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

Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan,

Kothi. No. 8E,

New Lal Bagh,

Opp. Polo Ground, Patiala.


  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 873   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan,  complainant in person.


ii)   
Sh. H.S.Sidhu, Dy. Registrar-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and has been handed over  to him in the Court today.

The complainant has pointed out that a copy of the affidavit enclosed with the information has not been attested by the respondent .  The respondent states  that what has been given to the complainant is an exact copy of the photostat copy received by them and it cannot be attested  because  they also had not received  the original affidavit, which is not in their record.


The complainant points out, by clarification, that  he intended to ask for a copy of the circular, with regard to which he has made a representation, mentioned in point no. 8 of his application.  The respondent states that a copy of the circular will be provided to him today itself, and has asked the complainant to accompany him to his office.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  July,  2008

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

Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Vihar, Civil Lines,

Patiala.





  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, o/o 

The  Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






------------------Respondent

CC No.  999  of 2008

Present:
 Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill,  complainant in person.



 ASI  Sri  Karam  Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent including the inquiry report of the SP (D), Patiala, into the complaints and counter complaints made by  Sri Karpal Singh, complainant and Sri Joginder Singh against each other. In his report dated 12-3-2008, the SP(D) has concluded that there is no occasion for the police to interfere in the quarrel between the two parties and no action can be taken by the police, and has recommended that the complaints should be filed  and the parties should pursue their respect cases in the civil court where they are pending.

Subsequent to the report of the SP(D) mentioned above, the complainant met the SSP, Patiala and the complainant states that a fresh inquiry  is being conducted into   his dispute with Sri Joginder Singh, by the DSP(City II), Patiala.  He wants a copy of the inquiry report submitted by the DSP(II).  For this purpose, he has been advised to make a fresh application under the RTI Act,  since this information is not covered either by his earlier application or by the complaint made by him to the Commission.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  July,  2008
