STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Kuldip Singh r/o H.No.50, Sector 77,

Officers and Judges Enclave, Sector 77,  Mohali.



_______Complainant..

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.








    _______ Respondent

CC No. 2893 of 2010
ORDER


This complaint has been filed by Shri Kuldip Singh, who is working as Registrar in the Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on the grounds that he had moved an application under the Right to Information Act, 2005 on 19.8.2010 to the PIO/Punjab and Haryana High Court, seeking information on the following five points:-

(i)
Copy of report submitted by the Administrative Committee headed by Hon’ble Mr. Justice M.M.Kumar regarding fixation of seniority of 1982 batch PCS Judicial  between General and Reserve candidates on the basis of Ajit Singh Janjua’s judgment.

(ii)
Complete office notes alongwith proposals of the office.

(iii)
All interim notes passed by Administrative Committee of Judges.

(iv)
Copy of the agenda of the meeting of Hon’ble Full Court held on 17.8.2010.

(v)
What were the terms of Hon’ble Full Court to the Administrative Committee.

2.

The PIO, vide his letter No.893/APIO/HC dated 10.9.2010 sought payment of Rs.400/- in the shape of Court Fee Stamps towards the cost of copies of the requested information pertaining to the points at No.1 & 3 of the application of the information seeker, dates 19.8.2010..  However, regarding point No.2, the PIO declined to furnish the information in view of Rule 4 of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007, which is reproduced below:-

“4. 
Exemption from disclosure of information:- The information specified Under Section 8 of the Act shall not be disclosed and made available an in particular the following information shall not be disclosed:-

a)
Such information which is not in the public domain or does not relate to judicial 

functions and duties of the court and matter incidental and ancillary thereto.

b)
Information which has been expressly forbidden to be published by the Court or the disclosure whereof may commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property, the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of  a  third party, unless the competent authority is satisfied that larger public interest warrants the disclosure of such information or information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension which relates to any public activity or interest, or which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the public information office or the appellate authority, as the case may be is satisfies that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information.

c)
Any information affecting the confidentiality of any examination/selection process.

d)
Conducted by Public and Haryana High Court including for Punjab / Haryana Civil Services (Judicial Branch) and Punjab/Haryana Superior Judicial Services.


e)
The question of confidentiality shall be decided by the competent authority, whose decision shall be final.”

3.

Regarding point No.4, the information-seeker was informed that the report of Hon’ble Committee was accepted in the Full Court Meeting on 17.8.2010.

4.

Regarding point No.5, the PIO conveyed that the matter related to recasting of the seniority of PCS (Judicial Branch) officers of 1982 Batch, in pursuance of Janjua-II judgment.

5.

Aggrieved against the above decision of the PIO, the information-seeker has now moved the State Information Commission.  The plea of the complainant is that instead of supplying the information, the PIO had asked for requisite fee in respect of query at Sr. No.1 and 3 and that instead of supplying the information pertaining to Sr. No.4, it has only been stated that “the report of the Hon’ble Committee was accepted in Full Court Meeting on 17.8.2010”.  It is alleged that the information pertaining to Point at Sr.  No.4 is yet to be supplied.

6.

Notice was issued to the PIO, who filed a written reply vide No.1042/APIO/HC dated 14.10.2010 reiterating the stand that the information has been withheld in view of Rule 4 of 2007 Rules notified by the High Court  under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The plea of the respondent-PIO is that the language of Rule 4 is clear and unambiguous.  It creates a specific bar on certain information which is not to be disclosed i.e. such information which is not in public domain or which does not relate to judicial functions and duties of the courts.  It has been averred that the PIO is bound under law to follow the Rules and that the information being sought is squarely barred under Rule 4. Therefore, the plea is that the information has not been furnished as per the Rules.

7.

The complainant submitted a written rejoinder reiterating the grounds taken by him in his complaint petition.

8.

During the course of hearing, the parties submitted that the information has since been furnished on all the points raised by the information seeker, accept pertaining to the point at Sr. No.2 of the application dated 19.8.2010 which reads as, “Complete office note along with proposals of the office”.

9.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  A perusal of the definition of ‘information’ in Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 makes it clear that the information means any material, in any form including record, documents, orders, papers etc.  Section 2(i) of the Act ibid further makes it clear that record includes any “document, manuscript and file”. Therefore, office notings on files / papers and all record would be covered under the RTI Act.

10.
The information pertaining to “complete office notes alongwith proposals of office” would be clearly covered under the Right to Information Act, 2005, more so as the respondent has not pleaded that this information is exempt under Section 8 or 9 or 24 of the Act ibid. Therefore, it was argued that the withholding of the information is not as per law.

