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

Sh.Sarwan Singh,

Retd. S.S.Master,

Vill:Badiana, P.O.Jhandu Singha,

Distt. Jalandhar.





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal,

Govt. Sr. Sec. School,

Isherwal, Distt. Jalandhar.




…… Respondent





CC -  2168 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Wairagi Singh, Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Isherwal, Respondent.
1.

On the last date of hearing, on 27.3.2008, it was directed that PIO, DEO(S), Jalandhar will forward the requisitioned information to the complainant by 15.04.2008.  He was to be personally present with a copy of the information today.   The complainant was free to point out any observations.

 2.

During today’s proceedings, it is discerned that no information has been sent to the complainant.  It is also noted that the PIO-DEO(S), Jalandhar is not present.  It is, therefore, directed that on the next date of hearing he will be personally present with a copy of information being sent to the complainant.  He will also submit an affidavit showing reasons of his absence from the proceedings today and for not providing information to the complainant so far.

3.

To come up on 27.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copy be sent to both the parties, DEO (S), Jalandhar and D.C., Jalandhar.  D.C., Jalandhar will ensure presence of DEO (S), Jalandhar on the next date of hearing.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh.Sarwan Singh,

Retd. S.S.Master,

Vill:Badiana, P.O.Jhandu Singha,

Distt. Jalandhar.





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal,

Govt. Sr. Sec. School,

Isherwal, Distt. Jalandhar.




…… Respondent





CC -  2169 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Wairagi Singh, Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Isherwal, Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 27.3.2008, it was directed that PIO, DEO(S), Jalandhar will forward the requisitioned information to the complainant by 15.04.2008.  He was to be personally present with a copy of the information today.   The complainant was free to point out any observations.

 2.

During today’s proceedings, it is discerned that no information has been sent to the complainant.  It is also noted that the PIO-DEO(S), Jalandhar is not present.  It is, therefore, directed that on the next date of hearing he will be personally present with a copy of information being sent to the complainant.  He will also submit an affidavit showing reasons of his absence from the proceedings today and for not providing information to the complainant so far.

3.

To come up on 27.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copy be sent to both the parties, DEO (S), Jalandhar and D.C., Jalandhar.  D.C., Jalandhar will ensure presence of DEO (S), Jalandhar on the next date of hearing.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Raj Kumar Bhagat,

# 26-A, Gurcharan Park,

Near Vochar Market,

Ludhiana (Pb.).





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Public Instructions (S), Pb.,

SCO No.95 -97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






…… Respondent





CC - 1177 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Ram Swaroop, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 27.03.2008, it was directed that the complainant will submit his observations by 10.04.2008 and the Respondent will come prepared with his reply.

2.

During  today’s proceedings, the Respondent states that he had come prepared to hand over a copy of the information to the complainant.  A copy of this information i.e. Memo. No.8/54-2007 Recruitment Cell dated 29.4.2008 is taken on record.  Since the complainant is not present it is directed that the information be sent to him by registered post by 05 May, 2008. 

3. 

Since the  information  stands supplied, the case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Joga Singh,

S/o Sh. Ajaib Singh, R/o

Vill: Kukowal, P.O.Dihana,

Police Station: Mahilpur,

Distt. Hoshiarpur (Pb.).




…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Chief Engineer,

Pb. State Electricity Board,

Hoshiarpur (Pb.)





…… Respondent





CC - 2191 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
Sh. Joga Singh, Complainant in person.
Sh. Hemant Kumar, L.D.C. O/o Sr, XEN, Sub Urban Division, PSEB, Hoshiarpur and  Brig. B.S.Taunque, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 11.3.2008, it was directed that the Respondent will procure the deficient information either by extracting the same or by directly procuring it from H.O. and supply to the complainant.  The information, thus, procured will be provided by 25.4.2008.
2.

During today’s proceedings, the Respondent hands over information obtained from Head Office, PSEB, running into 280 pages, to the complainant in my presence.  The complainant will go over this information and submit his observations/comments to the Respondent by 20.5.2008 with a copy to the Commission.  The Respondent will come prepared with response to the observations/comments, if any, submitted by the complainant, on the next date of hearing.
3.

To come up on 27.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbhajan Singh,

VPO: Sanghera,

Tehsil & Distt. Barnala (Pb.).



…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The President,

Guru Gobind Singh College,

Sanghera, Distt. Barnala (Pb.)



…… Respondent





CC - 2105 of 2007





        ORDER

Present:
Sh. Avtar Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Suapan Shorey, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 27.3.2008, it was directed that response to the observations be sent to the complainant by 24.3.2008.
2.

During today’s proceedings, it was observed that all documents as had been demanded, have been provided by the Respondent except the following :-
    (a) Bill for Bajri.
                            (b)Bill for cement.
     ©Detailed bill for farming income.
3.

