STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Mangal Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdip Singh,

V.P.O. Varian Purana,

Teh. & District Tarn Taran.





..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.  





…..Respondent

CC No. 825 & 830 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police-cum-


APIO on behalf of the Respondent. 



Complainant had demanded information on 31.03.2007 from the PIO on the action taken on a complaint by him against certain accused persons who had allegedly taken illegal possession of land belonging to a religious trust.   Complainant had desired to know the status of action from 27th July, 2006 onwards.  Complainant also desired to know the follow up action on FIR No. 23 dated 17.03.2007, PS Sarhali District Tran-Taran regarding the same matter.

2.

Respondent states before us today that in pursuance of FIR in question investigations are presently in progress.  According to the Respondent, information to this effect has been supplied to the Complainant on 19.07.2007.  A copy of this is brought on our record. 

3.

Respondent assures that the case is being properly investigated and also that he has supplied complete information.  In the absence of the Complainant, we presume that his request for information would have been served to his satisfaction.  This case is disposed of.  

4.

This case is identical to case no 825 of 2007 decided by us today.   The only difference is that whereas in the other case no. 825 of 2007, the 
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information has been demanded from the PIO office of the Director General of Police, in the instant matter, the same information has been demanded from the ADGP, Law & Order.  APIO before us is representing ADGP, Law & Order.



CC No. 825 of 2007 and CC No. 830 of 2007 are both deemed to have been disposed of.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Satish Sharma 

S/o Sh. Dharampal,

C/o # 572/15, Bank Ciolony,

Khanna.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Assistant,

Excise and Taxation commissioner,

Department of Sales Tax,

Ludhiana.  







..Respondent

CC No. 799 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Shri Satish Sharma, Complainant in person.



Sh. Arun Thamman, ETO on behalf of the Respondent.



Information in question relates to value aided tax recovered from the management of various marriage palaces and Banquet Halls in the town of Khanna, District Ludhiana.  

2.

Information had been demanded on 25.01.2007.  Receiving no response, this complaint was filed before the Commission.  Respondent states that the information demanded has been supplied to the Complainant on 14.06.2007.   

3.

Complainant states before us that he had made a complaint to the Excise and Taxation Department on 04.10.2006 alleging that a number of unregistered units in Khanna were carrying out the business of marriage palaces and banquet halls etc. without being registered with the sales tax department and that these illegal businesses were depriving the public exchequer of large amount of revenue.  The allegation in substance was that tax evasion was rampant.  

4.

According to the Complainant, the information that has been supplied to him does not satisfy his original demand.  

5.

Evasion of tax as alleged by the Complainant is undoubtedly a cause of concern.  The Complainant is fully entitled to learn what the department; especially the PIO concerned is doing on the specific complaint made by him. 
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6.

Since there seems to be some matter of dispute regarding the information supplied, we direct that the Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner (Mr. D.K.Verma), who is presently holding the additional charge of the work of Ludhiana-1 (which covers the town of Khanna) should give a personal hearing to the Complainant, allow him to inspect whatever record is available and supply complete information as demanded by him.  Mr. D.K.Verma will give a hearing to the Complainant at 1100 hours on 13th August, 2007, in his office.  PIO will ensure that the custodian of the record, as well as the entire record is available in his office at the appointed time.  The information as demanded in the original request would be supplied to the Complainant. 

7.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 22.08.2007.  The hearing on 22.08.2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. A.N.Sharma,

Panchayat Samiti Rest House,

Phillaur,

District Jalandhar.






..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Joint Director,

Administration,

O/o Chief Director, 

Vigilance Bureau, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 800 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant Sh. A.N.Sharma.



Sh. Anil Kumar Joshi, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent. 



Information on 10 points was demanded by the Complainant. The Complainant admits that he has received the information on eight of the ten points to his satisfaction.  According to the Complainant, information on two counts has still not been delivered, namely:-

(ii) Sanction of the IGP for continuing a specific vigilance enquiry beyond the stipulated period of six months.

(x) Communication sent by the Vigilance Bureau to the Government for grant of sanction for prosecution.

2.

Respondent initially states that the information on item (ii) above is with the Secretary, Vigilance Bureau.  We direct that this information, obviously a written document on file should be obtained from the relevant quarters and delivered to the Complainant immediately. 

3.