11.
  In fact, section 4(i)(d) of the RTI Act places an obligation on the public authority to provide reasons for its administrative or quasi judicial decision to the effected persons.  There is a corresponding provision, almost repeating this very language, in the High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007 which imposes an obligation on PIO to give reasons to the affected persons.  Consequently, it must be held that even the Rules of the Hon’ble High Court permit disclosure of this information, as the complainant is personally effected by  fixation of seniority and is therefore entitled to know the details of the administrative / quasi judicial decision taken by the Hon’ble High Court.

12.
In view of the foregoing discussion, the respondent PIO is directed to furnish the information to the complainant regarding the point at Sr. No.2 of his application.

13.

It is pertinent to note that the request for information is dated 19.8.2010 and till today only partial information has been furnished.  The complainant, in his complaint-petition filed through Shri H.C. Arora, Advocate has no-where sought imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for the delay or the denial of the information.  Shri H.C. Arora, who appeared on behalf of the complainant at the time of arguments of the case on 3.12.2010, has also not pleaded or even mentioned, what to say of seeking imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, for the  delay and the denial of the information to the present Complainant by the PIO. 

14.

The above facts raise some important questions, which may be summoned up as below:-

(i)
Under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, should a show cause notice be issued to a PIO for delay/denial of the information, when the Complainant has not sought imposition of penalty in his written plaint- petition submitted to the Commission or in any of the subsequent written rejoinder/s and has also not raised the issue during the course of oral arguments/hearing of the case?

(ii)
The PIO has relied upon the duly notified Rules of the High Court as an explanation for the delay/denial of the information. Would the PIO be liable under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, in view of his reliance on the Rules of High Court?

(iii)
Thirdly, at what stage, during the course of hearing of a case, should a show cause notice for penalty be issued to PIO, if facts of a case disclose delay/denial of the information?

14.

Considering that the above raised issues would be relevant not only to the facts of the present case, but any decision on these may set a precedent to be followed in future,  it would be appropriate that these are considered by a Larger Bench of the Commission.  The case file, therefore, be returned to the Registry for referring the mater to a Larger Bench. 

15.

However, to avoid delay, the parties are directed to appear for the next date of hearing on 4.1.2011 at 1.00 PM. at the SCO 84-85, Sector -17 office of the Commission. 









 (R.I. Singh)









Chief Information Commissioner

December 16, 2010


              
      

   Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Er. Paramjit Singh, Additional Superintending Engineer,

Grid Maintenance ( P & M), 200 KV Sub Station,

Punjab State Transmission Corporation Ltd., Verpal, 

Distt. Amritsar.





                               _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Sub Divisional Magistrare-II, Amritsar.

                   _______ Respondent.

CC No. 2089 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Major Singh Ahalmad on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits that complete information has duly been furnished to the complainant, who however is absent without intimation.  The respondent has submitted a written reply explaining delay in this case.  It has been averred that some delay occurred in this case because the complainant, in his query, did not correctly indicate the letter number of which he was seeking the copy.

2.

Let the complainant confirm that he is satisfied with the reply of the respondent and also that the information forwarded to him is to his satisfaction.

3.

To come up on 30.12.2010 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Raj Singh s/o Shri Ishar Singh,

Village Todarwal, P.O. Baberpur, 

Tehsil Nabha-147201.


                                                          _______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, 

Chandigarh-160017.

FAA-the Director Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, 

Chandigarh-160017.
                                                                                 _______ Respondents

AC No. 735  of 2010

Present:-
Shri Raj Singh  appellant in person.

Shri Gurbachan Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



This case was closed on 12.11.2010 as the appellant did not turn up and the respondent had confirmed that the information stands furnished.  Subsequently, however, the appellant complained that the information submitted is deficient to the extent that the copy of the affidavit filed by Shri Sat Pal on the basis of which the case was registered against him had not been given to him.

2.

Today, the respondent has placed on record an Endorsement bearing No.42209 dated 15.12.2010, from which it appears that the reply has been given to the appellant to the effect that the affidavit of Shri Satpal was also submitted along with the challan presented to the Judicial Court and this document is not in the custody of the respondent-public authority.

3.

In view of this explanation and the fact that all the record which was in the custody of public authority has been furnished to the satisfaction of the appellant, there is no justification to reopen this case.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jeet Singh, H.No.167-C, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.





_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.



    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3390 of 2010

2nd hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Kapil Dev Sharma, Sadar Kanugo on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



None had appeared on 30.11.2010 on behalf of the complainant and he is again absent today.  The respondent states that the information had been furnished vide letter No.2995 dated 13.10.2010. 

2.

 Since the complainant has abstained on two consecutive dates of hearings, no purpose will be served in keeping the complaint case alive, more so when the respondent has confirmed that the information was furnished to the information seeker.  Hence, the complaint case is closed.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jeet Singh, H.No.167-C, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.





_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.



