STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Naresh Kumari,

B-34/1507, street no. 6,

New Chander Nagar,

Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 566 of 2007

Present:
i)  None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) S.I.Varinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent.  She has also written to the Commission that she is satisfied with the same.


Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Seema Rani,

W/o Sh. Varinder Kumar,

2882/8, Cinema Road,

Sirhind, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director,

Information Technology, Punjab,

SCO 193-95, Sector-34-A, 

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 586 of 2007

Present:
i)None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)Ms. Krishna Kumari, Superintendent Gr. II and


   Sh. Radhey Sham,S.O.o/o Distt Education Officer (S)Fatehgarh Sahib.
ORDER

Heard.

The background of this case is that the present complainant had made a complaint in connection with another application for information which was disposed of by the Bench chaired by the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, vide its orders dated 6-2-2007, in CC No. 65 of 2006, in which it has been recorded that the respondent informed the Court that the information demanded by the complainant has already been supplied to her and she is making false allegations against the respondent.  The information required by the complainant in that case was the basis for the termination of her service.


In the present case, the complainant has asked for   “information and documents etc.” in support of the statement of the respondent in case CC No. 65 of 2006 described above.  Since, however, the Hon’ble Bench in the afore mentioned case has accepted the statement of the respondent that the reasons for the termination of the complainant’s service has already been communicated to her, there is nothing further now required to be provided to the complainant and no further action, accordingly, is required to be taken in  this case.


I would, however, add that it would be in fitness if the PIO/.Distt. Education Officer (Secondary) Fatehgarh Sahib, sends a copy of the information supplied to the complainant in CC-65/2006 once again to her, because it appears that she has not yet received it.


Disposed  of. 










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasu Dev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.




  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police, (HQ),Sector -9,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 575 and 878  of 2007

Present:
i)  Sh. Vasu Dev, complainant in person.



ii)  Sh. M.S.Chhinna, AIG(Litigation),on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent in this case has claimed exemption from giving the information required  by the complainant under section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act,2005 on the ground that the charge that the complainant has made a false complaint against a public servant and therefore, has committed  an offence under section 182 of the IPC, is under adjudication in the Court and he, therefore, cannot be  given copies of the notings leading to the issue of the letter  conveying to him that his complaint has been found  to be false. The exemption claimed by the respondent is upheld.

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

V-11, Second Floor,

Rajouri Garder, New Delhi-27.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter, Sector -9,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 576 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, DSP, APIO,o/o ADGP(Law & Order)
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent in this case has correctly informed the complainant that the information required  by him can be given on the receipt of his application in the prescribed form along with the prescribed application fees.  In case the complainant makes another application, which is in compliance with the rules notified under the RTI Act, the information required by him, which is stated by the respondent to be readily available, should be given to him on the payment of prescribed fees @ Rs. 2/- per page.

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lal Singh,

S/o Sarwan Singh, Vill. Begowal,

Teh. Payal, Distt. Ludhiana.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior superintendent of Police,

Khanna.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 577 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Lal Singh, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Susheel Kumar, Superintendent of Police, Khanna

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case  is a copy of the report made by the  Superintendent of Police (Detective), Distt Ropar after an inquiry into the representation of the complainant.The inquiry report has been given to him by the respondent, but the complainant has objected that some of the statements of witnesses said to  have been recorded in the inquiry report have not been supplied to him and according to him, it is for this reason that although the inquiry report  has been stated as consisting of 87 pages in the endorsement of DIG, Ludhiana Range, addressed to ADGP(Crime),Punjab, Chandigarh on 2-3-2004, he has been supplied with a report consisting of only 41 pages. The respondent may accordingly carefully go through all the copies of the statements of witnesses supplied to the complainant and check whether copies of all statements have been provided or not, and any deficiencies in this regard should be made up within 7 days from today.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sumit Kataria,

S/o Sh. Kharaiti Lal,

Railway Road, Near Agarwal Asharm,

Fazilka- 152123, Distt. Ferozepur.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 578 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Sumit  Kataria, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Sat Paul, DFSO, Fazilka on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In response to the application for information of the complainant dated  18-12-2006, he has been provided whatever information is available in the office of the respondent . The respondent states that at the time when Distt.  Faridkot was created in 1972 the entire record pertaining to Fazilka Tehsil was also sent to Faridkot and his office does not have the information which the complainant is seeking, pertaining to the year 1963-64 or 1971, and this information may be found in the records of Fazilka Tehsil in the office of the DFSC, Faridkot.  Although the respondent has written to the DFSC, Faridkot and his reply has been received that no such record is available in his office, I direct the Distt. Food and Supplies Controller,  Fardikot,  to give a personal hearing to Shri Sumit Kataria, the complainant in this case, and to make another sincere effort to locate the record which he desires.  During the course of hearing the respondent has shown to the Court a partnership deed which had been entered into between the complainant’s father and his uncle after the fresh policy for allotting rations depots was adopted by the Government in 1979.  A copy of the policy of the Government circulated in 1979 and copies of available documents pertaining to the joint ownership of the ration depot of the complainant’s father and uncle, including any applications made by the complainant’s father and any partnership/ownership deed, should be given by the respondent to the complainant within 7 days from today.


