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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Dr. Sushil Gautam (Advocate),

# 199/2, Arjun Nagar,

Kaithal.




 -------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector-9, Chandigarh. 
 
    --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 218 of 2008 
ORDER

Present: 
Dr. Sushil Gautam, Complainant in person.


Sh. Jawahar Lal, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


On the last date of hearing on 28.04.08, a copy of the original request of the Complainant dated 28.09.2007 had been handed over the Respondent since the Respondent had stated that the same had not been received. 


During the proceedings today it emerges that the Respondent had conveyed vide his letter dated 1894/RTI-1 dated 22.05.2008 that information demanded by the Complainant cannot be supplied as it was covered under the provisions of Section 7(9) of the Right to Information Act. The Respondent has also mentioned in the said letter that “non-receipt of application from Dr. Sushil Gautam (Advocate) has again been enquired into in this office and it has been found that the said application dated 28/09/07 alongwith bank draft has not been received in this office”. 


The Complainant, in response, through his letter No. DSG/14/08 dated 22.06.08 has highlighted that the refusal does not fall under the provisions of Section 7(9) of the Right to Information Act. He was also prepared to argue on this issue. Since presence of a senior officer was felt essential to go into the merits of the case, we have adjourned the case to 25.08.08. We therefore direct that a senior officer/PIO capable of arguing and taking decision in this case be present on that date. 


Copy to be sent both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Surinder Pal (Advocate),

# 539/112/3, Street No. 1-E, 

New Vishnu-Puri,

New Shiv Puri Road,
Ludhiana.




 -------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o State Information Commission, 

Chandigarh. 


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

CC No. 299 of 2008 
ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. M.R. Minhas, Public Information Officer, State Information Commission, Punjab.


Respondent states before us today that the information demanded by the Complainant had been duly supplied to him on 20.12.07. He further states that this information had been sent to the Complainant within the stipulated period of 30 days from the receipt of request for information (which was 22.11.07). Respondent states that there has been no delay in delivery of information. 

2.
Respondent further adds that following correspondence initiated by the Complainant the same information was sent to the Complainant a second time, on 24.01.08.

3.
We find that the information in question has been duly delivered. The Complainant has not expressed any dissatisfaction with the information supplied to him. 

4.
In these circumstances this matter is disposed of and closed. 
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Vivek Jain,

B-V-960,

Mohalla Phallan Adan,

Ludhiana.




 -------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation

Ludhiana. 


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

CC No. 2373 of 2007 
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Vivek Jain, Complainant in person.


Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.


Respondent states that the information as demanded in the application under RTI Act has been duly sent to the Complainant. Complainant states that the information supplied is deficient in same respects. Complainant is directed to supply a list of the deficiencies to the Respondent. Respondent assures that these deficiencies will be made good and whatever information remains would also be delivered. The list of deficiencies has been supplied today in our presence. 

2.
Complainant is satisfied with this assurance.

3.
This matter is disposed of and closed.

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Nalin Kaushik (Advocate),

S/o Sh. Ramdut Sharma,

R/o # 2308, New Punjab Mata Nagar,

Behind Charan, Cho Gurudwara,

Pakhowal Road, Ludhiana.





 -------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation

Ludhiana. 


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

CC No. 2392 of 2007 
ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf on Complainant.


Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.


The information demanded related to certain works of establishment of tubewell and overhead water tanks in a particular locality of Ludhiana city. According to the Respondent such works as establishment of tubewells and overhead water tanks etc. are taken up by the Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board, the official agency appointed for the purpose. According to the Respondent he had advised the Complainant to approach the Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board for obtaining the information.

2.
We find that if the Respondent wished to transfer the matter to another public authority, this should have been done within a period of 5 days of receipt of the application. Since the matter was not transferred within the stipulated period, the responsibility for supply of information remains that of the PIO concerned in the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

3.
We direct accordingly that the PIO Office of Municipal Corporation should supply the information directly to the Complainant under intimation to the Commission after obtaining the same from whichever other public authority is concerned. 

4.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 25.08.08.

5.
Copies of the orders be sent to the both parties.

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kishori Lal,


# 2206, Block-30,

Baba Gajja Jain Colony,

Ludhiana

.




 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.  




       

 



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

CC No. 2378 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
None on behalf of Complainant.



Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  

Respondent states that the complete information as demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to him. Complainant has not approached us to express any dissatisfaction with the material received by him. 