The Respondent states that SDM, Barnala, has been made Administrator of the College and documents are now in his possession.  A copy of the letter showing details of grants-in-aid, has been handed over to the complainant in my presence.

4.

In view of the foregoing, it is directed that a copy each of the requisite documents (as per Para 2 above) will be sent to the complainant by registered post by 10.5.2008.  A copy of the covering  letter  will be forwarded to the Commission.

5.

Since the Respondent assures that the information will be delivered, the case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.

6.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties and SDM, Barnala, for taking necessary cognizance.   
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jit Singh Litt,

# 630, Sector 48 – A,

Chandigarh.






…… Appellant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Pb.,

Deptt. of School Education, Sector – 9,

Mini Sectt., Chandigarh.




…… Respondent





AC  - 06 of 2008





        ORDER

Present:
Sh. Jit Singh Litt, Appellant in person and 


Sh. Karanbir Singh Chawla, Advocate on behalf of the appellant.

Mrs. Mishra, PIO, Additional Secy. to Govt., Pb., Deptt. of School Education, Mini Sectt., Chandigarh and Shri G.S.Dhaliwal PIO, O/o DPI(S), Pb., Chandigarh.

1.

On the last date of hearing, on 27.3.2008, another opportunity was given to the Respondent to provide response to the documents submitted by the appellant at Para 2(b) and (c) of  the Order dated 27.03.2008 and  it was directed that PIO, DPI(S) and PIO Secretary, Education (S) will be personally present with a copy of response to the observations at Para 2(b) and (c) as above on the next date of hearing.
2.

During today’s proceedings, it emerged that:

(a)  The Respondent provided response to the appellant vide Memo. No.21/16/05-4E5/9570 dated 16.4.2008, with a copy to the Com mission which is taken on record.
(b)  The appellant provided response to the information supplied to him (running into six pages) with a copy to the Respondent.
©  The appellant also submitted an application running into seven pages including Annexures ‘A-14’ and ‘A-15’. A copy of this application was handed over to the Respondent.
(d)  The appellant discussed at length various aspects he had brought out in his application and response provided.










Contd…page…2






- 2 –
(e)  The Respondent brings out that the amount of Rs.17,170/- has been deducted vide letter dated 20.1.2004.  There was no separate Deduction Order and this was the only document held regarding the deductions made.  A copy of the same is handed over to the appellant.
3. 

The information as demanded stands supplied.  The case in so far as the supply of information is concerned stands disposed of.

4.

The Respondent PIOs DPI(S) and PIO Secretary Education, Punjab are hereby called upon to show cause through affidavits as to why penalty under Section 20 not be imposed for the delay in providing information and why disciplinary proceedings under Section 20(2) not be ordered and why request for award of compensation made by the appellant not be accepted.  These affidavits will be submitted by 5.6.2008.

5.

To come up on  17.06.2008 at 2.00 P.M.

4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Capt. Kundan Lal,
Village: Katvara,

Block: Saroya,

Distt. Nawanshehar (Pb.)




…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Officer,

Pb. State Electricity Board,

Saroya, Distt. Nawanshehar.



…… Respondent





CC - 544 of 2008





        ORDER

Present:
Capt. Kundan Lal, Complainant in person.

Sh. Satinder Kumar, ASDC, PSEB, Block: Saroya, Distt. Nawanshehar.

1.

The case pertains to seeking information regarding particulars of individuals who conducted a surprise check at the residence of the complainant between 10 and 20.8.2007.  Initial request was made on 7.9.2007.On not getting a proper response, the complainant had filed a complaint with  the Commission  on  5.3.2008.

2.

During today’s proceedings, the Respondent brings out that the complainant had been informed vide Memo. No.1213 dated 10.10.2007 that no raid/surprise check had been conducted by the Respondent between 10 to 20.8.2007.  A copy of the same is handed over to the Commission which is taken on record.  The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed.

3.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

Goniana Road,

Bathinda (Pb.)





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary,

Dunes Club, Guru Kashi Marg, Civil Station,

Bathinda.






…… Respondent

CC - 2156 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Dr. S.S.Kalra, General Secretary, Dunes Club, Bathinda, Respondent.

1.

During today’s proceedings, the contents of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, were read out to the Respondent.  The contents of our Order  dated 4.3.2008 were also highlighted to the Respondent.
2.

The complainant is directed to forward a copy of his submission running into five pages submitted by him to the Commission, on 4.3.2008 to support his arguments, to the Respondent by 10.5.2008.  The Respondent will submit his response to the arguments submitted by the complainant by 20.5.2008.

3.

To come up on 29.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.
4.

Announced in the hearing.  Copies be sent to both the parties.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Kanta Devi,

H. No. 964/19641,

Gali No. 6,

Ajeet Road,

Bathinda (Pb.)