Similarly, in respect of item (ix), Complainant admits that he has received certain papers, but some portion is missing from the material delivered to him.  Respondent agrees to deliver this missing portion also within the next 10 days under intimation to the Commission.
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4.

In view of the satisfaction of the Complainant with the response of the Respondent, this matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Dr. N.K.Sharma,

# 207, Samania Gate,

Near Geeta Bhawan,

Patiala.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o the Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.







…..Respondent

CC No. 777 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Dr. N.K.Sharma, Complainant in person.



Smt. Parmjit Kaur, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



We observe that a junior assistant has been deputed to represent PIO before the Commission.  PIO PPSC, Patiala is directed to ensure that no representative lower than APIO should appear before the Commission in future cases.  

2.

On 17.11.2006 and 20.12.2006, the Complainant had sought information regarding the rules applied by Punjab Public Service Commission for determining eligibility of candidates for   the post of Professor, Ayurveda.  

3.

According to the Complainant, information has been delivered to him but that this is not specific enough to answer his demand.  It transpires that Complainant was himself a candidate for the position of Professor Ayurveda for which Punjab Public Service Commission made a selection.  Complainant claims that in interpretation and application of rules, PPSC has erred by giving undue benefit contrary to the rules to another candidate, thereby depriving him.  Respondent PPSC avers that information on both the items demanded by the Complainant has not delivered.

4.

The following were the major observations raised by the Complainant on the Information supplied to him by the Respondent:-

“(i) I wish to know the reference of particular rules of Punjab Government by which PPSC made eligible to selected candidate but PPSC replied “He was eligible as per rules” instead of giving the particular reference of rules.  Thus PPSC has avoided the desired information. 
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(ii) I requested the PPSC to please let me know “whether the selected candidate weas declared eligible for the psot before interview or he was called only due to direction of Hon’ble High Court of Pb. & H?”

 5.

Complainant contends that the rules have been misapplied to his detriment he demands to know what the rules are and how these have been interpreted.

6.

Whereas the published rules in such cases constitute ‘information’ as defined under the RTI Act, application of these rules is a question of interpretation.  Hence analysis of the method of application by the Respondent is a matter of opinion and does not constitute information as such.   Complainant insists that opinion should be intimated to him in response to his request for information.  

7.

For the reasons adduced above, the request for information is deemed to have been fulfilled by the Respondent.  The demand of the Complainant in regard to disclosure of the method of interpretation of the rules as part of his request for information in the instant case is not tenable and is rejected.

8.

We understand that the Complainant had already approached the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court challenging the appointment of Professor Ayurveda by PPSC.   The Complainant is free to pursue this matter in the Hon’ble High Court.

9.

We feel that the demand for information has been met.  This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kamal Anand,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Sangrur.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o the Addl. Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Bhupendra Road, Patiala.





…..Respondent

CC No. 774 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Y.S.Matta, Assistant Excise and Taxation Commission-cum-


State Public Information Officer on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant has given in writing that the information demanded has been duly received to his satisfaction.  

2.

This matter is disposed of.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

# 5-C, Phase-I,

Urban Estate, Focal Point,

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





…..Respondent

CC No. 723 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant Sh. Kuldip Kumar 


Kaura.  


Sh. Ashok Kumar, DSP. Vigilance Bureau on behalf of the Respondent.



The information in question relates to an enquiry conducted by the Vigilance Bureau into misappropriation of wheat meant for poor people living below the poverty line under Antodya Yojna, in the area of Sidhwan Bet/Jagraon in Ludhiana District.  

2.

The information demanded related to eight points.  Respondent has supplied certain information in respect of some of these points, but in respect of some 4 items namely (ii), (iii), (v) and (vi) in the original request.  Respondent has claimed exemption under Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005.

3.

In the submissions before us, Complainant contests the stand of the Respondent claiming exemption.  According to the Complainant, when the vigilance enquiry has already been completed, the results should be made public and exemption is not justified.  

4.

Respondent states before us that after perusing the submission of the Complainant in regard to exemption, he is prepared to examine the matter on its merits and reconsider the decision on whether exemption be claimed under Section 8 of the RTI, Act, 2005.  
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5.

This matter is, accordingly, adjourned to enable the Respondent  to take a final view.  To come up for further proceedings including arguments, if necessary on 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, 

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Court Complex,

Ludhiana.







….Respondent

CC No. 687 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Sarvjit Singh, Assistant English Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.

