STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94172-22266)

Sh. K.L. Malhotra,

Anand Puri,

Noorwala Road,

Gurudware wali Gali,

Ludhiana







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2493/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. K.L. Mahotra in person


For the respondent: Sh. Balwinder Singh, clerk (98786-75120)



In the instant case, vide application dated 24.05.2010, complainant sought the following information: 

“On 20.03.2007, a complaint was made to the Chief Minister Punjab Sh. Parkash Singh Badal and Revenue Minister Punjab S. Ajit Singh Kohar against Sub-Registrar (West) Ludhiana Sh. Ram Singh for corrupt practices.  The enquiry was marked to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.   The complainant was called to the office of SDM Ludhiana and his statement recorded.  What action upon the compliant?  Attested copies of complete information including orders of the Hon’ble Chief Minister and Hon’ble Revenue Minister and all the statements / decisions be provided.” 


However, when no response was received, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 09.08.2010.



Complainant is present and states that no information has been received by him so far as sought by him in his application.



Copy of a letter dated 18.08.2010 has been presented by the complainant which written by the Distt. Revenue Officer-cum-APIO Ludhiana which states: 

“Vide your application dated 24.05.2010 for information under the RTI Act was received in this office on 27.05.2010.   As per
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your request, Deputy Officer Incharge, Establishment, Ludhiana was advised to provide you the information.  Vide his letter no. 4087//BC-2 dated 10.08.10, information containing 5 pages has been received which is enclosed herewith. 


Copy of another letter dated 10.08.2010 is presented which is written by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana addressed toe Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana stating: -

“Complaint letter dated 20.03.2007 was received from the Revenue Department, Punjab vide their letter No. Est-1/(6)/3557 dated 27.04.2007.  Vide this office endst. No.  2006 dated 09.05.2007 was marked to the SDM Ludhiana (West) for enquiry but report of the same has not been received.”
Both these letters were received by the complainant on 28.08.2010.



Respondent present states that due to floods, delay has taken place and assures that information will be provided to the complainant in a week’s time. 



SDM (West)-cum-PIO, Ludhiana should be present in the next hearing.  Directions are given that clerks should not be deputed to attend the proceedings.  



Complete information be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.



For further proceedings, to come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99153-90834)

Sh. Tejinder Singh 

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh

Plot No. 40, village Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Health, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






 
   …Respondent

CC No. 575/09

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Ms. Bhupinder Kaur, Supdt.-cum-PIO (98148-11647)



Respondent present submits copy of a writ petition being CWP No. 14513/10 filed by Sh. Vinod Kumar Bhalla & Others in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court challenging the order of the Commission dated 05.07.2010.   The next date fixed in the case is 07.10.2010.  


In view of the writ petition filed before the Hon’ble High Court, the case is hereby adjourned sine die. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Harvinder Singh,

34/10, Raj Nagar,

Kapurthala Road,

Near Harsimran Public School,

Jalandhar. 







…..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Land Records,

Back Side of Sports College,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar




…..Respondent 

CC- 108/2010

ORDER
Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Kesar Singh (94633-16581)



Complete information as sought by the complainant has been provided to his satisfaction on 30.08.2010. Acknowledgement from the complainant has also been submitted wherein it is stated:

“This is to certify that I, Harvinder Singh r/o 34/10, Raj Nagar, Basti Bawa Khel, Jalandhar has received complete information against my RTI Application dated 29.08.2010 (CC 108/10).  There is no pending information.  It is further acknowledged that director of Land Records of Punjab has now provided full and complete information to me.”



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






…..Appellant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Moga.



                                     

…..Respondent

AC- 649/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Dalbir Singh, clerk

 

Appellant, vide his original application dated 23.07.2009 sought the following information: 
“1.
Action taken by you on the letter no. P(P-2)/30418-28 dated 15.09.2006.

2
How many driving schools are there in the district?  Their names and addresses.

3.
Which schools are authorized to impart training for HTVs and how many are authorized for LTVs?

4.
How many certificates have been issued by these schools? Details thereof.

5.
Name and model of the vehicles used by these schools for the training?

6.
Whether tax at commercial rate is charged on the commercial vehicles used for training?

7.
Checking report of these schools in the year 2009.

8.
Are all these schools running as per provisions of Section 24 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1989?”



When no response was received, appeal before the Appellate Authority was filed on 30.04.2010. Still when no response was received, appellant filed the second appeal with the Commission on 02.08.2010. 


