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

Sh. Rakesh Goyal,

# 33-R, Model Town,

Jalandhar, Punjab, 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Jalandhar, Punjab

__________ Respondent

CC No. 878 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sh. Rakesh Goyal complainant in person.
 

ii)
HC Ashwini Kumar on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER



Heard.


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

 

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Joginder Singh,

H. No. 3358, Sector 27-D,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 869 of 2009

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

ii)
HC Manohar Singh, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the application for information in this case was made on 6-1-2009 and the information which he requires was sent to him by the respondent vide registered letter dated 8-5-2009, and the complainant has made a submission that action should be taken against the PIO for the delay which has been caused in this case.


The PIO is directed to show cause on the next date of hearing, why a penalty should not be imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, for the unreasonable delay which has been caused in this case. He is also directed to inquire into the delay which has been caused, in order to determine the identity of the official(s) responsible for the same, and to submit his report on the next date of hearing.

 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 19-6-2009 for further consideration and orders.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Gurdarshan Singh,
s/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Vill. Kothe-Bagh Singh, 

PO – Dhillwan Kalan-via-Kotkapura,

District Faridkot – 151204.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab, 
Department of Personnel,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 864 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sh. Gurdarshan Singh complainant in person.
 

ii)
Sh. Faqir Chand, Supdtt. PCS Branch on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has clarified that there are two applications for information which he has sent to the respondent, both dated 10-2-2009. In his application, made as Gurdarshan Singh, he has asked for information about his own nomination to the PCS as recommended by the Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Secondary Education, and in the other application, made as Gurdarshan Singh Dhillon, he has asked for complete information regarding nominations made by the Government to the PCS from different registers. He has received a reply from the respondent vide letter dated 25-2-2009 that the nominations for the PCS (E.B) are still under consideration and that the information required by him will be given to him after the lists of nominations have been finalised. The respondent has clarified in the Court that the lists have not yet been finalised, and the case is therefore disposed of with the direction to the respondent to send the  information for which the complainant has applied after a final decision has been taken in the matter.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Jatinder Singh,
H. No. 911, Phase-9,

Mohali – 160062. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Mohali, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 829 of 2009

Present:
i)
Ms. Daljit Kaur Gill, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.
 

ii)
DSP  S P Singh and Inspector Deepinder Kaur,on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the information for which the complainant had applied on 16-12-2008 was given to him on 20-5-2009, and  has made a submission that action should be taken against the PIO for the delay which has been caused in this case.

 
The PIO is directed to show cause, on the next date of hearing, why a penalty should not be imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, for the unreasonable delay which has been caused in this case. He is also directed to inquire into the delay which has been caused in order to determine the identity of the official(s) responsible for the same, and to submit his report on the next date of hearing.
 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 19-6-2009 for further consideration and orders.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Paramjit Singh,
s/o Sh. Narinder Singh,

VPO – Mansoorpur, Teh. Mukerian,

District Hoshiarpur, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Hoshiarpur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 818 of 2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf of complainant.
 

ii)
Head Constable Davinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a written submission stating that complaint No. 1040 of October/November, 2008 could not be located from the details given by the complainant. He further states that the information required by the complainant in respect of the inquiry conducted in compliance with the orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana in CWP No. 28246/M of 2008 has been sent to him vide registered letter No. 40277 dated 21.05.2009. Since this information will be received by the complainant after today’s hearing, an opportunity is given to him to point out deficiencies in the information which has been provided to him at 10.00 AM on 19.06.2009. 


It will not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings in this case till further notice. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Balwant Singh,

s/o Sh. Chhajja Singh,

V&PO – Ranipur Kaboa,

Teh. Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General (Zonal), Police 
Jalandhar Zone, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 796 of 2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf of complainant.
 

ii)
DSP Sukhdev Singh and Sub-Inspector Hardyal on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in this case has asked for the details of the investigation in case FIR No. 180 dated 08.08.2008 PS, Sadar, Phagwara. The FIR was under investigation at the time when he made the application for information and now under trial. Disclosure of the information required by the complainant, who is an accused in this case, would adversely affect its prosecution and the respondent has therefore claimed exemption under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act. 


The exemption being claimed by the respondent is upheld and this case is disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

General Secretary,

Universal Human Rights Organization,

V&PO Rasulpur (Mallah), Teh. Jagraon,

Distt. Ludhiana – 142035. 