In these circumstances we deem that the information demanded has been duly delivered. 

This matter is disposed of and closed.

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




    
   
   
    State Information Commissioner
After the above order was dictated the Complainant Sh. Kishori Lal turned up in person at about 12 noon. He states that on account of some communication gap he could not be present at the time when the case was heard by us. For facility we direct that 

Sh.  Harish Bhagat, APIO (HQ), MC, Ludhiana will give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 16.07.08 and resolve this matter in the presence of Complainant. A report following the meeting be submitted to the Commission. This will come up for further proceedings on 25.08.08. 

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. K.K. Tandon,

54-B, Moti Nagar,

Ludhiana.






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.  




       

 



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

CC No. 331 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Manoj Nagrath on behalf of Complainant.



Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  

Complainant had issued a legal notice to the Respondent in regard to the action taken by the Respondent on an issue concerning water pollution in Moti Nagar Colony, Ludhiana. 

2.

Respondent states that on 5.2.08 answers to the queries made by the Complainant under Right to Information Act in regard to action to check the pollution caused by stagnant water in a particular portion of the city of Ludhiana has been duly intimated to the Complainant. Communication dated 5.2.08 informed the Complainant that the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana had duly taken note of the stagnant water in the plot under question, and that the polluted water has been removed from the plot. In regard to another query as to whether the Municipal Corporation had appointed a contractor to take up the anti pollution measures, and the amount paid by the Corporation in this regard, the communication dated 5.2.08 states that no external contractor was involved and the Municipal Corporation had used its own resources to resolve the matter on the ground. 

3.

We observe that the information in question as demanded under RTI Act has been duly delivered. 

4.

Complainant alleges that statement made by the Respondent in regard to the action taken for abatement of water pollution is not factually correct. 

If the Complainant feels that a false statement has been made, he is free to approach the appropriate Court of law in this regard.

5.

In these circumstances the information demanded has been delivered and this matter is disposed of and closed. 

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Rajat Sood,

429, Govt. College, 

Road Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.  




       

 



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

CC No. 2195 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Complainant in person.



Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  

Complainant had demanded to know from the Respondent the system of purchase of items for maintenance of streetlights in the city. According to the Respondent he has duly replied to the Complainant on 06.12.07 in respect of all the six points on which information was demanded. 

2.

The Complainant claims that the information has been given to him in respect of one zone only. He demands similar information in respect of other zones of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

3.

Respondent informs us that the information originally demanded was in respect of only one zone, that is the zone in which the Complainant resides. Accordingly to the Respondent complete information has been duly delivered.

4.

Respondent assures that if any additional information is required this would also be delivered after a fresh request under RTI Act is received by him. 

5.

After considering all aspects we find that the information demanded has been duly delivered. In case Complainant wishes to have additional information he is free 

to apply for the same and any such demand for information would be duly considered by the Respondent as per RTI, Act. 

6.

The instant matter is disposed of and closed. 

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm,

(Opp. Fauji Dhaba), Dugri Road,

P.O. Millergani, Ludhiana.






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.  




       

 



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

CC No. 2258 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Complainant in person.



Sh. K.S. Kahlon, Law Officer  and PIO, MC, Ludhiana.



Sh. Harish Bhagat, APIO, (HQ), Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  

Complainant had demanded information on 17 points vide his application dated 10.01.2007. According to the Complainant complete information has not been delivered. Respondent assures us that the information demanded would be delivered to the satisfaction of the Complainant.

2.

For facility we direct that the Respondent Sh. K.S. Kahlon should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on a stipulated date, and resolve the delivery of information in his office on that very day. This meeting would take place in the office of Sh. K.S. Kahlon at 1100 hours on Wednesday, 16th July, 2008.

3.

Complainant demands that suitable penalty under the Act should be imposed on the Respondent for delay in delivery of information. He also demands that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.

4.

Respondent states before us categorically that the information had been sent by him to the Complainant under postal certificate. 

5.

We direct further that the Respondent should submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing, showing why penalty for delay in delivery of information be not imposed, and also why the Complainant be not compensated for the detriment suffered by him.

6.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 25.08.08.

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

# B-29, 60/3SP/330,

St. No.-8, Maha Singh Nagar, 

Daba Lohara Road,

P.O. – Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana

.