Respondent submits some information which is not to the satisfaction of the appellant.  Sh. Jasbir Singh is directed to provide the discrepancies in the information and hand over the same to the respondent.
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Directions are given that complete information should be provided to the complainant within a week.



For further proceedings, to come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






      …..Appellant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Jalandhar.



                                     
…..Respondent

AC- 648/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



Appellant, vide his original application dated 10.09.2009 sought the following information: 

“1.
Action taken by you on the letter no. P(P-2)/30418-28 dated 15.09.2006.

2
How many driving schools are there in the district?  Their names and addresses.

3.
Which schools are authorized to impart training for HTVs and how many are authorized for LTVs?

4.
How many certificates have been issued by these schools? Details thereof.

5.
Name and model of the vehicles used by these schools for the training?

6.
Whether tax at commercial rate is charged on the commercial vehicles used for training?

7.
Checking report of these schools in the year 2009.

8.
Are all these schools running as per provisions of Section 24 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1989?”



When no response was received, appeal before the Appellate Authority was filed on 20.04.2010. Still when no response was received, appellant filed the second appeal with the Commission on 02.08.2010. 



It has been noticed that through oversight, notice of hearing in this case was sent to office of Deputy Commissioner, Moga whereas the same should have gone to the office of D.C. Jalandhar.  Therefore, it is directed that notices of hearing be sent to Jalandhar.
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To come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






      …..Appellant




Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Sangrur 







   …Respondent

AC- 650/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Jasbir Singh, clerk (98550-06617)



Appellant, vide his original application dated 23.07.2009 sought the following information: 

“1.
Action taken by you on the letter no. P(P-2)/30418-28 dated 15.09.2006.

2
How many driving schools are there in the district?  Their names and addresses.

3.
Which schools are authorized to impart training for HTVs and how many are authorized for LTVs?

4.
How many certificates have been issued by these schools? Details thereof.

5.
Name and model of the vehicles used by these schools for the training?

6.
Whether tax at commercial rate is charged on the commercial vehicles used for training?

7.
Checking report of these schools in the year 2009.

8.
Are all these schools running as per provisions of Section 24 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1989?”



When no response was received, appeal before the Appellate Authority was filed on 11.06.2010. Still when no response was received, appellant filed the second appeal with the Commission on 02.08.2010. 



Information which has been brought by the respondent to the court is irrelevant and completely off the mark.   It does not at all provide any information sought in the original application dated 23.07.2009.


Directions are given that complete and correct information be provided to the appellant within a week’s time.
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DTO Sangrur Sh. Gurpreet Singh Thind shall appear in person in the next hearing. 



To come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Dr. Arvind Singh Banga,

Deep Nursing Home, 

Bhora Road,

Jalandhar By Pass,

Ludhiana – 141008






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (East) 

Ludhiana.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2412/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In this case, complainant vide his application dated 20.05.2010 sought the following information: 

“Xerox copy of title deeds executed by your goodself vide Vasika No. 21949 as on 17.12.1993.”



When no response was received, the complainant filed the instant complaint with the Commission on 24.06.2010.



Neither the complainant nor respondent is present today and no communication has been received from them either. 



Therefore, one more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant within a week.  Complainant is also directed to point out any deficiencies in the information when provided.



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(95011-03920)

Sh. Harbans Singh

s/o Sh. Fauja Singh,

Village Parbhat Singh Wala Hithar,

P.O. Banhe Ke Uttar,

Tehsil Jalalabad,

Distt. Ferozepur






…..Complainant





Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Jalalabad.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2411/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harbans Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Harsharanjit Singh, Tehsildar-cum-APIO, Jalalabad (97793-49333)

 

Vide original application dated 12.05.2010, complainant sought the following information: 

 

“Regarding Certificate No. 727/PR dated 27.06.2008 

Application with affidavit, ration card, voter list or anything attached with application on behalf of this certificate had been issued.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 22.07.2010.



Respondent present states that records pertaining to Certificates in the series of 700-900 are not traceable in their office.  During the course of hearing, it has been revealed that certificate No. 727/PR pertaining to one Jaswinder Kaur is third party information.  I have repeatedly asked the complainant as to what is the pubic interest involved in the third party information sought by him.  However, he has not been able to give any logical reply.


It is also pointed out to the respondent that they must follow the provisions of the RTI Act 2005 in denying the third party information. 



