STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pyare Lall, PCS (Judicial),

55, Atam Park, Ludhiana.


  


__________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt.of Punjab,
Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 2119   of 2007
Present:
i)    
Sh. Pyare Lall, PCS, complainant  in person.
ii)   
Sh. Rajinder Singh, Supdt,Home and Sh. Amar Singh,Supdt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the orders of the Court dated 15-7-2008 have not been received by them. A copy of the same has been handed over to the respondent in the Court today.  The respondent is directed to comply with the directions in para 6 (ii) & (iii) of the afore mentioned orders before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

H.No. 1024/1, Sector 39B,

Chandigarh.




  


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt.of Punjab,

Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. O.P. Gulati, complainant  in person.


ii)   
Sh. Amar Singh, Dy. Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information of the complainant concerns the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of School Education, but unfortunately the notice for today’s hearing has not been sent to the PIO of that Department. Notice is accordingly  sent to the PIO, office of the Secretary to Government, Punjab, School Education Department, with  copies of the application of the complainant dated 25-5-2007 and the orders of the Court dated 9-7-2008  for the ready reference of that Department.  The PIO o/o Secretary School Education is directed to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing, and to be present either personally or through the concerned APIO in the Court on that date along with a copy of the information which has been supplied.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tajinder Singh,

H.No. 133, Kasturaba Road,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.


  


__________ Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.


              



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 207   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. Tajinder Singh, appellant in person.
ii)   
Sri Kamal Kant, Dy.Registrar-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The appellant in this case has asked  for information concerning various orders passed by  judicial courts,  and is in fact a criticism of the orders which had been passed. Obviously, the application for information of the appellant, to the extent that it asks for such “information”, is not a valid application under the RTI Act. The remedy for orders of a judicial court,  if the same are not acceptable to a party before it, is to make an appeal to the concerned appellant court and not the seeking of their justification under the RTI Act.


The only part of the application which needs to be adjudicated upon by this Court is the inquiry reports which have been asked for on the basis of which the complaints made by  the applicant were forwarded by  the Registrar General of the Punjab and Haryana High Court to the  Ministry of Law and Justice.  This information has been denied  to the appellant on the ground that it cannot be supplied in view of Rule 4(a) of the Rules  framed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court under Section 28 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 called the “High Court of Punjab & Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007”, since it was found to be  not in the public domain and also not related to the judicial functions and duties  of the Court.  The first appellate 
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authority has upheld the exemption claimed by the PIO.


I find no  reason to differ from the findings of the PIO and the first appellate authority.


This case is accordingly dismissed and disposed of. 





  

             (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Sushil Gautam,

Advocate,

199/2, Arjun Nagar,

Kaithal, Haryana.



  


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.
              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 218   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Dr. Sushil Gautam, complainant  in person.


ii)   
Sri Manter Singh Sandhu, SP (I V), on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

After a detailed discussion on the application for information of the complainant, both the parties agree that the following information will be provided to the complainant before the next date of hearing:-
i)
Are the vehicles belonging to the Police Department insured or not?

ii)
Whether the vehicles of the Police Department pay road tax or not?


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira,

MLA, Bholath,

President, 

DCC, Kapurthala.



  


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs & Justice,Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.


              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 300   of 2008

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant  .
ii)   
S. Bhupinder Singh, Supdt., Jail Branch, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

This case was last heard by the CIC’s Division Bench on 19-5-2008. In the orders of the Court of that date it has been recorded that the respondent has submitted that in accordance with the provisions of the Jail Manual, records of the  entries asked for  by the complainant is maintained only for 12 years and thereafter it is destroyed. Therefore, all the available information has been provided to the complainant in response to his application for information and the information pertaining to the period of  ‘emergency’,  being more than 12 years old, are not available and cannot be supplied. In its orders dated 19-5-2008, the Court had recorded that one more opportunity may be given to the complainant to appear before the Court and make his submissions, if any.  The complainant, however, is not present in the Court and has therefore not chosen to avail the given opportunity.

In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

W/o Late Sh. Mahinder Singh,

171, Street No. 3, New Bishan Nagar,

Patiala.



  


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Patiala.

