STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Dr. Mohinder Pal Garg,

R/o 717/7, Vijay Nagar,

Patiala-147004.              
           



                          …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Mohali.






                 
      ……. Respondent

AC No. 234 of  2008





     ORDER
Present :
Mr. Mohinder Pal Garg, Appellant, in person.


Mr. Gurbax Singh, APIO,  for the Respondent.





  -----



The information stands supplied to the Appellant.



The  case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                             State Information Commissioner.
Dated, August 04, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Amar Singh,

House No. 3617, Sector-71,

Mohali.  
                               
           



         …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan, Mohali.




                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 1153 of 2008





    ORDER

Present :
Representative, Mr. Bhupinder Singh,  for the  Complainant.


Mr. Gurbax Singh, APIO, for the Respondent.






-----



The information stands supplied to the  Complainant.


The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                             State Information Commissioner.
Dated, August 04, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Surender Kumar, S/o Hans Raj,

Village Sialba Majri,

Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali.




                          …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Engineer (C-1),

GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, 

Mohali.





                 

      ……. Respondent

AC No. 236 of  2008





      ORDER

Present :
Representative, Mr. Mohan  Lal,  for the  Appellant.



Representative, Mr. Jaspal Singh,  Senior Assistant, for the  Respondent.






------



The information stands supplied to the Appellant.  However,  the Appellant wants to know the next date of hearing of the case in the court. 

2.

The Respondent representative says that a photo copy of the latest decision with respect to the next date of hearing in the court will be given to him within 15 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission.


The  case is adjourned to 08.09.2008.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                             State Information Commissioner.
Dated, August  04, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Naresh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Kaur Chand,

House No. 16940-A, Street No. 01,

Basant Vihar, Bathinda.              
           



         …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Local Bodies,

Chandigarh.






                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 1162 of 2008





     ORDER

Present :
None for the  Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Manjit Singh, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf 

of the Respondent.




------



The information was sent to the Complainant on 02.08.2008.  Inter alia, the letter sent to the Complainant says that as and when final decision is taken on the inquiry report, a copy of the same will be sent. 
2.

 On the second point regarding vigilance inquiry vide Complainant’s letter dated 19.02.2007, the Respondent says that action is being taken on the same following receipt of complaint dated 19.02.2007 from the Vigilance Department vide its  letter dated 03.05.2007.  However, the Respondent avers that  Complainant’s  complaint dated 19.02.2007 is not legible and desires the Complainant to send a legible copy of the same  to PIO O/O Director Local-self Government (LG-1 Branch) in reference to case  CC-1162-2008.

3.

The Complainant may send a legible copy of the complaint dated 19.02.2007, if he has one, to the  department  within 15 working days from today.
The case is adjourned to 08.09.2008  for further proceedings.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                             State Information Commissioner.
Dated, August  04, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Mukhtiar Singh,

S/o Lt. Sh. Gurbakhsh Singh Aujla,

R/o 618, Gali No. 12,

Central Town, Jalandhar              
           



         …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust,

Jalandhar






                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 1159 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Mukhtiar Singh, in person.

PIO, Mr. Harmesh Kumar, for the Respondent.

-----



Vide application dated 25.10.2007, the Complainant sought certain information from the Respondent regarding plot Nos. 338, 339, 340 and 341 situated in Master Tara Singh Nagar, Jallandhar. 

2.

Receiving no response from the PIO, the Complainant has approached the Commission by way of the instant complaint.  

3.

