STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Amit Sharma s/o Sh. S.K. Sharma,

Advocate, #6/75, Ram Vihar, Green Model Town, Jalandhar City.   _______ Appellant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Registrar, Pharmacy Council, Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, 

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.


                 ________________ Respondent

AC No. 161  of 2009

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Saurav Garg, advocate on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Saurav Garg, advocate appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that the case is pending in the Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.
2.

Case stands adjourned to 10.8.2009.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Dev Raj s/o Sh. Kesar Chand, Assistant Engineer,

Agriculture Department, Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Financial  Commissioner to Govt. of Punjab,

Agriculture Department, Chandigarh.
            ________________ Respondent

CC No. 135  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Dev Raj complainant in person.

Ms. Anita Bhalla, Under Secretary-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Subhash Chand and Ms. Gursharan Kaur,  Senior Assistants on behalf of the respondent-department.

Order



Asked for information is stated to have been provided to the complainant who may go through the same and confirm whether he is satisfied with the same or not.  Case stands adjourned to 10.8.2008 for .confirmation. Ms. Anita Bhalla need not appear in person before the Commission on that day and may depute someone else who should be well conversant with the case 








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Dev Raj s/o Sh. Kesar Chand, Assistant Engineer,

Agriculture Department, Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Financial  Commissioner to Govt. of Punjab,

Agriculture Department, Chandigarh.
                    ___________ Respondent

CC No. 134  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Dev Raj complainant in person.

Ms. Anit Bhalla, Under Secretary-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Subhash Chand and Ms. Gursharan Kaur,  Senior Assistants on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The comments asked for from the Director Agriculture, Punjab, Chandigarh have been given by him  and final decision on the same is to be  taken by the competent authority i.e. Financial Commissioner to the Government of Punjab, Department of Development/ Government of Punjab.  Ms. Anita Bhalla is directed to communicate to the appellant the final decision taken.  Some additional information has also been brought by the respondent-department which has been handed over to the appellant.
2.

Case stands adjourned to 10.8.2008








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         


State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Harsukhdev Singh Vill. Rampur Talwara,

P.O.  Sri Hargobindpur, Teh. Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Child Development  Project Officer, 

Hargobindpur (Gurdaspur ). 



__________ Respondent.

CC No. 600 of 2009

Present:-
Shri Harsukhdev Singh complainant in person.

Shri Prem Kumar, Clerk o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Shri Hargobindpur, District Gurdaspur.
ORDER



Respondent-department is not coming out with full facts of the case..  The Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Shri Baldev Singh who has since  been transferred to Block Trikha, District Amritsar had also not bothered to give clear reply.  Complainant who is a senior citizen is being denied information on one pretext or the other. The Chief Development and Project Officer, Hargobindpur, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Hargobindpur and District Programme Officer, Gurdaspur should be present in person on the next date of hearing and explain  why action should not be taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the asked for information to the complainant.  Shri Harsukhdev Singh who has been coming to Chandigarh to attend the hearings is awarded compensation @ Rs.500/- per hearing from today onward till the information is supplied.
2.

According to Shri Prem Kumar, Clerk, Shri Baldev Singh, BDPO, Hargobindpur was transferred to Block Trikha and in his place Shri Yudhveer Singh has joined who has also been transferred to another place and is being relieved today..  It is negligence on the part of Shri Yudhvir Singh, Block Development and Panchayat Officer.  On the next date of hearing besides Shri Baldev Singh and Shri Yudhvir Singh, the new Block Development and Panchayat Officer who will be joining in place of Shri Yudhvir Singh should be present in person before the Commission.
3.

Case stands adjourned to 10.8.2009.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

cc

The Chief Development and Project Officer, Hargobindpur, 
The Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Hargobindpur 
The District Programme Officer, Gurdaspur 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Mehnga Ram s/o Shri Mansa Ram, 

V.P.O. Dholbaha, Teh . and Distt. Hoshiarpur.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Civil Surgeon, Hoshiarpur.


  ______________ Respondent

CC No. 602  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Mehnga Ram complainant in person.

Dr. Devinder Singh, Assistant Civil Surgeon, Hoshiarpur alongwith Shri Nathu Ram, Superintendent-cum-APIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Ear, Nose and throat (ENT) and other reports for 2008 MLR have been supplied to the complainant as admitted by him.  As far as supply of copies of  X-Ray  is concerned,  Dr. Devinder Singh has stated that these being  judicial documents  could  be submitted only in  the court.  Copies of X-ray cannot be prepared and if the complainant wants to get copies of these X-Rays, he may move to the judicial court for this purpose. Similarly for getting the 1995 X-rays, the same procedure has to be followed.  I agree with the plea taken by Dr. Devinder Singh.  However, if such things had been explained to Shri Mehnga Ram, complainant earlier, the possibility of his coming to the Commission could have been minimized..

2.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.











 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Avtar Singh s/o Sh. Sarwan Singh, r/o Vill. Bhairo Majra,

Tehsil Chamkaur Sahib, Distt. Roop Nagar.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the General Manager, Punjab Roadways, Nawanshahr.       ___ Respondent

CC No.  694   of 2009

Present:-
Shri Avtar Singh complainant in person.

Shri Atma Nand, Superintendent-cum-APIO  alongwith Shri Raj Kumar, Steno for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Information stands provided and the case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Tarsem Singh s/o  late Shri Joginder Singh,

V.P.O. Munak Kalan, Distt. Hoshiarpur-144204.
__________ Appellant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Senior Medical Officer, Community Health Centre, 

Tanda (Hoshiarpur).




_____________ Respondent

AC No.  216    of 2009

Present:-
Shri Tarsem Singh complainant in person
Dr. Kewal Singh, Medical Officer-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Information stands provided.  However, the applicant wanted photocopies of M.L.R. register and not copies of the M.L.Rs.    The same should be provided to him duly authenticated.  As regards copy of exchange of duty supplied to the applicant, some part of the original letter is stated to be missing.   The original letter should be shown to the complainant and if he insists for a photocopy of the same, the same should also be provided to him.  
2.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 29, 2009.         



State Information Commissioner.