              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 2295   of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant.


ii)   
S. Darbara Singh, AETC, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the records pertaining to S. Mohinder Singh’s service have at last been traced out after great efforts. He makes a commitment that the information required by the complainant will be sent to her before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hitender Jain,

903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.


  


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.
              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 2396 of 2007 and CC-200 of 2008

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the complainant  .


ii)   
Sh. Kapil Dev,IPS, AIG(Admn) on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant has been supplied to him by the respondent except for the following:-
1. Sub-para (xiii) of Para VII;  The complainant has questioned the statement of the respondent that the required information regarding reasons of transfer does not exist on the record.

2. Para VIII;  The reasons for the transfer of the SSP,Bathinda and Moga have been denied to the complainant under Section 8(1)(g) and  11(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, which has been objected to by the complainant.

3. Sub-para (xiii) of Para VIII; The complainant has questioned the statement of the respondent that the required information regarding reasons of transfer does not exist on the record.


The respondent, however, has submitted a copy of his communication dated 15-10-2008 addressed to the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Home, in which it has been stated that on re-examination of the complainant’s application dated 7-11-2007, it has been found that paras VII and VIII of the complainant’s application  also relate to the PIO of his office and as such the same have been transferred to the concerned  PIO under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act.      …p/2
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In view of the above, the PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Government of Punjab, Department of Home affairs and Justice, is directed to send a reply to the complainant in response to  the deficiencies pointed out by him in his letter dated 8-8-2008 addressed to the Commission, a copy of which is  enclosed.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.





  






                                                        (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Simrat Kaur Matta,

5, Ajit Nagar, Patiala.


  


__________ Complainant

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.


              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 731   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sri Jagdev Singh Sidhu, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.  
ii)   
Sri Harmeet Singh,Joint Secretary,E&T and Sri Darbara Singh, AETC, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The application of the complainant has been discussed in detail, specially the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in her letter dated nil, in the presence of both the parties, and it was agreed that the complainant will send to the respondent the details of the evasion cases submitted /detected by the complainant’s husband, after which the respondent will locate the concerned files and send photostat copies of the notings dealing with the reports made by  Capt. Y.S.Matta to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harmesh Manav,

Advocate,

90, Judicial Complex,

New Courts, Jalandhar.


  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Judge (Sr. Division),

District Courts, Jalandhar.
              



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 164   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sri Rahul Rampal, on behalf of the complainant.


ii)   
Sri R.S.Riar, Addl. Advocate General,Pb., on behalf of the 




respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

Ld.Counsel of the respondent states that the procedure for obtaining a copy of any documents of  a case file is regulated by the Punjab Civil  and Criminal Courts Preparation and Supply of Copies of Records Rules,1965,under Rule 3 of which an application has to be made to the concerned Court in which the case is pending. The copies applied for by the complainant could not be given to him and were refused because the prescribed procedure under this rule had not been followed. Ld. Counsel for the appellant, on the other hand, states that an application for the required copies was made to the concerned Court  in which the case was pending.  The Court allowed the application but  the copying agency refused to give the copies.  Ld.Counsel for the respondent has raised the objection that the facts now being stated are  not on record and therefore, it becomes necessary for the respondent to place on record certified copies of the following documents:-
1. The application made to the concerned Court for allowing copies of the concerned documents to be obtained.

2. The orders of the Court on the application.

3. The letter of the copying agency refusing the  application.

Ld. Counsel for the appellant may send the above mentioned documents to the respondent well before the next date of hearing so that both the parties can come adequately prepared for arguments.
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Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-12-2008 for arguments and further orders.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt,

328, Sector 21-A,

Chandigarh.



  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Revenue Officer,

Patiala.

                  



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 428   of 2008

ORDER

Notice for hearing today has not been sent to the proper authority. A fresh notice should be sent to the PIO-cum- SDM, Patiala Sub Division, Patiala for hearing at 10 AM on 4-12-2008.






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34,  Ist Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kheta Ram,

Vill. Chriwala Dhanna,

Tehsil Fazilka, District Ferozepur.


  
    ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology,

Bathinda.