…… Applicant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal,

St. Joseph Convent School,

Civil  Lines,

Bathinda ( Pb.).





…… Respondent





MR – 24 of 2008





        ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the applicant.

1.

Since the applicant is not present, one more opportunity is being given to the applicant to submit her arguments to support the contention that the Respondent was a Public Authority in terms of Para 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005.
2.

To come up on 29.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.

3.

Copy be sent to the applicant.
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Brij Bhushan Bansal,

Advocate (Taxation),

Sadar Bazar, Dhuri,

Distt. Sangrur (Pb.).





…… Applicant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Desh Bhagat College Trust (Regd.),

Dhuri,

Distt. Sangrur (Pb.).





…… Respondent





MR – 22 of 2008





        ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the applicant.

1.

Since the applicant is not present, one more opportunity is being given to the applicant to submit his arguments to support the contention that the Respondent was a Public Authority in terms of Para 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005.

2.

To come up on 29.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.

3.

Copy be sent to the applicant. 
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hari Kumar P,

Pallathadka 671551,

Kasaragod,

Kerala.






…… Applicant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Lovely Professional University,

(Lovely University), Lovely Campus,

Jalandhar – Ludhiana G.T.Road,

Phagwara.






…… Respondent





MR – 25 of 2008





        ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the applicant.

1.

The applicant has sent a letter through FAX submitting arguments to support that the Respondent was a Public Authority in terms of Section  2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005.   He has, however, expressed his inability to attend the proceedings. 

2.

From the material placed on record I am satisfied that Lovely Professional University, Phagwara is a Public Authority under the RTI Act, 2005 as it has been established through a State Legislative Enactment, i.e. Act No. 25 of 2005.  Let this matter be registered as a complaint and let a notice be issued to the parties for 29.5.2008, along with the copy of this order.
3.

To come up on 29.5.2008 at 2.00 P.M.

4.

Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.




     Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa’, Opp. Tel. Exchange,

Village & P.O. Battian-Bet,

Ludhiana (Pb.)





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






…… Respondent





  CC -  1213 of 2007





        ORDER

1.

Vide my order dated 08.04.2008, judgement on the question whether the Complainant is entitled to information sought against Items No. 4(b), (c) & (d) of his application under Section 6 of RTI Act 2005. 

2.

The stand taken by the Respondent is that what is demanded against these items is not ‘information’ as envisaged under the Act. According to him, vide these items, the Complainant is seeking an expression of opinion by the Respondent,  on the questions posed  by the Complainant. In this premise, the Respondent contends that the demand of the Complainant qua these items is not information which can be supplied under the RTI Act 2005. 

3.

Para 4 of the request for information sought by the Complainant reads as under :-

“4.  What has become of subsequent letters written by CBI in 2000, 2003, and 2006 recommending departmental action against Mr. Bindra. 

a) These letters were received by which office and the designating officer of that time. 

b)  Information regarding what action was taken by them, if none, what laws empowered them to do so. Can any action be taken for not doing so? 

c) In normal practice, what is the course of action to be followed after receiving directions from the CBI? 

d) Has any action been taken against persons, for not acting upon the CBI recommendations?”

                                                                                                                                                                Contd page..2.. 

..2..

5.  

I shall deal with these sub- items of the application seeking information ad seriatim:- 

Re (b)  

The demand made against this sub- item is composite in nature. The first part namely ‘information regarding what action was taken by them’, in the context in which it appears means that the Complainant wants to know about the action (if any) taken by the concerned officers on the recommendations made by the CBI in 2000, 2003 and 2006 for initiating departmental action against Mr. Bindra. This demand to my mind does constitute information to which the Complainant is entitled. The second part of this sub-item namely ‘if none, what laws empowered them to do so. Can any action be taken against them for not doing so’ is, beyond doubt, not in the realm of information as contemplated under the RTI Act. The question posed tantamounts to seeking legal opinion of the Respondent. The Respondent is thus not under any obligation to respond to this part of the demand. 

Re (c)  

The demand made against this sub-item can, by no stretch of imagination, be described as seeking opinion. In case there is a written record of the procedure to be followed upon receiving directions/recommendations from CBI for taking action thereupon, such record shall qualify as information and will have to be disclosed. And if there are no such written instructions, the Respondent can intimate the Complainant accordingly. This also would be information against this sub-item. The Complainant is thus entitled to a response from the Respondent to this sub-item also. 

Re (d)  

The question against this sub-item, I am afraid, is not very happily worded. The Complainant wants to know whether any action has been taken against persons for not acting upon the CBI recommendations.

                                                                                                                                                                Contd page..3.. 

..3..