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana, D.C., Office,

Near Bharat Nagar Chowk, Ludhiana, 

       

 



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

CC No. 829 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Complainant in person.

Sh. Sukhdev Sing, Office Kanagoo of Raikot, Distt. Ludhiana on behalf of PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  

Complainant had sought information from PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana in regard to the appointments made, if any, in the various Revenue Tehsils in Ludhiana district, of persons to assist Patwaris who are the custodians of the revenue record. PIO Deputy Commissioner office passed on the request to the various Tehsildars. Complainant states that the following have supplied information to him in response to his request for information: -

(i) Tehsildar  Khanna 

(ii) Tehsildar  Raikot.

(iii) Tehsildar Samrala 

(iv) Tehsildar Payal 

(v) Tehsildar Jagraon 

2.

Complainant states that information from the following Tehsildars of Ludhiana is still to be delivered: - 

(i) Ludhiana Tehsildar (East)

(ii) Ludhiana Tehsildar (West)

3.

Whereas the information has been supplied directly by some of the Tehsildars as mentioned above, the responsibility for comprehensive delivery of information is that of PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana. 

4.

We direct that the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana should personally intervene and ensure that information in respect of the two Tehsils still pending is delivered to the Complainant immediately, that is, within 15 days. 

5.

Copy of this order to both parties and also to Sh. Sumer Gurjar, Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana for compliance.

6.

 Complainant also states that the information demanded was not delivered in time. PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana will submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for delay in the delivery of information.  

7.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 25.08.08.
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Baldev Kaur, 

131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana 

       

 



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

CC No. 728 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
None on behalf of Complainant.

Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar present on behalf of PIO.  

A communication has been received dated 6.5.08 from the Office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana transferring the application under RTI Act to Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

PIO, Office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana should be represented before us on the next date of hearing. 

To come up on 01.09.08.
Copy of this order be sent to both the parties. 

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Smt. Devinder Kaur,

# 4, New Officer Colony,

Patiala 






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.

&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development)

Patiala. [added as per order dated 10.03.2008] 

       

 



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

CC No. 07 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Kaur Singh Sidhu on behalf the Complainant.

Sh. Shiv Dular Singh, Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development), Patiala. 



On 19.5.08 the last date of hearing we had directed that the Additional Deputy Commissioner Development, Patiala and PIO should be personally present before us with the complete record of an interview for selection of medical doctors, that is the subject matter of the demand for information in the instant case. 

2.

A number of hearings have taken place in this case. The senior most officer concerned, the Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development) Patiala has appeared before us today. He submits to us the complete papers in regard to the selection of candidates for doctors in Zila Parishad, Patiala. The attendance sheet indicates that 24 candidates had marked their attendance. According to the Additional Deputy Commissioner, the attendance sheet lists only those candidates who had appeared in time. Some candidates who did not sign the attendance sheet were still interviewed. 

Respondent states before us today that Harpinder Kaur (whose mother is the Complainant in the instant case) was among those candidates who did not sign the attendance sheet, but were interviewed nonetheless. Respondent informs us that he had personally discussed with the degree holders from Foreign Universities including Harpinder Kaur the local appointments. The Additional Deputy Commissioner states before us today that the reason why the name of Harpinder Kaur does not appear on the attendance sheet is because she did not turn up in time for the interview. 

3.

The Respondent clarifies before us further that as per the instructions of the government at that time, candidates with degrees from Foreign Universities were to be placed at the bottom of the list of the eligible candidates. MBBS doctors with degree from within India were placed higher than the holders of degree from foreign Universities. 

4.

Respondent clarifies before us further that subsequent to the interview and selection process, on 11.6.08, the State Government had sought clarification from the Medical Council of India in regard to equivalence and interse seniority of degree holders from Indian and foreign universities. According to the Respondent, the State Government has clarified on the basis of the decision of the Indian Medical Council that Harpinder Kaur is to be ranked with 64% marks in the list. According to the Additional Deputy Commissioner even with this clarification based on Indian Medical Council decision the candidate Harpinder Kaur does not figure in the merit list. She is however on a waiting list.

5.

We have gone in depth into all this matters in response to the Complainant who claims that her daughter Dr. Harpinder Kaur was wrongly denied her rightful appointment.

6.