_____ Respondent

CC No.266 of 2008

Present:
None

ORDER
The judgment in CC-203/07 has not yet been delivered.
This case is being adjourned since 29-2-2008 for the reason that the question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Bathinda, which is the respondent in this case, is a public authority or not,  is under the consideration of another Bench of this Commission in CC-203/2007. It has now been almost eight months but the above mentioned issue has still not been decided in CC-203/07.

In the above circumstances, this court will take up the issue involved on its own and the parties are therefore directed to appear in the Court on the next date of hearing and to come prepared for arguments on the point whether the respondent is a public authority as defined in the RTI Act,  or not.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-11-2008 for further orders.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.S. Arora,

B-34/10863, New Patel Nagar,

Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.



  
     ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology,

Dabwali Road,Bathind


              __________ Respondent

CC No.372 of 2008

Present:
None

ORDER
The judgment in CC-203/07 has not yet been delivered.

This case is being adjourned since 29-2-2008 for the reason that the question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Bathinda, which is the respondent in this case, is a public authority or not,  is under the consideration of another Bench of this Commission in CC-203/2007. It has now been almost eight months but the above mentioned issue has still not been decided in CC-203/07.

In the above circumstances, this court will take up the issue involved on its own and the parties are therefore directed to appear in the Court on the next date of hearing and to come prepared for arguments on the point whether the respondent is a public authority as defined in the RTI Act,  or not.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-11-2008 for further orders.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Inderjit Singh,

H.No. 419, New Mehar Singh Colony,

Patiala.


  
   

__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Moga.



          

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1065   of 2008

Present:
i) Sri   Inderjit Singh,  complainant in person

           ii) Inspector Jaswant Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.
The respondent states that the orders of the Court dated 11-9-2008 have been complied with and the remaining information has been sent to the complainant vide his letter dated 24-9-2008.

Disposed of 






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu,

S/o Sh. Inder Singh,

W.No. 7, Near Old Police Station,

VPO Lehragaga, Distt. Sangrur.
  
   
__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Shrimani Guruduara Prabandhak Committee,

Samundri Hall, Amritsar.                  

  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1446   of 2008

Present:
i) None  on behalf of the  complainant 

ii)Sri  Ajaib Singh, Advocate, and S.Hardip Singh, Incharge, RTI,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been prepared in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 11-9-2008 and will be sent to the complainant today itself.

An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information which will be received by him, at 10 AM on 20-11-2008.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34,  Ist Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vivek,

Lecturer,

Deptt. Of Mech. Engineering,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001. 



     ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001.




____________ Respondent

CC No.20 of 2008

Present:
None

ORDER
The judgment in CC-203/07 has not yet been delivered.

This case is being adjourned since 29-2-2008 for the reason that the question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Bathinda, which is the respondent in this case, is a public authority or not,  is under the consideration of another Bench of this Commission in CC-203/2007. It has now been almost eight months but the above mentioned issue has still not been decided in CC-203/07.

In the above circumstances, this court will take up the issue involved on its own and the parties are therefore directed to appear in the Court on the next date of hearing and to come prepared for arguments on the point whether the respondent is a public authority as defined in the RTI Act,  or not.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-11-2008 for further orders.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi,

# 17, Gulmohar Avenue,

Dhakauli, NAC, Zirakpur,

Distt. Mohali.


  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs

Sh. Jaskiran Singh,

Addl. D.C-cum-.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.                             



  __________ Respondent





CC No. 1455   of 2008

Present:
i)
 Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, complainant in person.

ii)
 Sh.Madan Mohan Mittal, Naib Tehsildar, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard.
The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.

The notice issued to the respondent for the imposition of penalties prescribed under Section 20 of the RTI Act is dropped in view of his reply dated 6-10-2008.


Disposed of.







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

M/s Kaur Sain Ashok Kumar Commission Agent,

Opp. Subhash Dramatic Club, Mansa.   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Mansa.
                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1479   of 2008

Present:
i)
 Sh. Ashok Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)
 Sri. Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian-cum-APIO.



 Sri Rajinder Singh, Dy. General Manager, Estates.
ORDER
Heard.