Appearing before the Commission on 04.08.2008, pursuant to notice issued by the Commission, the Respondent states that despite best efforts he has not been able to cause the information supplied to the Complainant.  Elaborating this he states that the application for information was forwarded to the Sales Superintendent, Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani on the same day on which the application was received with the request that the information demanded be supplied within 05 days.  The information, however, was not made available to the PIO by the said Sh. M. S. Miglani and, therefore, a note was sent by the PIO to the Executive Officer on 26.11.2007, requesting him to direct the sales branch to supply the information to the PIO so that the same could be sent to the Complainant.  Despite this the requisite information was not made available by the officials concerned to the Respondent PIO.  The PIO, therefore, issued notices purporting to be under Section 5 (5) of RTI Act, 2005 intimating Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani, (Superintendent Sales) and Sh. Sudarshan Sharma, (Superintendent 
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Sales) that as they have not provided the information as per the mandate of the RTI Act, 2005, only they would be responsible for the lapse and liable to pay fine as may be imposed by the Commission.  The Respondent has thus submitted that on account of the total non co-operation by the officials concerned of the Jalandhar Improvement Trust, he has not been able to serve the information request made by the Complainant.

4.

On the facts stated by the Respondent PIO, the case falls squarely within the ambit of the Section 5 (5).  Under Section 5 (4), RTI Act, 2005 a State Public Information Officer is entitled to seek the assistance of any other officer in the Public Authority concerned for the proper discharge of his duties in the matter of providing information to an applicant.  And under sub-Section (5), in case the said officer, whose assistance has been sought under sub-Section (4), fails to render the assistance sought and thereby provisions of the RTI Act are contravened, he shall be treated as the Public Information Officer and proceeded against accordingly.

5.

I, therefore, hereby call upon Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani and Sh. Sudarshan Sharma Sales Superintendents, Improvement Trust, Jalandhar, to show cause, within fifteen days, why penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 be not imposed upon them for not supplying the information pursuant to the request made by the Respondent PIO.

6.

The case is adjourned to 29.09.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani and Sh. Sudarshan Sharma Sales Superintendents, Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                             State Information Commissioner.
Dated,  August  04, 2008.
cc:
1.
Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani,



Sales Superintendent,



Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.

2. Sh. Sudarshan Sharma,

Sales Superintendent,

Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Jagtar Singh,

S/o S. Bachan Singh,

Village Thullewal,

Tehsil & District Barnala              
           



         …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

District Barnala.





                  ……. Respondent

MR No. 62/2008 In
CC No. 1856 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Jagtar Singh, in person.

Representative, Mr. Rajinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary, for the Respondent.

-----



The Panchayat Secretary on the behalf of the Respondent hands over complete information to the applicant and says deficiencies in the information already given to the Complainant on 14.01.2008 have been incorporated in it.  The Complainant wishes to go through the same, he may do so.  



The case is adjourned to 01.09.2008 for confirmation.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                              State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Bhushan Kumar,

VII, Second Floor,

Rajouri Garden, New Delhi-27.         
           



         …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

District Patiala.





                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 699 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Babu Ram, ASI, for the Respondent.

-----



A perusal of this file shows that the Complainant has referred to 03 other cases i.e. CC-188/2007, CC-378/2006 and CC-289/2007.  These cases have been disposed of by learned SIC(s), Mr. Kulbir Singh, Mr. P.K. Verma, Mrs. Bajaj and Mrs. Ravi Singh respectively.  

2.

Deputy Registrar is directed to add the files of the aforementioned three cases.  

3.

The case is adjourned to 08.09.2008 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                              State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Pargat Singh,

Secy., to Pariyas Social Welfare & Awareness Society,

SCO No. 02,

Yadvindra Complex,

District Courts Patiala.





       ……Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Town Planner,

Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.






   
          …..Respondent
CC No. 888 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Jaswinder Singh, Inspector, for the Respondent.

-----



The information stands supplied.  Receiving of the information by the Complainant has been taken on record.



The case stands disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                              State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Nitin Pratap Singh, Advocate,

9-Bank Colony,

Patiala.







             ……Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.






   
          …..Respondent
AC No. 111 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
None for the Appellant.

Representative, Mr. Jaswinder Singh, Inspector, for the Respondent.
Mr. Bikramjeet Singh, Arora.

