STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mankuljit Singh, S/o Niranjan Singh

Shiv Mandir Road

Opp. Jaspal Doctor

Amloh Distt Fatehgarh Sahib 



......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o Collector Ferozepur



.....Respondent No.1
2.  PIO/.O/o SDM Ferozepur




.....Respondent No.2
CC No-593-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Mankuljit Singh, complainant in person.


Sh. Tej Singh, Tehsildar, Ferozepur, with daftar Kanungo, 



Sh. Board Singh, Halqa Narayangarh
Order: 



In compliance with the order of the Commission dated 3.10.2007 and 28.11.2007, the Tehsildar representing the PIO office of the Collector, Ferozepur, as well as the PIO office of the SDM Ferozepur has produced the original mutation register containing the “Parat Sarkar.”  After examining the said Parat Sarkar it is considered essential to permit a true photostat copy thereof (coloured) to be supplied to the applicant today at his own cost, since in a black and white photocopy, the changes in pen/ink/over writing etc., get suppressed.  The Tehsildar states that the documents on the basis of which the mutation was sanctioned are stated in the Parat Sarkar. It does not have attached those documents, as the “muth” is usually kept separate with the daftar kanungo of Tehsildar, including the Will etc.  However Sh. Mankuljit Singh states that the (mutationl had been requested to be entered on the basis of the will of their father, (he can not state whether it was registered or unregistered) and on the basis of a death certificate issued by the Competent Authority (other than the chowkidar).  The Tehsildar has also cleared the answer to point no. 2, 3, 4 asked for in the 
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application under Right to Information of the complainant address to SDM dated 09.05.2007, in writing today. Sh. MankulJit Singh, armed with the information, he has been able to get under the Right to Information may approach the Competent Authority for the redressal of his complaint.


With the receipt of this, the case is hereby disposed of.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sohan Singh Sood

2578-HIG

Phase-II, Urban Estate

Dugari, Ludhiana





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-597-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Sohan Singh Sood, complainant in person


None for the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, 



Ludhiana.

Order: 

Sh. Sohan Singh Sood vide his application dated 27.11.2006 made to the APIO/DRO, Ludhiana had asked for following information “Revenue Officer’s Survey Report on my representation dated 18.08.2006 to Deputy Commissioner office in Writ Petition No. 11119-06 of Punjab and Haryana High Court, (photocopy) Vs. Punjab Govt. (Danga Pidat).”  This case has been considered for the first time on September 05, 2007 and detailed order passed thereon. Thereafter it was considered on October 10, 2007 and on December 09, 2007.  It had been ordered that APIO should produce the concerned file and supply the necessary papers to the applicant through the Commission on the next date of hearing, that is on 06.02.2008.  On 06.02.2008 the following orders were passed.
“On the last date of hearing it had been directed that the APIO should produce the concerned file and supply necessary papers to the applicant through the court on the next date of hearing.  Accordingly the APIO has brought a photocopy of the file from page 1-25 but it is not attested.  The APIO is directed to give a photostat copy of the file duly attested and page numbered to him.  However, the applicant states that the file on which the case has been processed upon the directions of the High Court dated 24.07.06 in CWP No.11119 of 2006 which had been asked for by him has not been given.  The PIO is directed to give a duly certified photocopy of that file from the DC’s office also to the applicant against due receipt and to file compliance report on the next date of hearing on 06.02.08”. 

Today none is present on the behalf of the PIO and the complainant has reported that only pages 1-20 have been given to him yesterday evening that is on 05.02.2008 at 6.00 p.m and not pages 1 to 25 which had been produced in the court.  No reason has been given withholding 5 pages.  Neither has the certified photo copy of the file from the DC’s office in connection with processing of the case upon directions of the High Court dated 24.07.2006 in CWP-1119 of 06 being given to him.
The Tehsildar Sh. Kanwar Narinder Singh who represented the Govt. in this case on the last date of hearing is present today, states that he has not been assigned this case but has come for some other case today. 

