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

Er. Vijay Kumar Sharma,

B-IX - 34, Malkana Mohalla,

Kapurthala (Pb.). 
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Hindu Kanya College,`
Kapurthala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 36 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Vijay Kumar, Complainant in person and Sh. J.S.Ahluwalia, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent. The Principal of the Respondent College is also present in person.


It is submitted on behalf of the Respondent, that the information demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him vide its communication dated 28th June, 2006, copy whereof has been placed on the record by the Respondent.  The Complainant, however, states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied. The Complainant was asked to specify precisely his objections to the Principal who is present in person. The Principal has assured that she would carefully consider the objections of the Complainant and thereafter shall issue the necessary amendments/clarifications, if required. 


In view of the above, we direct that the Principal of the Respondent College shall convey to the Commission as well as the Complainant, her decision on the objections specified to her by the Complainant today as per the direction of the Commission within one week.  


To come up for further proceedings on 1.8.2006. 










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Sunil Kumar,

S/o Sh. Madan Lal,

Navi Abadi, Gali No.4,

H.No.3582, Abohar.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-
District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Ferozepur.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 72 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Harpal Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Bogha Singh, District Mandi Officer on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


The Respondent states before us that the Complainant’s credibility is in doubt. It is averred that the Complainant had deposited the initial fee of Rs. 50/- but thereafter when he was informed about the additional cost required for copies, he had verbally told the Respondent that he was consulting his lawyer and would decide later if he would make the payment. The Respondent in any case is ready to supply the information.


In the circumstances, no further action is required and the matter is disposed of accordingly.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani,

S/o Sh. Nihal Singh Miglani,

2869 A, Sector 42-C,

Chandigarh.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer/Sarpanch,
Gram Panchayat Nangal,
Village Nangal, Tehsil Phillaur,

District Jalandhar & another.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 135 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani, Complainant in person and Sh. B.S.Bali, Advocate on behalf of the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Phillaur, District Jalandhar.


The Respondent avers that the Complainant has approached the Commission directly and has not approached the Gram Panchayat for supply of information. The Complainant on the other hand states that he has duly approached the Gram Panchayat and also the Block Development & Panchayat Officer. It was after failing to receive any response from these public authorities, the Complainant approached the Commission under section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
This is a straight forward case. The Complainant demands copies of specific resolutions of the Gram Panchayat for a period of about 2 years. In a democratic State where Panchayats have been given authority as public bodies, there can be no objection to the supplying of this information. 
It is hereby directed that Respondent no.1 shall supply the information as demanded within two weeks subject to the payment of the prescribed fees. Respondent no.2 that is Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Phillaur will ensure that the relevant information is supplied. 
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The Complainant alleges that a demand draft for Rs.500/- towards the fee for supply of information was delivered to the Gram Panchayat but the Gram Panchayat had refused to accept it. According to him this draft was thereafter sent to the Commission. The draft has now been delivered to Respondent no.2 by us today for being given to the Respondent no.1.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.9.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

   (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. S.L.Dua, (SDO Retd.), B-15/303/14, 
Ramesh Nagar, 
Hoshiarpur – 146 001 (Pb.)







-------------------------------------Applicant






Vs.

Bhakra Beas Management Board







-----------------------------------Respondent















MR NO. 7 OF 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. S.L.Dua, (SDO Retd.) Applicant.



The applicant seeks information from Bhakra Beas Management Board. Bhakra Beas Management Board is an organization under the control of the Government of India. The State Government does not exercise administrative control over Bhakra Beas Management Board.



The applicant has stated that the Punjab Government contributes financially to Bhakra Beas Management Board and, therefore, is amenable to the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission, Punjab. This is an erroneous position. The mere fact that the State Government makes financial contribution to an organization does not bring it under the control of the State Government.. 
The applicant is free to move the Central Information Commission for any relief that he desires. 


The matter is accordingly disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Raghbir Singh,

Under Secretary Retd.,

H.No. 1200, Phase 3B2,

Mohali.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Financial Commissioner (Revenue),
Government of Punjab, Civil Secretariat,
Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 10 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Raghbir Singh, Complainant, in person and Sh. D.S. Saroa, Superintendent Office of Financial Commissioner (Revenue), on behalf of the Respondent.


The Complainant states that information demanded has been supplied to him, but this has not been authenticated. The Complainant claims that whereas the advice of the Advocate General, Punjab in the relevant case has been supplied, the specific legal opinion mentioned in the advice as being annexed has not been supplied.


The Respondent states before us today that he is prepared to authenticate the information supplied by duly attesting it and that the Complainant is free to visit his office for this purpose.