As in this case the information sought is concerning third party, therefore, this is hereby dismissed and closed.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94634-47951)

Sh. Raj Pal Madan

91, Krishna Square-1,

Shivala Road,

Amritsar (Pb)







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Amritsar-I.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2437/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Raj Pal Madan in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94178-49993)



In this case, complainant, vide his original application dated 19.04.2010 sought the following information: 
“Please provide the present Collector rate or Circle rate of land per square yard in Krishna Square I, Shivala Road, Amritsar.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 27.07.2010.



Respondent present states that the said information was dispatched to the complainant vide their letter dated 05.05.2010. However, a copy of the same is provided to the complainant in the court.   Complainant states that he wants Collector’s rates currently prevailing in the area.  Respondent assures that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time since the earlier ones never reached the complainant (because it was sent by ordinary post).



Complainant demands compensation for the mental detriments suffered by him and penalty for the delay in supply of information.   Therefore, SDM-Amritsar I-cum-PIO Sh. Sandeep Rishi is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jagjit Singh

2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh







 …..Complainant





Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon, 

Amritsar.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2424/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Jagjit Singh in person. 


For the respondent: Dr. Rabinder Singh Sethi (94170-00091)

In the instant case, complainant, vide his letter dated 11.05.2010 sought the following information:

“How many BAMS Doctors are employed by Navpreet Hospital, Putlighar?  Complete list with particulars of salary paid to each of them.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 03.08.2010.



Respondent, vide letter dated 31.08.2010 has submitted as under: 

“With reference to the subject, it is submitted that we have advised the complainant that Navpreet Hospital, Putlighar is an independent entity and does not come under the purview of this office as there is no Central or State Act covering the private hospitals / nursing homes.  Hence, he has been advised to collect the information from the said institution direct.” 


I have also explained to the complainant that the said Hospital is not a public authority it is not funded by the Government.  This has also been held by the Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner in the order dated 29.03.2010 passed in CC No. 3308/09 titled as ‘Kuldip Singh vs. The Public Information Officer, Ch. Balbir Singh Sr. Secondary Public School, Arya Samaj Road, Hoshiarpur – 146001.  Relevant Paragraphs No. 10 and 11 of the said order read:

“10.

The plain language of the Section makes it clear that unless it is proved that the school was ‘owned’, ‘controlled’ or ‘substantially financed’ directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government, it cannot be held to be a public authority within the meaning of Section 2 (h). From the facts placed on record, as discussed in the proceeding paragraphs, it is obvious that the respondent school is not a public authority. It is neither owned nor is its management run or ‘controlled’ by government. It has also not received funds / aid, directly or indirectly form government. It is, in form and substance, a private body.” 

11. 

The right of private citizens to be left alone is a well recognized principle of jurisprudence in modern democracies. For this reason, access to information held by private bodies, as distinct from public bodies, is not allowed, not even as an exception in some rare circumstances. The accesses to information laws, world wide, exclude privately held information from the domain of these laws. South Africa, however, is one exception, where Promotion of Access to Information Act, 2000 covers not only information held by public authorities, but also by private bodies. 

Section 3 of this Act is reproduced below:- 

“This Act applies to:- 

                
   (a) a record of a public body; and 

                 
  (b) a record of a private body,

                 
  regardless of when the record came in to existence.” 

However, this right to seek information from private bodies is not absolute; it is restricted to only those circumstances where the information is required for the exercise or protection of any rights. This is spelled out in Sections 9 and 50 of the Act ibid, which are reproduced below:

Section 9: “The objects of this Act are; 

(a) to give effect to the constitutional right of access to;- 

(i) any information held by State; and 

(ii) any information that is held by another person and that is required for the exercise or protection of any rights.”

Further, Section 50 of the South African Act ibid provides as below:- 

 “A requester must be given access to any record of a private body if:- 

(a) that record is required for the exercise or protection of any rights.”

However, there is no such corresponding provision in the Indian law to allow access to information held by private bodies.” 



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98147-38038)

Sh. Hardial Singh,

Street No. 14, Ward No. 5,

# 534, Basti Gobindgarh,

Moga (Pb)







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar 

Amritsar-I.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2429/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Hardial Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Senior Asstt. 



In this case, complainant, vide his application dated 29.04.2010, sought the following information: 

“Information Regarding Sultan wind Urban (Mahal-2) Had Bast No. 373.

1.
A copy of order dated 05.03.1986 of Tehsildar, Amritsar, village Sultan wind Urban (Mahal-2)  on the basis of which mutation no. 13842 (Partition) was entered in favour of Gurdit Singh, Sucha Singh, Kundan Singh sons of Bua Singh. 

