on the file, the said file should be produced in this court on the  24th January, 2007.


Adjourned to 24th January, 2007.

                                                                                        Sd/-

                                                                       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
                                                                 State Information Commiassioner
November 29, 2006.