The Respondent has supplied to the Complainant a copy of the legal opinion before us today. 


The matter is accordingly disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

   (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Smt. Rajinder Kaur Dhadda,

Nursing Superintendent,

General Hospital, Sector 16,

Chandigarh.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Principal Secretary,
Department of Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 130 of 2006

ORDER


Present Mrs. Tarlochan Dhir, Senior Assistant on behalf of Secretary, Department of Health & Family Welfare, Punjab. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


The matter is before us for confirmation of compliance of order dated 12.5.2006. The Respondent states that pursuant to these orders, the information sought by the Complainant has since been supplied. A copy of the letter dated 30.6.2006 from the Department of Health and Family Welfare to the Complainant is produced before us.


The demand for information having been met, the case is disposed of accordingly.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. Om Parkash Monga,

Street No. 6, Nagpal Nagar,

Malout, District Muktsar.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Director, Animal Husbandry, Punjab,

Sector 17, Near Jagat Theatre,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 39 of 2006

ORDER


Present Dr. Om Parkash Monga, Complainant and Dr. Harkirat Singh Gill, Deputy Director, Animal Husbandry, on behalf of the Respondent.


The matter is before us for confirmation of compliance of order dated 12.5.2006 whereby Director, Animal Husbandry was directed to supply certain information relating to service and salary etc. of the Complainant.


The Respondent states before us that the information demanded has been duly delivered. The Complainant states before us that this information is of no use to him. He states that his objective in seeking the information was to ensure that certain dues relating to his service in the Government would be paid to him. The Complainant also claims that the Respondent has directed him to approach some other official in the department for release of dues demanded by him.


We observe that the information demanded has been duly delivered. It appears that the Complainant wishes to use the Right to Information Act, 2005 to recover certain financial dues. It is not the function of this Commission to settle disputes between employees and Government departments. The information in question having been supplied, it is open for the Complainant to use this in whatever forum, he desires. Relief in respect of release of his dues would be given by appropriate authority and not by this Commission. 


The matter is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Ramesh Talwar,

678-680, Navrang, Bagh Jahanda Singh,
Amritsar.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Senior Superintendent of Police,
Amritsar.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 32 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Ramesh Talwar, Complainant in person and Sh. Narinder Kumar Bedi, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Amritsar on behalf of Respondent.


The matter is before us for confirmation of compliance of order dated 
12th May, 2006 whereby the Respondent had been directed to supply the information before 19th May, 2006.


The Complainant states that the information in question has since been supplied to him to his satisfaction. The Complainant, however, demands that suitable punishment to be imposed upon the Respondent for delaying the information for a period of approximately 8 months. The Complainant also alleges that he has been falsely implicated in some other case. 


In so far as the information is concerned, it has since been supplied and this matter is disposed of accordingly.


In regard to the demand for imposition of penalty on the Respondent for delay, the Respondent states that action has already been taken against the SHO, Islamabad who was responsible for delaying the supply of information. A copy of the order of the Senior Superintendent of Police dated 19.6.2006 is produced before us.
The matter is closed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Narinder Singh Saggu,
General Secretary,

Ranjit Sagar Dam 
Shahpurkandi Project Employees Federation,

Shahpurkandi Township, Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Chief Engineer,
Ranjit Sagar Dam, Irrigation Works, Punjab,
Shahpur Kandi Township, Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 09 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Narinder Singh Saggu, Complainant in person and 
Sh. H.K.Mahajan, Executive Engineer, Ranjit Sagar Dam on behalf of the Respondent.
The Respondent states that he has no objection to the supplying of the information demanded. The Respondent states that his office had not received the request of the Complainant earlier.  He submits that a request has now been received on 22.6.2006 alongwith prescribed fees. According to him, this request is being processed in the office and the information as demanded will be supplied.

The Respondent further states that the information demanded is voluminous and that  It has to be collected from a number of offices linked to Ranjit Sagar Dam. This information according to him would be supplied to the Complainant within a period of one month.
The Complainant states that he has demanded some other information also and that no decision on that demand has been conveyed by the Respondent. This claim is not a part of the instant complaint. No cognizance of this grievance, thus, can be taken by the Commission. The Complainant would be free to pursue the remedy available to him in this behalf under the law.
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The Complainant further makes allegation that several other request for information have been deliberately destroyed in the office of the Chief Engineer. This matter is not a subject in the instant case, the Complainant is free to pursue with the authorities as per the provisions of the Act and it would be considered accordingly. The papers placed before us in regard to this aspect are returned to the Complainant.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.8.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Lt. Col. S.P.Singh (Retd.),

166, Army Enclave,

Village Dhina, P.O. Jalandhar Cantt,

District Jalandhar.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Principal Secretary to
Government of Punjab,

Department of Defence Services Welfare,
Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 104 of 2006

ORDER
Neither Complainant nor Respondent is present.