-----



The Appellant is not present, he has sent the fax message stating that he has not received the order dated 07.07.2008, particularly, the annexure, i.e. comments of the PIO/APIO.  However, the perusal of the office record shows that the copy of the order has been sent to the Appellant vide dispatch No. 62 dated 11.07.2007. On behalf of the third party written replies have been submitted by the Advocate, Mr. Bikramjit Arora on the comments of the APIO as well as of the Appellant.  He also submits certain documents which are in the nature of the appeal against the order passed by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala, which is taken on record. 

2.

The case is adjourned to 08.09.2008 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                       (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                              State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Lt. Col P.P. Singh, (Retd.)

House No. 1074,

Sector 71, SAS Nagar,

Mohali.

.


           



         …..Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Urban Development Area,

SAS Nagar, Mohali






                              ……. Respondent

AC No. 442 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Appellant, P.P. Singh, in person.



Representative, Mr. Balwinder Singh, Advocate for the Respondent.

----



The Appellant submits written request to the Commission, saying that information given so far in this case is incomplete and seeks a date in October. The representative of the Respondent says that there is no more information on record to be given to the Appellant in respect to the demand for information. 

2.

In the written communication dated 28.07.2008, the Appellant has stated, in general terms, that the Respondent has not provided correct and specific information sought by him. He further says that the information provided is ‘incomplete, misleading, evasive, irrelevant, non-committal, not addressing the core points’. He has also submitted that the deficiencies in the information supplied have been repeatedly brought to the notice of the Respondent. The Appellant laments that the Respondent Public Authority does not attach due sanctity to the RTI Act, 2005. 

3.

 Even though the Appellant has expressed his dissatisfaction with the information supplied, he has not pin-pointed with any specificity the deficiencies in the information supplied which need to be made good. Under Clauses (i) to (iv) the information demanded is as under: -

(i)
Copy of the amendment to the act superceding Sec. 1/9 of (Development and Regulation) Act 1964.
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(ii)
Copy of the courts directions allowing you to make recoveries more than the amount due, contrary to the provision of Sec. 1/9 of the Act 1964.

(iii) Copy of the decisions making process i.e. file noting where in the decision was taken to recover Rs. 2,95,000, against the due amount of Rs. 1,20,000/-

(iv) Copy of the rules and regulations allowing you to wave off the pre-requisite necessity of granting a hearing to the petitioner”

4.

These questions have been answered by the Respondent as under: -

(i)
Additional Price has been defined in Rule - 2 (1a) of the Punjab Urban Estates (Sale of Sites) Rules, 1965, and Rule - 5-A thereof stipulates the ‘Liability to pay additional price’. Copies of both i.e. Rule 2 (1a) and 5-A are enclosed. There is nothing like Section 1/9 of (Development and Regulations) Act, 1964. However, 1964 Act had been repealed vide Section 183 of ‘The Punjab Regional and Town Planning and Development At, 1995’. Copy of Section 183 is enclosed.

(ii)
The additional price is being charged as per the provisions of 1965 rules. No recovery of any amount more than the amount due has been affected. The amount has been recovered/demanded strictly as per the order dated 29-05-1997 passed by Hon’ble National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, New Delhi and the terms and conditions of allotment. As mentioned in (i) above, there is no Section 1/9 of 1964 Act.

(iii) No recovery of any amount more than the amount due has been affected. No interest on interest and interest on penalty has been demanded/charged. Only liquidated damages (penalty) is charged on the amount of installment due, if not deposited by stipulated  date, as per the terms and conditions i.e. Condition No. 5 of the allotment letter. It is pertinent to mention that letter no. 7243, dated 07-08-90 does not relate to suspending the payment of outstanding dues as mentioned in this para, but is merely an intimation of the first installment of Rs. 27,500/- to be paid (copy enclosed).