The Complainant is a convict in the Central Jail, Ludhiana.  Complainant has demanded copy of a letter dated 14.08.2004, written by Smt. Surjit Kaur his mother to the District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana.  He has also demanded to know what action has been taken by the Respondent, (District & Sessions Judge) on this letter.  

2.

The person representing Respondent before us today is a junior functionary in the office namely a junior English clerk.  He is not familiar with the case.  

3.

The District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana has, however, submitted a copy of his letter written to the Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court seeking guidance and directions on the implementation of the RTI Act, 2005.  In this reference to the High Court, the Respondent has submitted that Public Information Officer has not been provided in his office. 

4.

According to the RTI Act, 2005, the District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana is a Public Authority.  Whereas the appointment of PIO in various Districts is a decision to be taken at appropriate level, the Act makes it clear that the failure to have a PIO in position does not absolve the head of the office, in this case the District & Session Judge to take appropriate action under the RTI Act.  Until such time as APIO is appointed, the District and Sessions Judge, the head of the office, is himself deemed to be PIO, The Respondent appears to 
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have sought the guidance of his superior authority, Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court regarding supply of information under the RTI Act, 2005.  Under the Act, ibid the responsibility for action lies on the Public Information Officer concerned, or the person deemed to be exercising powers of PIO.  

5.

We direct, accordingly, that the District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana should consider the request of the prisoner on its merits.

6.

To come up for further proceedings on 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Pawan Kumar,

# 35, Sewak Colony,

Patiala.





…………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Addl. Director of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarters, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





 ……………....Respondent

CC No. 116 of 2007 






  ORDER
   Present: 
Sh. Pawan Kumar, Complainant in person.


Sh. Nek Ram Sharma, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 06.06.2007, we had directed that IG, Pb. Headquarters, PIO office of the DGP, Punjab should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on an appointed date 18th June, 2007.  

2.

According to the Respondent, complete information on 10 points mentioned in the original request has already been supplied.  In respect of item no. 2 information has not so far been given because this is contained in a register that is in the custody of another branch of the office.  Respondent is making efforts to trace the relevant record from the branch concerned and would be prepared to give this also as soon as it is traced.  

3.

Complainant accepts that he was given hearing by Sh. Suresh Arora, Inspector General of Police on 18th June, 2007.  He states that thereafter certain information has been supplied to him.  According to the Complainant this information is from the office of the ADGP, Railways, Punjab and not from the office of the DGP, Punjab.  Complainant insists that information should be from the office of DGP and should be duly attested by the DGP’s office.

4

Respondent brings to our notice that the information given is exactly as per demand of the Complainant, except that these documents are from the files of the ADGP, Railway.  The identical documents are contained in the record of the DGP, Punjab also.  Respondent has no objection to supply 
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even these, if the Complainant insists.  We do not go into the relevance or justification of the Complainant for demanding documents from one particular file and authenticated by the office.  There should be no objection to the Respondent culling out the same documents of his own office and delivering the same to the Complainant duly attested.  He is directed to do so within the next 15 days.  

5.

In these circumstances, this matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

Petronet LNG Limited,

World Trade Centre, First Floor,

Babar Road, Barakhamaba Lane,

New Delhi-110 001.




……..………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise Taxation Commissioner,

Deptt. of Excise & Taxation of Pb.,

Patiala.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 63 & 1082 of  2007

ORDER

Present:-  
None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Sh. Natha Ram, ETO on behalf of the Respondent.



This case is clubbed with CC No. 1082 of 2007, which is heard by us alongwith case no. 63 of 2007.  

2.

On the last date of hearing that is 06.06.2007, we had accepted a plea of the Respondent that the items of information were huge and voluminous.  We had, accordingly, directed that the Respondent would collect the material from the various sources and deliver the same to the Complainant by post.  While Complainant is not present, he has sent fax message on 24.07.2007 stating that he has still not received the information in question.  Complainant has not, however, specified in his fax message the deficiencies he perceives in the information received by him.  Merely making a general statement of dissatisfaction does not suffice.  

3.

According to the Respondent, complete information as demanded has been delivered to the Complainant on 11.07.2007.  Respondent is prepared to deliver any material that the Complainant identifies as missing in reference to this original request for information. 

4.

Respondent has clearly assured that no information would be denied.  It is for the Complainant to identify and specify the deficiencies if he perceives any. 

