STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Nirmal Kaur,

W/o Sh. Sukhdev Singh,

VPO Pandori Nijhra,

District Jalandhar & others.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Department of Social Security,
Development of Women & Children,

SCO 102-103, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 457 of 2006
Present Mrs. Nirmal Kaur, Mrs. Raj Kumari & Mrs. Balwinder Kaur, Complainants in person.  None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

The back ground of this case is that a number of Aanganwari workers had been working throughout the State of Punjab for a numbers of years. These workers were being paid an honorarium of Rs. 1400/- per month. The Complainants are some of these Aanganwari workers. These Aanganwari workers had been representing to the Government for appointment on regular basis. In the year 1996, a test for regular appointment in Government schools had been held and interviews were also held, but according to the Complainants no appointment was made. In the year 1996, the State Government decided to make regular appointments against 166 posts of Supervisors from amongst the existing Aanganwari workers. Number of Supervisors actually appointed was 401. The Complainant alleges that many of these appointments were irregular since the candidates did not fulfill the requisite qualifications. The matter was brought by some candidates before the Punjab & Haryana High Court. The High Court ordered that the Government should conduct an enquiry. The enquiry was duly conducted by the then Secretary, Social Welfare, Sh. Satish Chandra as Chairman.
The Complainant in the instant case before us demanded a copy of the enquiry report in the above enquiry, but this was not supplied. Hence, this complaint before the Commission.
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The enquiry report in question appears to be an important document that might determine the fate of the objections raised by the Complainants and others to the appointments of Supervisors made by the State Government.

We do not wish to proceed ex-parte in this important case. We would, therefore, like to give another opportunity to the Respondent, Public Information Officer O/o the Director, Department of Social Security, Development of Women & Children to appear before us and make a submission.
It is a matter of concern that the Public Information Officer of the Director, Department of Social Security has not cared to put in appearance before the Commission either in person or through an authorised representative. 
It should be ensured by Sh. M.S.Sandhu, Secretary, Department of Social Welfare, & and by Director, Department of Social Security, Development of Women & Children that the Respondent Public Information Officer is present in person before us on the next date of hearing and the matter is properly defended. 

To come up for further proceedings on 12.12.2006.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties as also to the Secretary, Department of Social Welfare, Punjab.
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (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,

O/o Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.
...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 71 of 2006
Present Dr. H.K.Tewari, Complainant in person. 
The Respondent was not called for the hearing today. It is observed that in its order dated 03.07.06, the Commission had directed that the Complainant be allowed to inspect the relevant record in the Punjab Agricultural University between 10.07.2006 and 15.07.06. When the matter came up for confirmation of compliance on 12.09.06, the Complainant was not present. The Respondent, however, had appeared and stated before us that the Complainant was allowed to inspect the record on three different dates that is 11.07.06, 17.08.06 and 23.08.06. Respondent also stated that copies of 149 different documents were supplied after inspection of the record. In the absence of the Complainant the matter was disposed of on 12.09.06, presuming that the relevant information would have been obtained by the Complainant.
After the orders of 12.09.06 were communicated, the Complainant submitted a request before the Commission for reopening the case, alleging that complete information had still not been delivered to him. A copy of the letter of 08.11.06 is given to us again.
A copy of the letter dated 08.11.06 be sent to the Public Information Officer O/o Registrar, Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana. Public Information Officer is directed to take suitable action to supply the information as demanded in the latest letter of the Complainant.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.12.2006. 
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Amandeep Kaur,

W/o Major Davinder Singh,

D/o Col. (Retd.) R.S.Sodhi,

971, Lal Bagh, Threekey,

Ludhiana.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 391 of 2006
Present Col. (Retd.) R.S.Sodhi, father of the Complainant 
Mrs. Amandeep Kaur and Sh. Dharam Pal, Inspector and Mrs. Surinder Kaur, ASI on behalf of the Respondent.
The origin of this case is a matrimonial dispute between the Complainant and her husband. Apparently, certain complaints had been filed by the Complainant against her husband in Police Station and also in the Women’s Cell, Ludhiana. The Complainant wishes to have certain documents for pursuing her divorce matter.
According to the Complainant, some 113 pages of documents were supplied by the Police for which she paid the requisite fees under the RTI Act. She states, however, that the most important documents namely the papers in the custody of the Women’s Cell (which has been set up to deal with such matrimonial disputes) have not been supplied. Complainant states that these missing documents pertaining to the Women’s Cell were obtained by her during the Court proceedings for divorce. The information demanded by the Complainant from the Police has, therefore, been obtained from another source. No further information, therefore, is required in so far as the Police is concerned.
The Complainant, however, submits that she had to visit the Police Station on numerous occasions without success in obtaining the information. This according to her has caused her considerable harassment. She, therefore, pleads that a suitable penalty be imposed on the Respondent under Section 20 of the 
RTI Act, 2005.  
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The Respondent, on the other hand, states that the Police never had any intention to avoid supplying the information demanded. The department had in fact invited the Complainant to visit their office on any day and collect whichever documents she needed.
The Respondent submits that documents demanded related to two different cases before the police. Firstly, Case no. 2016, a complaint made to the SSP, and secondly Case no. 840, a complaint made to the Women’s Cell. Information in respect of the first case that is Case no. 2016 was duly delivered. Information relating to Complaint no. 840 dated 20.06.2005 is also available and can be given. ASI informs us that she had herself called the Complainant to collect the information.
The demand for information no longer survives as the documents have already been obtained by the Complainant from another source.

 The question that remains now is whether a penalty be imposed on the Public Information Officer concerned for failing to deliver the information.
We shall consider this aspect of the matter on the next date of hearing. Before the next date of hearing, the Public Information Officer is directed to submit an affidavit explaining why penalty should not be imposed on him as demanded by the Complainant.