__________Appellant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jagraon. Distt. Ludhiana. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 122 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sub Inspector Rashpal Singh, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case has sought information on the action taken on complaint No. Spl-1 dated 12-07-2007 from the SC/BC/ST Ekta Bhalai Manch, addressed to the SSP, Ludhiana (Rural), and a copy of the report of the inquiry which was conducted into the same.  The information was denied to the complainant under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, on the ground that it “pertains” to FIR  No. 240 dated 31-7-2004 PS. Jagraon.  When the case was heard on 24-4-2009, the respondent was not able to show to the Court in what manner the disclosure of the required information would affect the trial of the case of FIR No. 240 mentioned above, and the hearing was adjourned to 22-5-2009 (today) for arguments on this issue.
Sub Inspector Rashpal Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, states that the applicant  for information is an accused in FIR No. 240, under Section 302/34 IPC, PS. Jagraon.  According to the letter dated 23-4-2009 of the  SSP, Ludhiana (Rural),  addressed to the Commission, ”the complainant  is seeking information to cross check the evidence during the trial, which would affect the trial of the case registered against him”.  The complainant on the other hand states that the representation dated 12.07.2007 contains allegations of gangrape of Smt. Manpreet Kaur Dhaliwal, wife of Sri Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, the father of the deceased girl who
…Contd P/2
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 is the subject matter of FIR No. 240.  He states that this is a separate case and has nothing whatsoever to do with the trial into the allegations contained in FIR No. 240 or with the evidence which has been produced or will be produced during that trial. Having heard the arguments of both the parties I observe that the representation dated 12-7-2007 was made to the SSP, Ludhiana (Rural), by S/sri Jagdish Rai Dhosiwal, Gurmail Singh Borawal and Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, National President, Punjab State President and Ludhiana Distt. President of the All India SC/BC/ST/Ekta Bhalai Manch, respectively, as well as the wife of Sri Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, who is alleged to have been gangraped.  While, therefore, I agree that the respondent has not been able to show to the Court any connection between the representation dated 12-7-2007 and the trial into FIR No. 240, and the exemption being claimed under Section 8(1)(h) is therefore overruled, it is equally true that the complainant/applicant Iqbal Singh has no ostensible connection with the representation dated 12-7-2007 and there is some need here to proceed with caution since the representation contains allegations of a sensitive nature against the wife of one of its signatories. I therefore direct the respondent to take action under Section 11 of the RTI Act, and to take a decision on the application for information of Iqbal Singh after giving an opportunity to the signatories of the representation dated 12-7-2007 to make a submission regarding whether the information should be disclosed, and to take a decision on the application for information of the complainant thereafter, keeping in mind the submissions made.

Disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Surinder Paul Singh,

S/o Sh. Dalip Singh,

# Hemkunt House 82,

Jujhar Avenue, Gumtala Link,

Ajnala Road, Amritsar – 143008.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Khalsa Dewan, 

Jandiala Road, Tarn Taran,

Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3119 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Surinder Paul Singh, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Manish Parbhakar, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant was present when the case was called but arguments on the issue whether the Chief Khalsa Dewan is a public authority as defined in Section 2 of the RTI Act, could not take place because Ld. Counsel for the respondent got delayed and reached the Court after it had arisen for the day.  This case is therefore adjourned to 10 AM on 10-07-2009 for arguments and further consideration.

Cost of Rs. 500/- (Five hundred) is imposed on the respondent on account of unnecessary expenditure which the complainant has incurred in coming to the Court today, which should be disbursed to the complainant before the next date of hearing.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Smt. Nasib Kaur,

D/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

r/o Prem Nagar, Near Ishu Model School,

Kotkapura, Teh. & Distt. Faridkot, Pb.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 625 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Smt. Nasib Kaur complainant in person.

ii)     
Head Constable Birbal Singh on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.  

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 04.05.2009, a copy of the application of Ms. Nasib Kaur dated 29.10.2008, duly attested, has been handed over to the complainant by the respondent in the Court today. 

Disposed of. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), 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 No. 149-52, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 323 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sh.  Amar Singh on behalf of complainant.
 

ii)
Sh. Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 08.05.2009, the respondent has brought and shown to the Court the original record of Annexure ‘A’ and it is seen that the photostat copy supplied to the complainant is an exact replica of the original. The complainant has also been shown the original and given an opportunity to inspect it. 

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Amit Lal Garg,

S/o Sh. Pritam Chand Garg,

H. No. 92, Street No. 4,

Mubark Colony, Sangrur (Pb.), 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,  (By Regd. Post)

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 118 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Amit Lal Garg, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Mohinder Singh Chawla, Inspector Grade-I, on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the letters bearing receipt Nos. and dates mentioned by the complainant in his application could not be located in the office of the DFSC, Amritsar.  Since the complainant has mentioned the receipt Nos. in which the said letters have been entered in the receipt register, this statement of the respondent is not acceptable.   The respondent seeks an opportunity to make another effort to locate the concerned letters and to give the required information to the complainant.   In order to do this, he enquired about the subject matter of the letters and has been told by the complainant that they concern his handing over the charge of the post of Inspector, Raiya, when he was promoted as AFSO.

The request of the respondent is allowed and he is given the opportunity for which he asks and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 29-5-2005 for further consideration and orders.  In case, however, the concerned letters are not located, a report would have to be made to the concerned police authorities for registration of a FIR in the matter.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Mohinder Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Joginder Singh,

VPO: Munak Kalan, Distt. Hoshiarpur-144204.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Hoshiarpur.






          __________ Respondent

AC No. 91 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Mohinder Singh appellant in person. 

ii)     
Head Constable Davinder Singh on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with Court’s orders dated 08.05.2009, a copy of the inquiry report on the complainant’s representation dated 29.03.2008 has been given to him by the respondent.


Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

c/o Vigilant Citizens Forum,

Gill Road Chapter, # 3344, 

Chet Singh Nagar, Ludhiana – 141003.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot, Punjab.  