2.
A copy of application, names of Patwari and Tehsildar, concerning mutation entered for the areas 4361(4-2), 4362(9-6).

3.
A copy of the appeal filed against the partition proceedings and order dated 11.04.1991 vide which the decision taken by Tehsildar, Amritsar was set aside.

4.
On what e basis, the above mutation was entered?

5.
A copy of mutation no. 23360 23132 entered in favour of M/s Ajnala Building Developer.   A copy of the firm’s registration, names of partners, who got the registration done, constitution of the firm.

6.
A copy of mutation no. 23882.”
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However, when no response was received, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 29.07.2010.


Only part information has been provided.



Directions are given to the complainant to write down the shortcomings in the information provided.



Respondent is also directed to provide the pending information and remove the objections pointed out by the complainant. 



In the next hearing, Sh. Sandeep Rishi, SDM-cum-PIO shall appear in person. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 22.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98729-02054)

Sh. Bhagwant Singh Dhaliwal,

s/o Sh. Ajit Singh Dhaliwal,

VPO Mangat,

District Ludhiana - 141007





 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Regional Transport Authority,

Jalandhar.



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2430/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Bhagwant Singh Dhaliwal in person.


None for the respondent.



Vide original application dated 23.10.2009, complainant sought the following information: 


“Survey report with Naksha of Permit No. 328/MINI/Jal meeting held on 23.07.2004 vide Item No. 5 of route Ludhiana to Tehang via Ramgarh and also photocopy of above Permit No. 328/MINI/Jal.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission on 03.08.2010. 



No information has been provided to the complainant nor is respondent present. 



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant within a week’s time.   In the next hearting, Sh. Ravinder Singh, RTA, Jalandhar shall appear in person.



For further proceedings, to come up on 23.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Harbans Singh

s/o Sh. Makhan Singh,

# 664, Phase 3-A,

Mohali








 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Giddarbaha (Distt. Muktsar)


                       …..Respondent

CC- 2452/2010
Order

Present: 
None for the Complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Naib Tehsildar (98724-80006)



The complainant is not present today.   Copy of a letter No. 264 dated 04.07.2008 has been received which is addressed by the office of SDM Giddarbaha to the complainant wherein it is stated:

“As per report of the Tehsildar, Giddarbaha, following copies of Link Drain Phulewala are annexed herewith: (1) Copy of A-Role (2) Copy of Assessment and selection; and (3) A copy of the compromise between Jagdev Singh and Sukhdev Singh.

Copies of the documents which pertain to the Civil Court may be obtained from the Civil Court.”    



Respondent has brought attested copies of the information.  Directions are given to dispatch the same to the complainant within a week’s time.  One more opportunity is to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided.


For further proceedings, to come up on 23.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99143-86408)

Sh. Naresh Kumar

s/o Sh. Hans Raj

902/13, Guru Nanak Nagar,

Near Vidhant Nagar,

Moga.








 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

State Transport, Punjab,

Chandigarh



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2516/2010
Order

Present: 
Complainant Sh. Naresh Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Walia, Sr. Asstt. (98883-97895)



In this case, complainant, vide his application dated 01.02.2010, sought the following information: 

“Promotion as Inspector from Booking clerk of Gopal Singh.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed with the Commission, received in the Commission on 09.08.2010.



Complete information to the satisfaction of the complainant has been provided.  Complainant who is present today, expressed his satisfaction.



Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Nand Lal

C-85, New Cantt. Road,

Faridkot (Pb)







     …..Appellant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Ferozepur.



                                     
…..Respondent

AC- 668/2010
Order

Present: 
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhdev Singh, Tehsildar (Elections) (81466-00653)



In this case, vide his original application dated 11.03.2010, the appellant sought the following information: 

“How my letter dated 19.02.2010 disposed of (Copy of letter enclosed).  Please also provide the copy of noting done, if any.”



However, when no response was received, the first appeal was filed on 08.05.2010 and when the same also remained un-responded, the instant appeal has been filed on 15.06.2010.



Respondent present submits that the same information was sought by the appellant which was provided to him in a case No. `AC 235/10 disposed of by the court of Hon’ble CIC Sh. R.I. Singh on 19.07.2010.  A copy of the said order has also been submitted. 




Therefore, the information stands provided to the appellant.  Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.    







Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 01.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