Disposed  of.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

Copy to:  DFSC, Faridkot.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Krishan Gopal,

# 16, New Dalima Vihar,

Near ESI Hospital, Rajpura.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 591 of 2007

Present:
i)  Shri Krishan Gopal , complainant in person.



ii) Shri Vikrant  Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent except that it has not been made clear by the respondent with reference to point No. 4 of the items of information required by the complainant, whether marks are awarded to the candidates appearing for the interview by the Selection Committee. This also may be made clear to the complainant within  3 days from the date of receipt of these orders.

Disposed  of.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Baljinder Singh, Lecturer,

Govind National College,

Narangwal, Ludhiana.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 592 of 2007

:


ORDER

Orders were passed by this Court on 5th July, 2007 in CC No. 496/07 in the presence of the complainant and the respondent, that since  the complainant has withdrawn his complaint in respect of the appointment to the post of Lecturer, the hearing of CC-592/07 or any other case concerning the complaint regarding the appointment to the post of lecturer, is not required.  

Disposed  of.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lal Singh,

S/o Sarwan Singh, Vill. Begowal,

Teh. Payal, Distt. Ludhiana.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police, 

Punjab Police Headquarter, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 599 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Lal  Singh, complainant in perason.



ii) Sh. Om Raj, Supdt. o/o DGP,Pb, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In response to the application for information of the complainant in this case, the respondent has made a statement before the Court that ASI Karnail Singh was promoted from the rank of Head Constable to ASI in 1995 in his own rank and pay and he has remained ASI (ORP) and has not been promoted, and any information which the complainant possesses to the contrary   is not correct.  Further, he has stated that the complaint which Sh. Lal Singh had made against ASI  Karnail Singh,  has been enquired into and has been filed as no allegation was substantiated.  The respondent is directed to give a copy of the inquiry report to the complainant within 10 days from today.


No further action is required to be taken in this case which is disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.K. Saini,

Flat No. 15-G,

New Generation Apartments,

Dhakoli, Zirakpur.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, (By Regd.A/d Post)
O/o Executive Officer,

Notified Area Committee, 

Zirakpur.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 229 of 2007

Present:
i)Shri R.K.Saini, complainant in person.



ii) None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 11-11-2006 but he has not received any response from the respondent.


Notice was issued to the PIO-cum-Executive Officer, NAC, Zirakpur, to appear in this case before the Court today, but he has ignored the notice.


In the above circumstances, the PIO,office of the Executive Officer, NAC Zirakpur, is hereby given notice to show cause, on the next date of hearing, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day for every day that the required information was not supplied , after the prescribed period of 30 days, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act,2005.

The respondent is also directed to supply the required information to the complainant within 7 days of the date of receipt of these orders.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-98-2007 for  further orders.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Kumar,

S/o Sh. Shiv Chand,

# 3415, Mohalla Harpalpura, 

Sirhind Mandi, Fatehgarh Sahib.

  
     _________________ Complainant

      Vs.

i)Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Manager, Punsup,

Fatehgarh Sahib.


ii) Public Information Officer,

PUNGRAIN, Fathegarh Sahib.

iii) Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Manager, Pb. State Warehousing Corporation,

Fatehgarh Sahib.





________________ Respondents

CC No.  767  of 2007

Present:
I)  Sh. Rajinder Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Arpinderjit  Singh,  Deputy Distt. Manager, PUNSUP,


iii) Sh. J.P.Kakria,Technical Officer,PSWC,Fatehgarh Sahib.


iv) None on behalf of PIO/PUNGRAIN.
ORDER

Heard.
In this case, the complainant required information from the District Managers of PUNSUP, PUNGRAIN and PSWC, Fatehgarh Sahib, concerning the rates of labour  contracts entered into in the  Mandis of Gobindgarh and Sirhind during the years 1997 -2007 and the storage of the procured food grains  procured  by these respective agencies during the same years.  The Distt. Manager, PSWC, Fatehgarh Sahib, has provided the information to the complainant on 7-5-2007.