 

In view of that, the Commission hereby issues a renewed directions for compliance of its orders within a week and without fail.  Since the papers have not been supplied on the next date of hearing or ordered the concerned file on which the directions of the High Court have been processed should also be produced before the Commission, so that in case some papers are still not supplied it may be given to him on that date. 



The Commission also hereby issues show cause notice to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana under section 20 (1) as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him for non supplying of the information within the statutory period and not even upon repeated directions from the Commission.  The written reply should be filed in written within 15 days failing which it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will proceed to take further action on that presumption ex-parte.


Adjourned to 19.03.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh, S/o Sh. Kartar Singh

#3423, MIG, Phase-II

Urban Estate Dugri, Ludhiana



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate

West, Ludhiana 





.....Respondent.

CC No-598-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the Complainant



Sh. Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar on behalf of the APIO.

Order: 



Sh. Amarjit Singh, S/o Sh. Kartar Singh who is a Danga Pidat (1984 riots) had shifted to the Punjab and according to him had been issued a red card in Ludhiana.  He had lost the said red card and registered the FIR and therefore, he had applied for the Rs. 2 lakh compensation and his name had been approved and put up on the list of approved cases for disbursement, according to him the cheque for the same had also been prepared.  But in the mean time the officer was transferred and the next officer refused to disburse the same.  He had put an application under the Right to Information on 19.02.2007 asking for “photo copy of complete case file of danga pidat red card No. LDH (L) 05-562 from filing to disbursement with full information deposited diary No. 265 dated 11.05.06.”  During the course of getting the information it came out that there was one Amarjit Singh, S/o sh. Jhodh Singh residence of 892, MIG, PHB, Ludhiana in addition to a present Amarjit Singh, S/o SH. Kartar Singh residence of 3423, MIG, PH2 Dugri Ludhiana against both names LDH (L) 05-562 had been written.  The place from which he had relocated was mentioned as Ajmer, was cross out and Rajasthan written in its place, where as the present Amarjit Singh, S/o sh. Kartar Singh states that he has relocated from Karnal, Haryana.



Now in the various papers given in a result of the directions of the Commission in letter dated 26.12.2007 it has been stated that according to the record of SDM west, Ludhiana, the no. of the red card issued to the concerned person in CC-598/2007 is No. 152.  



After having verified that the number of the red card of this applicant Sh. Amarjit Singh, S/o Sh. Kartar Singh is not 562 but instead number 152, the PIO has proceeded to give papers majority of which are relevant to and are not from file No. 152 at all.  The papers being supplied from No. 1 to 45 in compliance of the orders of this Commission have no bearing on the matter of red card No. 152 but concerns the matter after the loss of the red card and his application.  Not only that pages 14 to 35 of the papers are completely redundant since they are copies of correspondence made by the State Information Commission with this office of the SDM East.  The Commission is of the view that the PIO has treated the applicant in a most callous manner and is also not complying with the directions of the Commission.  At this point the Tehsildar on behalf of APIO stated that by tomorrow the full paper would be provided to the complainant to enable him to present his case armed with the proper papers before the three member committee set up to process left over and/or disputed cases.



As per the directions of the court the complainant came to the office of the Commission on 07.02.2008 and has handed over his receipt that he has received the full information and also requested that his case may please be closed.  The letter from the PIO also state that the request of the applicant for Rs. 2 lakhs as compensation has been forwarded to the three member committee and will process on the basis of Red Card No. 152 along with the recommendation of the concerned office.



With this the matter is hereby closed.


Sd/- 

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.
(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdev Singh, S/o Sh. Jit Ram

#228, Gali No. 2

Kundan Nagar, Ferozepur



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Education Officer (S)

Ferozepur 






.....Respondent.

CC No-651-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant



Sh. Mohinder Singh, Clerk on behalf of the PIO/DEO(S), 



Ferozepur

Order: 

 

In addition to the papers earlier supplied, the representative of the PIO has reported that a photocopy of Writ Petition No. 10815 has been supplied to the complainant on 17.01.2008 by ordinary post.  They have also been able to find another writ/stay and the copy of that has been produced today for passing it on to the complainant.  The PIO has also requested for this since no other record is available, the case may be considered disposed of.  The complainant is not present today despite due and adequate notice of the hearing.  The PIO is directed to sent the papers presented today to Sh. Mohinder Singh by registered post and to file the proof of registry in the Commission for its record immediately.  With this matter is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

(Uma) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Suresh Chauhan

25-SF, B-Block

Ranjit Avenue

Amritsar 







......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o Secretary Deptt of Higher Education, Pb.

     Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


.....Respondent. 
2.  PIO/.O/o Secretary, Deptt of Medical Education & Research

    Govt. of Punjab, Civil Secretariat, Sec 1, 

    Chandigarh 






….. Respondent  
3.   PIO/.O/o Director, 

      Ayurveda Unani Sidhi and Homeopathic
      C/o Govt. Ayurvedic College, Patiala
      (Near moti bagh, Patiala)




….. Respondent 
CC No-855-of 2007: 

Present:
Capt Navdeep Singh, Advocate for complainant.

None for  PIO office of the Director of the Secy. Higher 

Education.

None for Secy. Medication Education.
Sh, Ram Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Director, Ayurveda Unani Sidhi and Homeopathic.

Order: 


In compliance of the orders dated 04.12.2007, no reply has been provided to the complainant by either of the two PIO’s.  However the case is moved little further according to the copies of the correspondence endorsed to the Commission vide his letter dated 20.11.2007.  The Secy. Higher Education (colleges) has written to the DPI Colleges to immediately give the reply to the complainant.  A copy of that has been endorsed to the Deptt. of Medical Education (Branch III). Further on 01.01.2008 it has been clarified by the special Secy. Higher Education to the Deptt of Medical Education that the implementation of the statute is to be made by the Deptt of Medical Education in respect of the college in question and therefore the reply should be given by that Deptt to the applicant.  Sh. Ram Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Director, AUSH (Ayurveda Unani Sidhi and Homeopathic) has appeared on behalf of his Directorate. He states that a reply had already been provided to the complainant on 06.03.2007 and has placed a copy thereof on the record of the Commission.  The Counsel for the complainant has pointed out that it is on the basis of the self-same letter dated 06.03.2007, which has been acknowledged in the Right to Information application itself on which the application/questionnaire under Right to Information was given and to which no reply has been given.  He prayed that the reply to the remaining questions 3(a) (b) and (d) pertaining to Govt Policy decision/earlier precedent/proceedings should be provided to the complainant by both the PIO’s in respect of their own fields in consultation with each other, as had been observed in the order of the Commission dated 04.12.2007.



It is observed that the case appears to have come full circle and no clear answer has been given by any of the authorities.  Of course, in the guise of this application for information, the complainant is trying to spur the authorities on to take action and it is not within the scope of jurisdiction of this Commission to further his ends in the manner under taken.  Still it is necessary that clear replies be given by the two PIO’s to the questions posed, so that based upon the information he is able to get from the authorities the complainant is in a position to decide his next course of action.  It would be appreciated that unless the Deptt themselves are clear as to who is the competent Authority to take different actions under the Act, the applicant would not be in a position to know as to whom he should approach in the matter for the implementation of the Act.  The PIO office of the Secy. Higher Education and the PIO office of the Directorate of the Medical Education and Research may both give their replies to him in consultation with each other to be provided through the Commission to the complainant.  on the next date of hearing, without fail.  No further opportunity will be given.



Adjourned to 19.03.2008

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave

Village NIchi Mangli

P.O Ramgarh, Distt.- Ludhiana



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-868-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant



None for the PIO

Order: 



This case could not be taken up as the court time was over.  



Adjourned to 19.03.2008.



Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukwinder Singh

#1362, St. No. 12/5

Dashmesh Nagar

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/oDirector

Health &Family Welfare Pb. 

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-871-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Sukhwinder Singh complainant in person.



Sh. Narinder Mohan, Supdt-cum APIO, O/O, DHS Punjab, 


Chandigarh.