__________ Respondent

CC No. 691 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant

ii)     
Head Constable Birbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent was not able to send a copy of his file to the complainant but has brought the same to the Court today. A perusal of the same, however, shows that it does not contain the specific information required by the complainant, namely, the action taken by the respondent on his representation dated 22.11.2007, forwarded by the ADGP vide his letter dated 28.12.2007. A fax message has also been received from the complainant in which he has basically made the same point.

The respondent states that several  papers/documents pertaining to the subject of Electropathy/Electrohomoeopathy institutions has been sent to the office of the ADGP, Law & Order Punjab, and has requested for an opportunity to locate the information required by the complainant. 

It is observed that the application for information was made in this case on 14.11.2008 and strangely, the respondent has still not been able to locate and submit, either to the Court or the complainant, the action taken by him on the ADGP’s letter dated 28.12.2009. The case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 29.05.2009, by which date the respondent must locate the required information and bring it to the Court. A decision regarding the action, if any, which should be taken under Section 20 of the RTI Act in this case will be taken on the next date of hearing. 
…Contd P/2
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Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 29.05.2009 for further consideration and orders. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Col. (Retd.) Prem Singh Grewal,

# 104, New Officers Colony (Prem Kunj),

Stadium Road, Patiala.






___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








__________ Respondent

AC No. 611 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Col. (Retd.) Prem Singh Grewal, complainant in person.

ii)     
ASI Baldev Raj, on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission to the effect that the entire record in their office concerning the application dated 23-6-2008 of the complainant has been given to him and today, additional information in the shape of documents received from the office of the DIG, Police, Patiala Range, has also been provided to the complainant. The complainant requests for an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him. The case is therefore adjourned to 10 AM on 19-6-2009. It would not be necessary for the parties to appear in the Court in case there is no deficiency which the complainant wishes to point out.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. S.P. Marwaha,

H. No. 2076, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Vigilance Bureau,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 288 of 2009

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

ii)     
DSP Balwinder Singh, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 20.04.2009, the respondent has made an effort to locate the complaint made by the complainant on 01.08.2006 but the same could not be located. Insofar as the “guidelines” of the Department of Vigilance is concerned, the respondent states that by the “guidelines”, he meant the directions received from the Department of Vigilance to send the case to the SSP, Chandigarh for its registration, and a copy of the concerned letter of the Department of Vigilance has been supplied to the complainant. 

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal (Retd.),

House No 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur – 144201

District Jalandhar.





           
…Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt Sainik Welfare Officer,

Jalandhar.









….Respondent

AC No. 551 of 2008 

Present:        i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The appellant does not wish to point out any deficiency in the information provided to him. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal (Retd.),

House No 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur – 144201

District Jalandhar.





          
 …Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt Sainik Welfare Officer,

Jalandhar.









….Respondent

AC No. 560 of 2008 

Present:        i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has clarified that a verbal warning was administered to Sh. Kuldeep Singh and a written warning has not been issued. The respondent has also reconfirmed the reply already given to the complainant, that no rule or instruction or authority is required for a Govt. servant, whether appointed on contractual basis or regular basis, to verbally warn an employee working under him.


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal (Retd.),

House No 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur – 144201

District Jalandhar.







…Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt Sainik Welfare Officer,

Jalandhar.








….Respondent

AC No. 572 of 2008 

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

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The application for information of the appellant dated 25-4-2009 only concerns certain observations on the policy and procedure which is followed in the State for disbursement of grants and other allowances to ex-servicemen and their widows, and the only information which can be said to have been asked for pertains to the entire State, and the complainant’s application is therefore is sent to the PIO, office of the Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, for necessary action under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal (Retd.),

House No 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur – 144201

District Jalandhar.





           
……………complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,




O/o Director, Sainik Welfare Punjab,

Sector 21, Chandigarh 









….Respondent

CC No. 2672 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has not prepared the point-wise list of alleged deficiencies and this case is therefore adjourned to 10.00 AM on 24.07.2009 by which date the complainant may prepare a point-wise list of the alleged deficiencies and send copies of the same to the respondent and to the Commission for further consideration and orders. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal (Retd.),

House No 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur – 144201

District Jalandhar.





           
…complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt Sainik Welfare Officer,

Jalandhar.









….Respondent

CC No. 2743 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt., and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.    
 

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant does not wish to point out any deficiency in the information provided to him.


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





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

Sh. A.S. Wadhawan,

# 415/9, Mohalla Punj Piplan,

Bhadurpur, Hoshiarpur – 146001.


  
     __________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director,

Sainik Welfare Department,

Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

AC No. 28 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.   
 

ORDER


Heard.

The appellant was given an opportunity to appear before the Court on 17.04.2009 to give certain necessary clarifications regarding his application for information but he requested for an adjournment on account of not being well. The case was accordingly adjourned to 22.05.2009 (today), but the complainant has again not appeared and the respondent states that he has received no communication from him regarding the required clarifications. 


In the above circumstances, it appears that the complainant is not interested in pursuing his complainant any further.


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd May, 2009





      Punjab