5.

 In the absence of the Complainant, we could have disposed of the matter since specific deficiencies have not been 
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pointed out.  We allow an opportunity to the Complainant to supply a comprehensive list of items of information that have not been delivered so far.  Respondent would ensure that any such clarification received from the Complainant would be duly entertained and information supplied on merits.          



6.

A period of 15 days is given to the Complainant to send any clarification to the Respondent under intimation to the Commission.  On his part, Respondent would ensure that any deficiencies would be made good within further period of 15 days.

7.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Subhash Rangbulla,

(President, Lok Shakti Consumer,

Association (Regd.),

Fazilka,

District-Ferozepur.







.Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Registrar,

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.







       …..Respondent

CC No. 1020 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



Dismissed for non prosecution.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Gurdev Singh Grewal,

B-3, Knollswood Housing Colony,

Shimla.







..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Secretary,

Deptt of Personnel, 

Punjab Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1059 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Harchand Singh, Superintendent Grade-Ii & Sh. Mohinder 


Singh, Superintendent Grade-II, on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant is a retired IAS officer residing in Shimla.  Information demanded by him is as under :

(i) State to State deputation of IAS officers in Punjab during a specified period.

(ii) Appointment of Sh. Surain Singh Dhanoa, IAS (RR-1954)-Bihar as Chief Secretary of Punjab.  

2.

Additionally, Complainant demanded similar information in respect of IPS officers on deputation with the State Govt., Punjab during the specified period.

3.

Respondents state that certain information had already been supplied to the Complainant by post.  Some additional information relating to IPS officers was to be collected from the Home Department.  This information is now available with the Respondents.  They are prepared to given a copy to the Complainant.  Respondents further inform us that some part of the information relates to the Govt. of India.  The State Government has written to the Govt. of India for supplying the relevant record.

4.

It is observed that the major portion of the information relating to IAS officers has been duly supplied.  Respondent should sent the additional 
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information relating to IPS officers presented before us to the Complainant.  No further action is deemed necessary and this matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007










Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Partap Singh, Advocate,

Jai Kaur Niwas,

Near Virk Colony,

Patiala.






….Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.






…Respondent.

CC No. 970 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



While going into the matter before us, we had directed on 16.07.2007 that Sh. D.S.Grewal, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to whom the matter related, should give a hearing to the Complainant on 23.07.2007.  On that day the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala would allow the Complainant to inspect the entire relevant record and deliver to him copies of whatever documents he wished to have.  

2.

We presume that the scheduled hearing could have taken place and the information delivered in the light of our decision on 16th July, 2007. Complainant has not refuted before us to the contrary.    

3.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Partap Singh, Advocate,

Jai Kaur Niwas,

Near Virk Colony,

Patiala.






…….Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Patiala.






…….…Respondent.

CC No. 971 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 16.07.2007, the Senior Superintendent of Police (Detective) had delivered information to the Complainant.  The Complainant had expressed a desire to study the information supplied to him before confirming whether his demand for information had been fully met.

2.

It is presumed that the Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied since neither is he present for the proceedings today nor has he brought out the deficiencies in the information supplied.

3.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

 S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Partap Singh, Advocate,

Jai Kaur Niwas,

Near Virk Colony,

Patiala.






….Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.






…Respondent.

CC No. 972 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 16.07.2007, we had directed that information sought by the Complainant viz the specific orders whereby mutation no. 21100 was superseded should be supplied to him.  The Respondent had agreed to deliver the requisite information to the Complainant on the same day.

2.

It is presumed that the Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied since neither is he present for the proceedings today nor has he brought out the deficiencies in the information supplied.

3.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 25.07.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Partap Singh, Advocate,

Jai Kaur Niwas,

Near Virk Colony,

Patiala.






….Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Patiala.






…Respondent.

CC No. 968 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 16.07.2007, we had directed that the Complainant will be given a personal hearing on 23.07.2007 by Sh. D.S.Grewal, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.  The Complainant is free to bring out any irregularity/illegality amounting to any criminal offence and accordingly an appropriate action under the law will be initiated by the police.  The Complainant will also be supplied information regarding the status of request for initiating criminal action against the guilty officials of the Revenue Department.  

2.

It is presumed that the Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied since neither is he present for the proceedings today nor has he brought out any deficiencies in the information supplied.

3.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)
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