Order: 

Sh. Narinder Mohan, Supdt., states that full information has been provided to the complainant vide letter dated 15.11.2007 under covering letter (2 pages) along with 14 pages of documents.  However the complainant states today that he has not receive any such papers.  A copy has been supplied to him today during the hearing. He requested for some time to study it.  He has been directed to point out deficiencies, if any, in written directly in accordance with his original application under Right to Information.  The PIO is directed to supply the deficiencies within 10 days of receiving the said communication under intimation to the Commission.

Adjourned to 19.03.2008.

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha

#2017/1 Sec-45 C,

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Genera Manager

Punjab Roadways

Pathankot 






.....Respondent.

CC No-989-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha, Retd. General Manager Roadways, 


complainant in person.




Sh. Vinod Kumar, APIO-cum-Supdt Punjab Roadways, 



Pathankot.



Sh. Joginder Pal, Law Officer Punjab.

Order: 

In compliance with order of the Commission dated 27.11.2007 where it had been admitted by the complainant that all information had been supplied to him except at No. IV (V) and VII of his application under Right to Information Act dated 30.04.2007, the APIO who is present today had stated that full information has since been sent to the complainant on point IV and VII through registered post on 30.01.2008.  Sh. Laukha states that he has not received it yet. So far a copy has been provided to him during the hearing today.  As for item No. (V), the APIO has brought with him the dispatch register pertaining to the relevant period.  There is no such receipt of any communication by J.P Sharma, AO to GM.  On 20.03.99 for taking action against Sh. Sachin Kumar, Clerk.  Mr. Laukha has inspected the said register and he is satisfied that no such letter was received in that office on that date.  Sh. Laukha states that the information provided to him through court today is neither legible nor attested.  The APIO states that the copy which is sent to him is attested and these are the photo copies of the same.  It is hereby directed that incase Sh. Laukha does not   
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find the said copies received by him through the registered post are legible, he may be allowed to get fresh photocopies of the same papers up to his satisfaction at his own cost.  With this direction the case is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. B.R.Bhadhi

Treasury Officer (Retd.)

Ashok Vihar Colony,

Nakodar, Distt.- Jalandhar



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Pb. Civil Service Branch, 

O/o Chief Secy., Pb.

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-922-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant



Sh. Harchand Singh, Supdt.-Grade II on behalf of the APIO.

Order: 

Sh. Harchand Singh has stated that Sh. B. R Badhi complainant do not turn up for the inspection of the file on any date in the month of January from 10 to 25 January 2008 between 2.30 to 4.30 p.m., although a clerk had particularly been assigned this duty to attend to him.  I am of the view that enough opportunity had been afforded to Sh. B.R Badhi, out of the way to help him to get the information he needed, in addition to the documents already given to him but he has chosen not to avail himself of the opportunity given to him in the interest of transparency by asking that all record is open and placed before him which was required by him.  As such this case is disposed of in terms of today’s order as read with detailed order dated 13.11.2007

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma 

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

Sh. Gurbax Singh (President)

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o District Transport Officer

Ludhiana 







.....Respondent.

CC No-699-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant



APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana

Order: 



In compliance of the order dated 23.01.08 of the Commission, the APIO-cum-ADTO has produced a copy of the statement of Sh. Gurbax Singh dated 30.01.08 in which Sh. Gurbax Singh has stated that he has seen the full record which he wishes to see and he is completely satisfied.  He therefore requested that his complaint pending before the State Information Commission should be filed.  Accordingly the case is hereby disposed of.  

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta

Asstt. Professor, Deptt of Veterinary Biochemistry,

College of Veterinary Sciences,

GADVASU, Ludhiana




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/oDistt. Education Officer (s)

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-984-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Madan Singh, APIO, Ludhiana.

Order: 



In compliance with the orders dated 23.01.2008 the APIO 

Sh. Madanjit Singh has produced a copy of amended reply dated 06.02.2008 along with proof of registry of even date. 
2.