The matter has come up before us today for confirmation of compliance of order dated 2.5.2005. It is brought to our notice that the Complainant Sh. S.P.Singh has informed the Commission telephonically that the desired information has been received by him. He is satisfied and does not wish to pursue the complaint further.
In view of the above, the Complaint is rendered infructuous and is disposed of as such.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Citizens for Public Causes (Regd.),

7, Kapoor Hospital Market,
Near Chowk Old Sabzi Mandi,

G.T. Road, Ludhiana – 141 008

Through Sh. Virinder Bhakoo,

General Secretary.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation,
Ludhiana.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 34 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Varinder Bhakoo, Complainant in person and Sh. Raj Kumar Bhagat, Assistant representing Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. The Complainant states that specific information demanded by him relates to the ‘current status of construction work on Lakkar ka Pul’ vis-à-vis the stated news reports regarding non-release of requisite funds by the Municipal Corporation’. 
The representative of the Respondent present before us states that he is only an Assistant and he has no authority to make any statement regarding the information demanded by the Complainant. He further states that the Public Information Officer of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana was busy with some important official work and, therefore, he could not obtain the necessary instructions from the Public Information Officer. He, however, submits that major part of the information sought by the Complainant relates to the Public Works Department. 
At the outset we are constrained to observe that we are unhappy at this strange attitude of the office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
In the instant case, the Public Information Officer has sent a junior functionary who is not in a position to render any assistance to the Commission in the decision of the complaint. Secondly, the Respondent appears to avoid giving information on the specious plea that it relates to Public Works Department. The Complainant states before us today that the entire information demanded by him is in possession of the Respondent Corporation but the Public Information Officer has failed to supply the information to him.
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A definitive finding on the question whether the information demanded is in possession of the Respondent can be given only after hearing the Public Information Officer of the Corporation or a suitably authorised/instructed representative of the Respondent. Even assuming that the information demanded by the Complainant is not in possession of the Respondent, it would still be under a statutory obligation under the Right to Information Act, 2005 to transfer the application seeking information to the appropriate public authority in possession of the information.
In the circumstances, we direct that the information in possession of the Respondent be supplied to the Complainant within a period of two weeks. It is further directed that the Respondent Public Information Officer should present himself before the Commission personally or through an authorised representative who is sufficiently senior and properly conversant with the subject matter of the instant complaint on the next date of hearing that is 1.8.2006.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 1.8.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. H.K.Tewari,

HJ-116, H/B Colony, 

B.R.S. Nagar, Ludhiana – 12.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

The Additional Director of Communication CCL&C,
-cum- Public Information Officer,
Punjab Agriculture University,

Ludhiana.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 71 of 2006

ORDER
Present Dr. H.K.Tewari, Complainant in person and  Sh. Rakesh Gupta, Advocate alongwith Dr. Narinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the Respondent.
The Complainant states that the information demanded by him has not been supplied. The Respondent on the other hand submits that the information sought is voluminous and the application making request for the information is quite vague. The Respondent also states that notings on the office files are not required to be supplied under the Right to Information Act, 2005.
 In so far as office notings are concerned, these are not exempt under section 8 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Office notings are clearly included in the definition of the term ‘information’ under section 2(f) of the RTI Act, 2005. The Respondent is, therefore, obliged to supply information including office notings.
We, therefore, direct that the Complainant be allowed to inspect the relevant record.  He will identify the exact pages from the record that he needs. He can inspect the record on any day in the week starting from 10th July, 2006.  He will make due payment of the prescribed fee for  the information supplied to him.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12th September, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Ajit Singh Bagga,
209 – A, Focal Point,

Rajpura, District Patiala.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-
Executive Officer,
Municipal Council,

Rajpura (Patiala).