    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3392 of 2010

2nd hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Kapil Dev Sharma, Sadar Kanugo on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing on 30.11.2010, the respondent had confirmed that the information had been furnished to the complainant, who however was absent on that date. The case was adjourned to enable the Complainant to confirm, if he is satisfied with the information.  However he is again absent today.  In view of the absence of the complainant on two consecutive dates and averments made by the respondent that he had furnished the information to the complainant, the complaint case is closed. 








              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Balbir Singh s/o Shri Inder Singh,

Ward No.7, VPO Lehra Gaga, Distt. Sangrur.



_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Chief Engineer, Water Supplies and Sanitation, 

Patiala.

FAA- The Chief Engineer, Water Supplies and Sanitation, 
Patiala. 







    _______ Respondents

AC No. 909 of 2010






2nd Hearing: 16.12.2010
Present:-
Shri Surinder Mohan Bhanot on behalf of the appellant.



Shri Ravinder Kumar, Registrar on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The appellant seeks an adjournment, which is allowed.  To come up on 4.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Karam Singh, Sabka Sarpanch,

Village Rudka, PO Tehlo, Distt. Ludhiana.



_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o Executive Engineer, Provincial Division,

PWD (B & R), Kumhar Mandi, Ludhiana.



    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3229 of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Gurmail Singh on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Gurwinder Singh, Sub Divisional Officer on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The parties say that the subject matter of the information in this complaint case is related to the same works for which the information seeker has filed a separate complaint bearing No.3228/2010. As both the complaint cases are inter-related, the parties agree that this case may be clubbed with CC-3228/2010, which is fixed for hearing on 10.1.2011.

2.

To come on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Jaswinder Singh s/o Shri Inder Singh,

22, Flowerdale Colony, Barewal Road, Ludhiana.


_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

Executive Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation,

Gurdaspur.

FAA-Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation,

Gurdaspur.







    _______ Respondents

AC No. 912 of 2010






2nd Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Jaswinder Singh appellant in person.



Shri R.P. Singh, Executive Engineer on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The appellant has sought information relating to rate analysis of various works mentioned in his queries. The  PIO had conveyed to the information-seeker that there was no change in the premium between 15.11.2009 to 15.12.2009.  However, rest of the information pertaining to rate analysis was declined on the ground that it is not available on record.

2.

During the course of hearing, the respondent states that no such rate analysis of Pump Chambers or Submersible Pumping Sets or Construction of RCC and other relevant works was done and therefore, no such record exists.

3.

I have heard the parties.  Let the respondent file an affidavit on oath clearly stating that the rate analysis of work referred to by the information-seeker had not been done and that the work was allotted without rate analysis.  Notice should also be issued to Shri Sohan Lal, Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation Circle, Gurdaspur, since the information seeker states that this matter was also dealt with in the office of the Superintending Engineer, who is also the first appellate authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

4.

To come up on 4.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Gurmail Singh (Retd. SDO),

Village Rudaka, PO Dehlon,

District Ludhiana.






_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Executive Engineer, PWD ( B& R),

Provincial Division, Kumhar Mandi, Ludhiana.


    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3228 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Gurmail Singh complainant in person.

Shri Gurwinder Singh, Sub Divisional Officer on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent states that the information seeker had approached him, even on an earlier occasion and the entire information was furnished to him vide No.2411 dated 9.9.2010, a photocopy of which has been shown to me at the time of hearing today.

2.

The plea of the complainant, however, is that information has not been pin-pointed to answer his queries and he is not satisfied with the same as a lot of voluminous information pertaining to other works has also been included in the reply.

3.

Let the respondent file pin-pointed information pertaining to link road Dehlon-Gujranwala to Raipur Chowk and give specific information pertaining to its repair including estimates, date of starting work, date of completion of the work and certain copies of the measurement book pertaining to this work.

4.

To come up on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri S.K. Khosla,  Kothi No.2870,

Sector 40-C, Chandigarh.






_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Chief Engineer (Drainage),

Irrigation Works, Punjab, Chandigarh.

FAA-Chief Engineer (Drainage),

Irrigation Works, Punjab, Chandigarh.



    _______ Respondents

AC No.915 of 2010

2nd Hearing: 16.12.2010
Present:-
Shri S.K. Khosla appellant in person.



Shri Gurwinder Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Parties request for adjournment, which is allowed. To come up on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Surjit Singh, Junior Engineer (Retd.),

s/o Shri Dhani Ram, H.No.379, Ward No.8,

New Model Town Colony, Mukerian-144211.


_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,

The Mall, Patiala.






    _______ Respondent.

CC No.  3227      of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Surjit Singh complainant in person.

Shri Janak Raj Raju, Senior Executive Engineer on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent is directed to file point-wise reply, addressing all the six issues raised by the complainant in his application dated 20.5.2010 addressed to the Public Information Officer.  A copy of this para-wise reply should be furnished to the complainant well before the next date of hearing, which is fixed for 7.1.2011.