Quite obviously, the question is based upon a pre- supposition that the CBI recommendations were not acted upon. Logically, therefore, the question of knowing whether any action has been taken against any delinquent employees would be preceded by a question whether any employees were found guilty of flouting the CBI recommendations. I, however, shall not like to decline the request for information against this sub-item merely on the ground of the aforestated flaw in the framing of the question. I, therefore, hold that the Complainant is entitled to information against this sub-item.  For the facility of the  Respondent, I direct that the demand made against this sub-item may be treated as under:- 

(i) Whether any officials were found guilty of not acting upon the CBI recommendations? 

(ii) If yes, what action was taken against those officials? 

6.  I direct the Respondent to supply the information to the Complainant as per my findings recorded hereinabove within 15 days. 

7.  
To come up on  27.05.2008 at 2.00 PM  for confirmation of compliance. 

8. 
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh





      
( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008.



     
     
Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






           

 State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Sunki Devi,

Vill: Chountta,

P.O. Jaddu, Tehsil Jhandutta,

Distt. Bilaspur (HP)174030.




…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  The Principal,

DAV Public School,

Lawrence Road,

Amritsar (Pb.).





…… Respondent





CC -  2116 of 2007





        ORDER

1.

Vide my order dated 08.04.2008, the judgment on the question “whether the Respondent i.e the DAV Public School, Lawrence Road, Amritsar is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2 (h) of RTI Act, 2005” was reserved. 

2.

On 28.09.2007, the Complainant made an application to the Principal DAV Public School, Lawrence Road, Amritsar under the RTI Act 2005 seeking information about an employee namely Krishan Chand, working as electrician in the said school. The Respondent has taken the plea that it is not a Public Authority as defined under Section 2(h) of the RTI Act 2005. Elaborating the stand of the Respondent in this behalf, it is stated by the Principal of the school, that the school inquestion has/is not received/receiving any financial aid or grant from the government directly or indirectly. It is also stated that the Respondent school is not enjoying any exemption granted by the government. It is also stated that no land or any other structure has been provided by the government to the institution free of cost or at concessional/subsidized rates. In this premise, it is submitted that Respondent is not a Public Authority under Section 2(h) of RTI Act 2005. Public Authority is defined under Section 2 (h) as under:- 

“2 (h) ‘
public authority’ means any authority or body or institution of self-government established or constituted.-

a)  By or under the Constitution. 

b)    By any other law made by Parliament;

                                                                                                      Contd page.2..                                                                                                                                                                            
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c) 
By any other law made by State Legislature.  

d)  By notification issued or order made by the appropriate  Government, and includes any-

(i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed; 

(ii) non-Government Organisation substantially financed, directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government.” 

3.

From the above it is apparent that for a body or organization to be a Public Authority, it must be established or constituted by or under the Constitution, a law made by the Parliament, a law made by the State Legislature, by notification issued by the appropriate government or it must be a body owned controlled or substantially financed by the appropriate government. Indisputably, the Respondent school is not constituted or established by the Constitution
or any other law made by the Legislature. The only question to be addressed, therefore, is whether the Respondent is controlled or substantially financed by the appropriate government. The Respondent has stated that the school in question is a private body and is in no manner aided by the State Government. It is also submitted that the Respondent has not received any assistance from the appropriate government either towards the setting up of its infrastructure or towards meeting its revenue expenditure. To buttress this submission the Respondent has also placed on record the copies of the balance sheet of the school as on 31.03.2006 and 31.03.2007. The complainant, on the other hand, has failed to place any material on the record to disprove the stand of the Respondent. In the circumstances, I hold that the Respondent school does not satisfy any of 
the ingredients of Public Authority as set out in Section 2 (h) of RTI Act 2005. Since the Respondent is not a Public Authority, it is not amenable to the jurisdiction of the Commission.  It is also not under any obligation to supply information to an information seeker as envisaged by the RTI Act 2005. In this view of the matter the complainant is dismissed being not maintainable. 
4.

Copies be sent to both the parties.

Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008



     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Bhupinder Bansal, 
# 33331/B, Partap Nagar, 

Bathinda (Pb.)




…… Complainant

     Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Chief Engineer (Thermal),

O. &M., G.N.D.T.P.,

Bathinda (Pb.) 








…… Respondent





CC -  556 of 2008




        ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Anil Kumar Gupta, SE, Hqr., Guru Nanak Dev Thermal Plant, Bathinda. 

1.  
The case relates to seeking information regarding disposal of ash from the Thermal Plant at Bathinda. Initial request was made on 18.1.2008 and had three items. On not receiving any response, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 6.3.2008. 
2. During today’s proceedings, the Respondent states that information has been sent by registered post vide letter no. 888/W.G.-341 dated 10.3.2008. He submits a copy of the reply sent to the Complainant. 
3.  
The Complainant is not present today. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the response. The case is, therefore, disposed of and closed. 

4.  

Announced in the hearing. Copies be sent to both the parties. 
Chandigarh





      ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 29.04.2008



     
      Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            State Information Commissioner