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 54 of 2006

ORDER
Neither Complainant nor Respondent is present.
No useful purpose would be served by keeping this matter pending. This matter is disposed of accordingly.
 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Devinder Singh, Advocate,
H.No. 368, Phase – VI, Mohali,

District Ropar.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Inspector General of Police,
Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 11 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Kuldeep Singh, DIG (Admn.) on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states before us today that the information demanded by the Complainant relates to the policy of out-of-turn promotions in the office of the Director General of Police, Punjab.  The requisite information has been collected by the Inspector General, Police Head Quarters from a number of offices in the State. The Respondent also states that the information demanded by the Complainant has been compiled and can be supplied to him by the office provided that he pays the prescribed fees.  The Respondent submits that the Complainant has not cared to follow up his request.
We feel that the Complainant has lost interest in this matter as he is not even present today. 
The matter is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Swaran Singh,

H.No.482/13, Akash Avenue,

Fatehgarh Churian Road,

Amritsar 143 001.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Administrator,
New Mandi Township, Punjab,

Chandigarh.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 46 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Swaran Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Gurnek Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent, Administrator, Director of Colonization, New Mandi Township, Punjab, Chandigarh.
The Respondent states that he has no objection to supply the documents sought by the Complainant provided that he completes the papers relevant to the demand. This case relates to the supply of the Sale Deed by the Administrator, New Mandi Township whereby land has been allegedly transferred to the Complainant.  This is not a matter under the Right to Information Act, 2005 at all.  The Complainant actually wishes to use this forum to expedite the issuance of the title deed from the Respondent’s office.
It is not the function of the Commission to be involved in the normal functioning of the various Government Departments and Agencies. The Complainant is free to approach the concerned office for settlement of the relevant matters.
This complaint is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

92-B, B.R.S. Nagar,

Ludhiana.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Registrar,

Council of Homeopathic System of Medicine,
SCO No. 3027-28, Sector 22-D,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 44 of 2006

ORDER
Present Dr. Tejinder Pal Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Amit Chaudhry, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.

 The Complainant states that he had made a demand for a copy of the proceedings of a meeting of the Homeopathic Council, Punjab on 7.12.2005. Receiving no response, he filed a complaint on 2.3.2006. The Commission sought the response of the Public Information Officer on 3.3.2006. The Respondent responded on 17.3.2006 to state that the Complainant had never sought any information and that is why no information was given.
Sh. Amit Chaudhry, Counsel for the Respondent requests before us today that time be given for presenting the position of the Respondent as he has recently been engaged for this case.
The record makes it clear that this matter has been in the knowledge of the Respondent.  We are of the view that the Complainant is entitled to the information sought. In the circumstances, the Respondent is directed to supply the information. The Complainant shall be permitted to visit the office of the Respondent and inspect the relevant record. The Respondent shall deliver the information demanded to the Complainant on the payment of requisite fees.  
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Kidar Nath Singla,
S/o Sh. Bhana Mal,

R/o H.No.80, Ward No.5-C,
Behind Bhalwan Wala Adda,

Dhuri, District Sangrur.
     -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of Food Civil Supplies & Consumer 

Affairs Department,
Jeewan Deep Building,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 12 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Parveen Kumar, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant Sh. Kidar Nath. None is present on behalf of the respondent namely Public Information Officer, Department of Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab, Chandigarh.
The Appellant states that he had demanded information regarding the order dated 11/12 November, 2003. The matter relates to a departmental enquiry against the Appellant.  The Appellant claims that since there was no response to his request, it was deemed to be a refusal of information.  He accordingly appealed to the Appellate Authority on 9.2.2006. Receiving no response even to this, a second appeal has been filed before the Commission.
It is surprising that the Public Information Officer of the Department of Food Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab, Chandigarh has not responded to the earlier requests and even to the notice for appearance before the Commission today for final decision on the appeal. Another opportunity is given to the Respondent, that is Public Information Officer of the Food, Civil Supplies &  Consumer Affairs, Punjab,  Chandigarh to  
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appear in  person   on  the  next date of  hearing.  The Principal Secretary   Department of 
Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs, Punjab, Chandigarh is also directed to ensure the presence of the Public Information Officer.
To come up for further proceeding on 24th July, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. K.S.Sidhu,
44, Sidhu Villa, Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab).
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Registrar,
Punjabi University,

Patiala.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 69 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. K.S.Sidhu, Complainant in person and Sh. Kanwaljit Singh, Advocate, Counsel for Respondent.
The Respondent avers that the preliminary enquiry in question, which was held ex-parte is of no consequence, since a regular enquiry was conducted thereafter. He submits that this preliminary enquiry is not to be considered at all.  The Complainant on the other hand argues that the report prepared as a result of a preliminary ex-parte enquiry conducted against him is also classifiable as ‘information’ under section 2 (f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  
A reading of the definition of information in section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 makes it abundantly clear that even a preliminary ex-parte enquiry of this nature is to be considered as information. 
The Respondent is, therefore, directed to supply a copy of the ex-parte enquiry report  to the Complainant.  
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24th July, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 03.07.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

     (Surinder Singh)










Information Commissioner