A copy of the previous order of the Commission had also been sent to the complainant on 01.02.2008.  Despite notice of the new date of hearing mentioned in that order, he has not appeared which shows that he is satisfied with the information supplied earlier on 08.05.2007.  With the latest reply which I have gone through the case has been adequately answered and the matter is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o District Transport Officer
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-867-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant


Sh. Karan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana

Order: 

Sh. Jasbir Singh vide his complaint dated 15.05.07 stated that his application dated 23.04.07 (no copy of application dated 23.04.2007 has been found he has instead attached copy of application dated 21.04.2007) to the address of PIO, O/O DTO, Ludhiana had not been attended to till date.  A copy of the said complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for November 20, later changed to 04.12.07 for hearing and both parties duly informed.  On 04.12.07, on the request of the APIO, agreed to readily by the complainant, the case was adjourned to 06.02.2007.  Today none is present for the complainant. The APIO states that vide letter dated 16.01.07 (2 pages), full documents (numbering 5) have been sent to the complainant.  He also clarified that on an identical complaint dated 26.03.07 to the same PIO the respondent had already supplied information on 11.04.07, that complaint was No. 737/07 and had been disposed off after hearing on merits by Er. Surinder Singh and Lt. Gen P.K Grover Hon’ble State Information Commissioner’s on 31.07.07. Therefore, he requested that the complaint should be disposed off.
2. 

Yesterday, in another case filed by Sh. Jasbir Singh in a complaint against the PIO, O/O DC, Ludhiana, it was observed that he, and his brother    Sh. Tejinder Singh as well or father Gurbax Singh had filed many many complaints to 
CC-867/2007
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the Commission against the PIO/SDM, Ludhiana (east) & SDM Ludhiana (west) as well or against all Tehsildars of Ludhiana for different periods as well as against the DTO Ludhiana and all the questions appeared to be identical with tiny difference under the garb of making it a new application.  Sh. Jasbir Singh stated that they were identical because they were merely reminders sent to the Commission for previously instituted complaints which had been wrongly assigned for hearing again.  Sh. Jasbir Singh was told that if that was so, he should have pointed it out immediately in stead of letting the matter be and thus letting the precious time at many levels be wasted.  

3.

The ADTO has supplied full information vide his letter dated 16.01.08.   The information has already been supplied long back on 16.01.08. In case he had anything to say he could have appeared today. Since he was present on the last date when the case was adjourned for today. It is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of. 
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.


It has come to the notice of this bench that Sh. Jasbir Singh Patarkar resident of Plot No. 80, Premier Complex, Village Nichhi Mangli, P.O Ramgarh, Ludhiana and his brother Sh. Tejinder Singh having the same address as well as his father Sh. Gurbax Singh president Human Services Commission (Registered) who has later also changed his address from P.O 361 Head Post Office Ludhiana to 80, Premier Complex, Village Nichhi Mangli, P.O Ramgarh, Ludhiana.  It appears to be a school premises parking the PIO’s of DFO, Ludhiana and O/O SDM and Sub Registrar.  The modos operandie appears to send duplicate or almost similar demand for information of all the offices in the different names and in addition sending regular reminders which some girls employees in the Registrar office have appeared against the fresh no. leading to unnecessary harassment due to the repetitive nature of questions.  These persons may be asked to file affidavits that they or their brother have not filed same/similar/identical applications to the same PIO and non are pending/listed/decided by any other bench of the Commission.  In fact all the applications appear to come from the same person with different names.
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (West) 

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1371-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant in person



None for the PIO 

Order: 

It was expected that Sh. Jasbir Singh and the PIO would be present in case No. 868/07 which is Sh. Jasbir Singh Vs. DC, Ludhiana but they did not appear today.  Therefore, this case is adjourned to 19.03.2008 along with all other cases.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (west)
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1372-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant in person



None for the PIO 

Order: 

It was expected that Sh. Jasbir Singh and the PIO would be present in case No. 868/07 which is Sh. Jasbir Singh Vs. DC, Ludhiana but they did not appear today.  Therefore, this case is adjourned to 19.03.2008 along with all other cases.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (North)
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1373-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant in person



None for the PIO 

Order: 

It was expected that Sh. Jasbir Singh and the PIO would be present in case No. 868/07 which is Sh. Jasbir Singh Vs. DC, Ludhiana but they did not appear today.  Therefore, this case is adjourned to 19.03.2008 along with all other cases.

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


06.02. 2008.