…3
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(iv) No amount more than the amount due has been demanded/charged. The demand raised is within the provisions of the terms and conditions of the allotment letter which the applicant-appellant had already been supplied while making the allotment. Hence, there is no question of copy rules and regulations regarding ‘giving reasonable opportunity of being heard’ as mentioned in this para.
 5.

I have gone through the details of the information demanded as well as the response thereto by the Respondent. To my mind, the information request made by the Appellant in this case stands adequately served and no further action in the matter is required to be taken. The Appeal stands disposed of accordingly. .



Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 










                      (P.P.S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                               State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Lt. Col P.P. Singh, (Retd.)

House No. 1074,

Sector 71, 

SAS Nagar, Mohali.

.


           



         …..Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

SAS Nagar, Mohali






                              ……. Respondent

AC No. 428 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Appellant, P.P. Singh, in person.



Representative, Mr. Balwinder Singh, Advocate for the Respondent.

----

1.

The Appellant submits written request to the Commission, saying that information given so far in this case is incomplete and seeks a date in October. The representative of the Respondent says that there is no more information on record to be given to the Appellant in respect to the demand for information. 

2.

In the written communication dated 28.07.2008, the Appellant has stated, in general terms, that the Respondent has not provided correct and specific information sought by him. He further says that the information provided is ‘incomplete, misleading, evasive, irrelevant, non-committal, not addressing the core points’. He has also submitted that the deficiencies in the information supplied have been repeatedly brought to the notice of the Respondent. The Appellant laments that the Respondent Public Authority does not attach due sanctity to the RTI Act, 2005. 

3.

 Even   though the Appellant has expressed his dissatisfaction with   the information supplied, he has not pin-pointed with any specificity the deficiencies in the information supplied which need to be made good.  In the application the information has been demanded as under:-
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(i)
Copy of the Higher Court award which has reviewed the directions of Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana vide CWP 19828/96 pronounced on 20 May 1997, or in case the same has been stayed.

(ii)
Copy of the court award with date along with full particulars of the petitioners which awarded the final enhancement in compensation on account of acquisition of the cost to original land owners where land has been utilized to create Sector 71, Mohali.

(iii)
Copy of details of calculation extracted form original file and the mode along with statistic which a figure of tentative price for various sizes of plots in Sector 71, Mohali was arrived at and charged from allottees at the time of allotment amount kept for future enhancement in the tentative price be indicated separately.

(iv) 
Copy of calculations extracted from original file and the mode of statistics vide which a figure of 107/94 per sq. yd. as additional price was arrived at.

(v)
Copy of the decision making process i.e. file noting along with the authority and name of the officer who approved recovery of additional price from Col. P.P. Singh (Retd.) allottee of plot No. 1074 demanded vide demand No. 12766 of 27.07.2004 by over ruling the Hon’ble High Court Directions vide CWP 19828/96 pronounced on 30th May 1997.

(vi)
Copy of the decision making process that is file notings, vide which you had taken a decision not to implement the process of determining the additional price applicable to allottees of Sector 71, Mohali as directed by the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana in its order vide CWP 19828/96 pronounced on 30.05.1997.

4.

These questions have been answered by the Respondent as under: -

(i) There are no such orders to review the direction of Hon’ble High Court given in CWP No. 19828 of 1996 as no review petition was filed by the PUDA against the order of High Court rather the concerned authority i.e. DCFA was asked to Act as per the orders of Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  However, the order was of 30.05.1997 not of 20.05.1997 as 
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mentioned by the applicant.  Copy of orders enclosed. 

(ii) A copy of the award given by the Land acquisition Office pertaining to Sector 71 and a copy of decision by the court are attached.

(iii) A copy of the detail of calculations made for arriving at the tentative price for various sizes of plots in sector 71, Mohali is attached at Annexure I & II.   So far as amount kept for future enhancement in the tentative price is concerned, it is intimated that as stated at Sr. No. 5 of Annexure 1, Rs. 63.35 lakh being 50% of cost of acquisition was included in the cost to arrive at the tentative price.  It will not be out of place to mention here that this amount of enhanced compensation was not included while demanding additional price.