Clarifying the doubts of the complainant, the respondent states as follows:-

The allotment of shops in the new mandis is governed by the Punjab State Agriculture Marketing Board ( Sales and Transfer of Plots) Rules, 1999 as amended in 2008. Under these rules it is provided that a licencee in the old mandi shall not be allotted more than one shop in the new mandi.  The relationship between two licencees such as husband and wife, or mother and son, or any relationship, is not relevant, provided each licencee claiming a shop in the new mandi   is working from his own individual premises.

The respondent states that the tenants of the Municipal Committee, sitting in the old mandi, have been found to be eligible by the allotment committee but this question is still under consideration and a  committee is to give its decision on this issue.  The respondent is directed to send a copy of its report of this issue to the complainant after it is finalized.

The respondent categorically states that apart from the afore mentioned Rules, there is no other criteria for the allotment of shops in the new mandis.


Regarding the relevance of the width of the old shops for determining eligibility for the allotment of a shop in the new mandi, the respondent states that the rules state that the applicant for a plot should be in possession of a premises in the old mandi as owner or tenant, and whether he fulfills this criteria or not is for the allotment committee to decide. However, upto  two tenants/licencees, in case  they are working from the 
                                              ---2---

same premises, can be considered for allotment of separate shops of lesser size in the new mandi,  but the actual  size of the shops  to be allotted in the new mandi  is decided by the allotment  Committee.     


The complainant agrees that his doubts have been clarified and that no further action is required to be taken on his complaint, which is disposed of. 







  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Kamlesh,

W/o S. Amarjeet Singh Amar,

H.No. 78/8, Near police Division No. 4,

Lahori Gate, Patiala.
  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

SCO 149-52, Sec- 17,

Chandigarh.                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1603   of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh.  Tarsem Sharma  on behalf of the  complainant.

ii)
 Sri Chander Shekhar Kalia,Chief Librarian, and Sh. S.R.Mehmi, Executive Engineer, on behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER
Heard.

The respondent has informed the Court that the orders dated 25-9-2008 have been complied with and the remaining information concerning the utilization of bitumen by Sri Amarjeet Singh Amar has been sent to the complainant.


An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to her at 10 AM on 20-11-2008.


Some information already provided to the complainant is illegible. The same is enclosed with these orders. The respondent is directed to make a fresh legible copy of the same and send it to the complainant. 






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
Encl---1
        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mukand Singh,

S/o Sh. Ujjagar Singh,

Shahid Bhagat Singh Colony,

Rampura Phul, Distt. Bathinda.
  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Manager,

Markfed, Bathinda.
                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1696   of 2008

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.    


ii) Sri Gursewak Singh, Sr. Accounts Officer, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 19-9-2008.
The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information sent to him.

Disposed of.

 






             (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prithipal Singh Sohal,

# 86, Phase 2, 

Mohali.

  
   


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Defence Services Welfare, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.



     



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1707 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Prithipal Singh Sohal, complainant in person 


ii)     
 Sri N.K. Duggal, Supdt., on  behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written statement that it would require one more month for a decision to be taken by the Government in the complainant’s case.


This case is accordingly adjourned  to 10 AM on 27-11-2008 for further consideration and orders.

  







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kashmir Singh Bhinder,

# 2414, Phase-11,

Mohali.


  
   


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.                  



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 309   of 2008

Present:
i) Sri  Kulbir Singh Sekhon, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant

ii) DSP  Surinder Singh Walia  and Sri V.K.Sharda,Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.


The appellant has shown the reply of the respondent sent to him in response to his application for information.  It is apparent that the respondent has not claimed any exemption from providing copies of the ACRs of the appellant to him.  In fact, on the last date of hearing, the respondent had stated that copies of the ACRs have also been provided to the appellant. From the information sent to the appellant, however, it is apparent that only the grading given in the ACRs had been provided and not copies of the ACRs. These had been stated to be lying in the Home Department, Government of Punjab.  The respondent is accordingly directed to get hold of the ACR file of the complainant and send copies of the required ACRs to him before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on  4-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

  






                       (P.K.Verma)








         State Information Commissioner


October 16, 2008




      
               Punjab