2.

To come up on 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Amrik Singh s/o Shri Balbir Singh,

Near O.B.C. Bank, VPO Dhalleke, Moga-14001.


_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,

North Division, GT Road, Moga.




    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3224  of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Amrik Singh complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



None has appeared on behalf of the respondent.  Notice issued to the respondent has also not returned.  Therefore issue a fresh notice to the respondent for 17.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Gurlal Singh s/o Shri Parmatma Singh, Patti Khanuke,

VPO Sohani Kalan, Tehsil and Distt. Tarntaran-143410.

_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Sarhali Kalan,

District Tarn Taran-143410.





    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3244 of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Gurlal Singh complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Issue fresh notice for 17.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Sukhwinder Singh, 58-B,

Sarabha Nagar, Patiala.




_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Inspector General of Police (Hqrs), Punjab,

Chandigarh-160019.





    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3541 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



H.C. Purshotam on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits that complete information has been furnished to the complainant and he has also placed on record letter No.4800 dated 15.12.2010.  The complainant, however, seeks one adjournment, which is allowed to enable him to confirm that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.

2.

To come up on 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Saroop Singh s/o Shri Puran Singh,

SBS Nagar College Road, Gali No., Kothi No.B-2/1187,

Kotkapura-151204, Distt. Faridkot.




_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Inspector General of Police (Hqrs),

Punjab, Chandigarh.






    _______ Respondent.

CC No.  3540  of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Saroop Singh complainant in person.



H.C Purshotam on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent has submitted letter No.4782/RTI-1 dated 15.12.2010.  The plea of the respondent is that the complainant had asked information pertaining to the whole state of Punjab, including all the Senior Superintendents of Police, range Deputy Inspector General of Police, Zonal Inspector General of Police. His query relates to Stenos/Steno to PAs/Superintendents working in all these offices.  It is averred that these offices  are all separate public authorities under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and it is not a legal requirement on the present respondent to collect the information from these public authorities and thereafter furnish it to the complainant. 

2.

I accept this plea of the respondent.  The law imposes an obligation on the present public authority to transfer the request for information to one public authority and not to more than one public authority. The complainant, however, insists that he wants a copy of the letter/instructions which may have been issued by the present respondent i.e. the Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh pertaining to Stenos/Stenos to Pas and Superintendent assigning their work/duty chart. He further wants a copy of letter No.9317-50/E dated 17.6.1982 issued by the present public authority to all the offices in the State of Punjab. The respondent is directed to furnish these or file his rejoinder on these points.

3.

To come up on 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Deepak Gupta, Advocate

133, Bazar No.3, Ferozepur Cantt.




_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director General of Police, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







    _______ Respondent.

CC No.3538 of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
Shri Deepak Gupta complainant in person.



Inspector Piara Singh on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent states that the entire information has been furnished.  The complainant, however, points out that copy of letter No.18104-127/HR-4 dated 25.9.2007 referred to in the letter of the Director General of Police, Punjab bearing No.37491 dated 8.6.2010 should also be provided to him.  The respondent is directed to furnish this copy. The case is adjourned to 30.12.2010 at 11.00 A.M. for confirmation.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Harminder Singh Sandhu,

Advocate, 329, New Courts, Jalandhar.



_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director General of Police, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3516 of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



H.C. Purshotam on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits an endorsement bearing No.4779 dated 15.12.2010 which is taken on record.  The stand of the respondent is that the information sought by the complainant is not covered within the definition of the ‘information’ under Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act.  Hence, the information has been denied.

2.

The complainant is absent without intimation.  The case is adjourned to 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M. for enabling the complainant to file his rejoinder/reply.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Harminder Singh Sandhu,

Advocate, 329, New Courts, Jalandhar.



_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Inspector General of Intelligence-cum-Task Force

and Law Enforcement, Illegal Migration Office, Punjab Police,

Chandigarh.







    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3515 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri R.K.Jaiswal, Assistant Inspector General of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation.  The respondent, however, placed on record reply vide Inspector General of Police’s letter No.10141/PCP-5 dated 15.12.2010 along with enclosures.  A copy of this letter should be dispatched by the respondent to the complainant.

2.

To come up on 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M. for confirmation by the complainant that he is satisfied with the information. 







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Harminder Singh Sandhu,

Advocate, 329, New Courts, Jalandhar.



_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director General of Police, Punjab,

Chandigarh.







    _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3513 of 2010

1st Hearing: 16.12.2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant



H.C. Purshotam on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER

. 


The respondent submits a copy letter bearing No.4780/RTI dated 15.12.2010 vide which the requisite information is said to have been supplied to the complainant, who however is absent today without intimation.

2.

Let the complainant confirm that he has received the information and that he is satisfied with the same.

3.

To come up on 7.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 16, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