(iv) A copy of the letter (no. 3647, Dated 14.09.1993) of the Punjab Government regarding recovery of phase-wise enhanced cost price, including that of Sector 71 which is Rs. 107.94, alongwith approval and calculation in respect there of is enclosed.  

Besides, DCFA has informed that there is no more information in the record on this.

(v) A copy of the official approval related to this paragraph is being sent.  The same was approved by the then Accounts Officer, Mr. Ravnesh Sharma and only thereafter letter requiring recovery of balance sum was issued.

(vi) No decision was taken to act against the order of the Hon’ble High Court.

 5.

I have gone through the details of the information demanded as well as the response thereto by the Respondent. To my mind, the information request made by the Appellant in this case stands adequately served and no further action in the matter is required to be taken. The Appeal stands disposed of accordingly. .



Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 










                      (P.P.S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                               State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Lt. Col P.P. Singh, (Retd.)

House No. 1074,

Sector 71, SAS Nagar, Mohali.





  …..Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

SAS Nagar,

Mohali.








      ……. Respondent

MR No. 39 of 2008 

In AC No. 429 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Appellant, P.P. Singh, in person.



Representative, Mr. Balwinder Singh, Advocate for the Respondent.

----

1.

The Appellant submits written request to the Commission, saying that information given so far in this case is incomplete and seeks a date in October. The representative of the Respondent says that there is no more information on record to be given to the Appellant in respect to the demand for information. 

2.

In the written communication dated 28.07.2008, the Appellant has stated, in general terms, that the Respondent has not provided correct and specific information sought by him. He further says that the information provided is ‘incomplete, misleading, evasive, irrelevant, non-committal, not addressing the core points’. He has also submitted that the deficiencies in the information supplied have been repeatedly brought to the notice of the Respondent. The Appellant laments that the Respondent Public Authority does not attach due sanctity to the RTI Act, 2005. 

3.

 Even   though the Appellant has expressed his dissatisfaction with   the information supplied, he has not pin-pointed with any specificity the deficiencies in the information supplied which need to be made good.  In the application the information has been demanded as under:-

(i)
Copy of note prepared by Estate Officer giving all facts of the case as sent to Finance and Accounts Committee for suitable decision as directed by ACA PUDA in his orders of 29.06.2005.
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(ii)
Copy of the decision of finance committee on the note ought to be sent by Estate Officer for suitable decision to waive of panel interest levied upon me.

(iii)
If the case as directed by the court of CA/PUDA on 29.06.2005 has not been referred to Finance and Accounts Committee by the Estate Officer, copy of rules and decision making process that is file noting vide which a decision was taken not to refer the case contrary to the directions of the court.

(iv)
Copy of rules and decision making process that is file notings vide that is file notings vide which a decision was taken not to apprise the petitioner of Estate Officers decision not to refer the case to Finance and Accounts Committee in its next meeting after- 29.06.2005 as directed by the court.  This action of Estate Officer has denied the petitioner for legal remedy the date i.e. for over two years now. 

4. 

These questions have been answered by the Respondent as under: -

(i) It is intimated that an agenda note was put up to higher authorities, as per directions of the Additional Chief Administrator.  Agenda note is not available in the file.  However, a copy of file notings from page 43-48 is enclosed which indicates that the matter was considered by the Additional Chief Administrator (M), who did not deem it fit to send the same to the Finance and Accounts Committee.

(ii)  No such decision is available in the office record.

(iii) Requisite information in accordance with para ‘A’ above is sent herewith.

(iv) No such decision has been taken by the office.



5.

I have gone through the details of the information demanded as well as the response thereto by the Respondent. To my mind, the information request made by the Appellant in this case stands adequately served and no further action in the matter is required to be taken. The Appeal stands disposed of accordingly. .



Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 










                      (P.P.S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                               State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 04, 2008