Insofar as the information of  Distt. Managers of  PUNSUP and PUNGRAIN,  are concerned, they have conveyed entirely frivolous objections to the complainant raising doubt about the complainant being a Citizen of India and claiming exemption under section 11  of the RTI Act, 2005.  In fact the objections are of such a nature that there is  no other option left for the Court but to conclude that the information being asked for the complainant is being denied  malafidely without reasonable cause.  The Distt  .Manager, PUNSUP, realizing that the objections are baseless, has now sent the information by Registered Post to the complainant on 12-7-2007.   The PIO/D.M. PUNGRAIN, has neither sent any information to the complainant nor has he responded to the Commission’s notice and is absent from the Court.

In view of the above, the following orders are passed:


(i) The complainant may go through the information provided to him by the PUNSUP and PSWC and in case he wishes to point out any deficiencies, he may do so on the next date of hearing.

Contd…..2
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(ii) The  PIO, office of the Distt. Manager,.PUNGRAIN, Fatehgarh Sahib, is hereby given notice to show cause, on  the next date of hearing, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day for every day that the required information was not supplied, after the prescribed period of 30 days, should not be imposed upon him under section 20 of the RTI Act,2005.
A copy of these orders should be sent to M.D. Pungrain, Chandigarh, for such action as he may deem fit to take in the matter.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-8-2007 for further orders.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. S.P. Marwaha,

# 2076, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Additional Secretary  to Government, Punjab,

Vigilance Department, Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 694 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. S.P. Marwaha, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Parveen Kumar, APIO, Vigilance, Punjab.

ORDER

Heard.

The information ordered to be given to the complainant vide this Court’s orders dated 29-6-2007 has been supplied to him by the respondent.


Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jaspal Singh,

# 323, Phase-2,

Mohali





  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies Punjab,

Sector-17, Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 710 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Jaspal Singh, complainant in person.



ii) Ms. Navinder Kaur, Superintendent, on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Heard.

In response to the orders of this Court dated 29-6-2007, the respondent has given a written reply that the  AGM of the Cooperative Agricultural Development Bank, Ghanaur, Distt. Patiala has been appointed as the PIO under the RTI Act, but the applications for information are not being entertained and information is not being given because the question whether a Cooperative Society is a Public Authority is under adjudication in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.


In view of the above position, this case should be kept pending and fresh notices will be issued to the parties  after the Hon’ble High Court gives  the judgment in the afore mentioned cases.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amarjit Singh,

1/180, Gali No. 5, GTB Nagar,

Mandi Mullanpur, Dakha,

Ludhiana.



  
   

  _________________ Appellant 

 





Vs.

Sh. Raman Joshi,

 Addl. Managing Directior-cum-

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP, SCO-36-40, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

AC No. 138 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Amarjit Singh, appellant in person.



ii) Sh. Raman Joshi, Addl. Manager-cum-PIO,PUNSUP.
ORDER

Heard.

Under consideration in today’s hearing are points no. 2 & 3 of the items of information asked for by the appellant in his application for information dated 1-3-2007,

Insofar as point no. 2 is concerned , it was explained by the respondent that promotion to the post of Assistant Manager (General)  and Deputy District Manager 
(Field) are made from amongst the Field Officers, Superintendents and PAs in the ratio  37:9:4, since 50% of the posts are filled up by promotion under the Service Rules.  There is no inter-se seniority amongst these categories and the seniority of a particular  candidate belonging to one of these three categories is taken into consideration after it has been decided to which category   the vacancy belongs.

Insofar as point no. 3 is concerned, there is no roster register which determines the allocation  of vacancies to the three categories, but whenever any vacancy arises, the exact respective percentage-wise representation of each of the three categories in the cadre is determined, and the representation in the cadre of any category which is deficient, is made up by making the promotion from that category. Therefore, there is no Roster Register according to which the promotions are made. The respondent has undertaken to send a written reply to the appellant as well within 3 days from today.

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai,

C/o Ameliorating India,

205-B, Model Town Extn.,

Ludhiana-2.




  
   
  _________________ Appellant 

 





Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Controller , Legal Metrology,

Deptt. of Food & Civil Supplies,

Jiwan Deep Building, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

AC No. 149 of 2007

Present:
i) Lt. Col. N.K.Ghai, appellant  in person.



ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The detailed response of the respondent to the application for information of the complainant contained in their letter dated 1-6-2007 addressed to the Commission has been shown to the appellant.  The appellant , however, is not satisfied since according to him, the specific information which he has asked for was,  as to what action has been taken against the  manufacturer of the under-weight milk pouch sold to him by the dealer, which he had handed over to the Inspector of Legal Metrology, Department of Food and Supplies,Punjab,Ludhiana.  The respondent has stated that no action was justified against the manufacturer (Milk Plant), because the pouches which were checked in the  premises of the milk plant were found to be of correct weight.  The appellant has objected  that the reply of the respondent refers to future checking and does not answer the point raised by him.  The second point on which the appellant wants information is connected to the first.  He wants to know what action has been taken against the Inspector for not challaning the milk plant. The answer to the second question would obviously  depend upon the answer to the first.

In view of the above, the respondent is directed to give  specific replies to the appellant to the following questions:

1. The appellant in this case was sold an under-weight milk pouch manufactured by the Milkfed, which  the complainant  brought to the notice of the Inspector, Legal Metrology, and also gave him the pouch.  Was it not obligatory on the part of the respondent to initiate legal action against the manufacturer (Milkfed)?.  If not, the reasons for the same.

2. In case the answer to the question  above is in the affirmative, why  action was not taken against the concerned Inspector for not taking the proper legal course in this case.                                                             Contd…..2







(2)


The respondent should send the above information to the appellant within 10 days from the date of receipt of these orders, and also be present in the Court on the next date of hearing  along with a copy of the information sent to the appellant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-8-2007 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sushil Kumar Bagga,

# 1062, 1st Floor, Sector 42-B,

Chandigarh.




  
   
  _________________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






________________ Respondent

AC No. 151 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. S.K.Bagga, appellant in person.



ii)S. Hargobind Singh, D.S.P.,Mohali on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information which remains to be given to the appellant , as recorded in the orders of this Court dated 29-6-2007, has been provided by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raghbir Singh,

# 5/174, Mohalla Rodupura,

Tarn Taran-143401.



  
   
  _________________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Sector-17, Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

AC No. 153 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Raghbir Singh,  appellant in person.


ii) Sh. Charanjit Singh, Superintendent,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been provided to him by the respondent.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Karamjit Singh Gill,

Opp. Old SDM’s Court, Near Asian Foot wears,

MOGA.





…………Complainant 






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Sr. Superintendent of Police,

MOGA.




              ………….Respondent

CC No.470  of 2006

Present:
i)   Sh. Karamjit Singh Gill, Complainant in person.



ii)   S. Jasbir Singh, DSP,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

S. Jasbir Singh, D.S.P. has appeared in the Court on behalf of the SP-cum-PIO, and has given an assurance  that he will have a detailed discussion with the complainant on Monday, the 16th July,2007 and will locate and supply to the complainant, all documents which are available in the records of the offices of the Punjab Police, Moga, and the Court in which the challan has been put up against the complainant, in connection with the complainant’s application for information dated 14-6-2006.


It has been explained to the complainant that the documents which are not available or traceable in the official records cannot be supplied to him but if he is able to show that any document applied for by him, was duly received in the district police office, Moga, and is not available, it  will be incumbent upon the respondent to register a FIR for tracing out the missing document.

The orders dated 29-6-2007 passed by this Court regarding payment of cost of Rs. 5000/-, have been complied with,  but I would like to clarify that the cost was imposed on the Police Department and not on any individual officer.



Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-8-2007 for confirmation of compliance.









(P.K.Verma)

           State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

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

Ms. Manpreet Kaur,(under trial prisoner)
W/o S. Darshan Singh,

Women Jail, Ludhiana.


  
 _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 366 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)S.I.  Varinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has failed to send a copy of his application for information dated 23-8-2006 to the respondent as recorded in the orders of this Court dated 22-6-2007.  It is not possible to proceed in this case either by the respondent or the Commission unless a copy of the application is available.

  
The Superintendent, Women Jail, Ludhiana is accordingly requested to contact Ms. Manpreet Kaur, under-trial prisoner lodged in the Jail, and obtain a copy of her application dated 23-8-2006 addressed to the Hon’ble Governor, Punjab, Chandigarh, and send the same to the Commission for further necessary action.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-8-2007 for further consideration and orders.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

Copy:  The Superintendent Jail, Ludhiana

State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No.84 -85, Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Smt. Santosh Pathak,

VPO  Sahni,

Tehsil  Phagwara,

Kapurthala.





           …………Complainant 






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Director, Health Services, Punjab,

Sector 34,   Chandigarh




………….Respondent

CC No. 401 of 2007

Present:
i)   None, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)   Dr. Sunil Mahajan, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has informed the Court that its directions have been duly complied with and the entire amount due to the complainant on account of her G.P.Fund  has since been computed  and  disbursed to her.  The complainant is not present. Apparently, she is satisfied.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated :   13th July,  2007