In so far as the information under RTI Act is concerned we find that the information in question delivered to us today, with a copy to the Complainant, fully meets the entire demand for information. The demand for information having been met, no further action is required. This matter is disposed of and closed.
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Satish Sharma, 

H. No. – 572/15,

Bank Colony, Thana,

Distt. Ludhiana






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Ludhiana 

       

 



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

CC No. 650 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Satish Sharma, Complainant in person.

Sh. Inderjit Singh, Excise and Taxation Officer on behalf of the Respondent. 

On 09.06.08 the last date of hearing we had directed Respondent to examine according to law if he would be prepared to supply the information demanded by the Complainant. We had also directed that if information as demanded is admissible for supply, this would be sent to the Complainant by 28.06.08.

2.

Respondent states before us today that he had sent a communication to the Complainant refusing the supply of information, and had given reasons for the same. According to the Respondent the Complainant had refused to accept delivery of information sent to him by post. Complainant also admits before us today that when he visited the office of Respondent he had refused to accept the information which was being delivered to him by hand.

3.

Copy of the communication sent by the Respondent to the Complainant on 24.06.08 is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.

4.

This is a specific decision of the Respondent refusing the supply of information. If Complainant wishes to contest the decision of Respondent, he is free to go 

up in Appeal before the First Appellate Authority within the Excise & Taxation Department. 

5.

In so far as the complaint is concerned this is disposed of and closed.
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ramesher Dass, 

S/o Late Sh. Brij Lal,

# 1, Ekta Vihar,

Near D.A.V. Public School,

Bhupinder Road,

Patiala






 

-----------------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Govt. College for Girls,

Patiala. 

       

 



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

CC No. 1245 of 2008

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Prem Sharma on behalf of Complainant.

Smt. Indira Bagga, Principal Govt. College for Girls, Patiala. 

Complainant had demanded complete information relating to the period July 07 to May 15, 2008 in regard to

a).
Bills:
(i) All bills presented in the Office of Respondent

(ii) Dates on which these bills were passed by the concerned authority.

(iii) Whether payment was made by cheque or in cash.

(iv) Number of the cheques where applicable.

(v) If a period of more than seven days was spent in clearing any bill then the reasons for the same.

b)
Staff: 
For the period July 20, 2007 to April 15, 2008 in respect of entire teaching staff, their names the salaries paid to each of them.

c).
Guest faculty: All details about members of the guest faculty, payments to the guest faculty during the period under review.

2.

We observe that the information demanded is extremely voluminous and elaborate. Compilation of such a vast volume of information would require the College to divert its resources. Indeed, considerable manpower would have to be deployed to retrieve the data from the files.

3.

We find that the provisions of Section 7(9) of the RTI Act 2005, are attracted in the instant case. Compilation of the information demanded would undoubtedly disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority from its normal responsibility, which is teaching and education.

4.

In the circumstances we find that the Respondent should not be compelled to deliver the information.

5.

In case however, the Complainant wishes to have specific information in regard to any particular transaction, he is free to apply separately to the Public Information Officer concerned. 

This matter is disposed of and closed.
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal,

Ex. District Commander, Pb.,

Home Guards, H.No-201-204/100,

Block-J, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.




--------------------------------------------- Appellant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police-cum-Command

General Home Guards & Director Civil Defence, 


Punjab,


 

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

AC No. 86 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal, Appellant in person.


Sh. Ashok Khanna, Junior Staff Officer (Administration) on behalf of 
the Respondent.



Respondent submits before us detailed arguments in regard to supply and denial of information sought. A copy of the written arguments is delivered to the Appellant in our presence. Appellant desires to study these arguments and submit his rejoinder in response to the arguments. 

The plea of the Appellant is allowed and he is free to submit written arguments also. He will deliver his copy of the same to the Respondent. 
This will come on final hearing on 01.09.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   

(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




    
   
   
    State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal,

Ex. District Commander, Pb.,

Home Guards, H.No-201-204/100,

Block-J, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.




--------------------------------------------- Appellant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police-cum-Command

General Home Guards & Director Civil Defence, 


Punjab,


 

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

AC No. 32 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal, Appellant in person.


Sh. Ashok Khanna, Junior Staff Officer (Administration) on behalf of 
the Respondent.



According to the Respondent the information in question has been supplied to the Respondent. Complainant wishes to study the information supplied before expressing his satisfaction or otherwise. 

This will come up for further hearing on 01.09.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
(Rajan Kashyap)  



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.07.2008


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




    
   
   
    State Information Commissioner