To come up for further proceedings on 18.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gaurav Gupta,
# 377, Block – A, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 379 of 2006
Present Mrs. Surinder Kaur, ASI and Sh. Dharam Pal, Inspector O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Complainant has desired through his communication dated 08.11.2006 sent to the Respondent that this complaint before the Commission be dismissed as he is no longer interested in obtaining the information applied for on account of the reason that he has entered into a compromise with his wife. 
It appears that the origin of the matter was a matrimonial dispute between the Complainant and his Wife. The Complainant seems to have arrived at a compromise with his Wife. 
This matter is disposed of accordingly.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia (Retd. XEN),

850 – Urban Estate, Phase 2,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Chief Secretary,
Govt. of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat, 
Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 385 of 2006
Present Sh. Tarlochan Singh, Complainant in person and 
Mrs. Baljeet Kaur, Senior Assistant representing Public Information Officer O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab.
This case is linked with CC Nos. 382 & 386 of 2006 which are also fixed for hearing today. The orders in those cases would be relevant in the instant matter also.

In the instant case, apart from the information regarding the investigation of allegations of fraud against a former President of Shopkeepers’ society in Ludhiana, the Complainant wishes to know the action taken by the Chief Secretary, Punjab on his request for vigilance enquiry into the allegations.
The Respondent states before us that the matter being urged by the Complainant in the instant case is also pending before the Secretary, Local Government. The Respondent pleads, therefore, that the Public Information Officer of the Principal Secretary, Department of Local Government may be directed to file a suitable reply before the Commission. She submits before us a copy of directions from the Department of Home Affairs and Justice to the Secretary, Department of Local Government.  A copy of this letter is brought on our record. A reading of this communication indicates that Chief Secretary, Punjab had taken due note of the matter before the Commission and had passed on the matter to the Department of Home Affairs for being forwarded to the Department of Local Government.
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The Complainant’s application seems to have passed through the hands of several departments. It appears that the appropriate department is the Department of Local Government. The Complainant has not arraigned the Department of Local Government as a party. It appears that the Public Authority concerned (Chief Secretary) has transferred the application to the Department of Local Government for disposal.

In these circumstances, we direct the Public Information Officer O/o Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab to take a decision on the merits of the application forwarded to him by the Chief Secretary, Punjab. 
The Principal Secretary, Local Government would ensure that the Public Information Officer in his office is present in person or through an authorised representative on the next date of hearing. The Respondent (Public Information Officer, Local Government) is directed to decide this request on its merits.

To come up for further proceedings on 18.12.2006. 
Copies of this order be sent to the Complainant as well as Public Information Officers in the offices of the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Principal Secretary, Home Affairs & Justice and Principal Secretary, Department of Local Government, Punjab. 
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia (Retd. XEN),

850 – Urban Estate, Phase 2,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 382 of 2006
Present Sh. Tarlochan Singh, Complainant in person and 
Mrs. Surinder Kaur, ASI and Sh. Dharam Pal, Inspector O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana, Respondent.

This case is linked to another matter that is Complaint case no. 386 of 2006 which has also been heard by us today. The orders in that case would apply to the instant matter also.
To come up alongwith that case for confirmation of compliance on 18.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia (Retd. XEN),
850 – Urban Estate, Phase 2,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 386 of 2006
Present Sh. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia, Complainant in person and 
Mrs. Surinder Kaur, ASI and Sh. Dharam Pal, Inspector O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana, Respondent.
The origin of this case is an imputation by the Complainant of a fraud committed by the President of a Registered Society of Shopkeepers and others in Ludhiana Town. According to the Complainant, he had filed a First Information Report (FIR) with the Police on 30.10.2002. No action was initially taken by the Police. Eventually when the matter came before the Court, the Police submitted that no case of fraud was made out. The information demanded by the Complainant is the statements of witnesses including the President against whom allegations of fraud were made, on the basis of which the Police had closed the case.
The Respondent states that the case was duly investigated before its final disposal. The Respondent is, however, prepared to deliver the statements of the witnesses alongwith the documents, which might be in the custody of the Police. The Respondent is prepared to allow the inspection of the relevant documents on record.
In the light of the above, the Complainant is free to inspect the relevant record and obtain copies of the information identified by the Complainant in the  office  of  the Respondent. For facility, it is directed that the Complainant will
                                    -2-

 visit the office of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana on 21.11.2006 (Tuesday) at 11.00 A.M. The Public Information Officer shall deliver the relevant and duly attested documents to the Complainant on payment of prescribed fees.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Janak Garg,
W/o Late Sh. C.D.Jindal (PCS) (J) (Retd.),

112, Bharpur Garden, Opposite Govt. Ayurvedic College,
Patiala.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Home Affairs & Justice, 6th Floor,

Room No. 620, Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh & another.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 146 of 2006
Present Mrs. Janak Garg, Complainant in person and Sh. Naveen Sharma, Senior Assistant, Punjab & Haryana High Court on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Respondent.
On the last date of hearing that is 25.09.06, we had directed that the Respondent (Registrar General, Punjab & Haryana High Court the Public Information Officer) should take a decision on the request of the Complainant on merits. While adjourning the case to the present date we had also directed that the Public Information Officer concerned should put in appearance on the next of hearing that is today (13.11.2006).
The representative of the PIO O/o Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court states before us today that the Registrar General has written to the Complainant on 10.11.06  intimating her as under :-
“After considering your letters under reference, Hon’ble the acting Chief Justice has been pleased to allow you to inspect the record on any working day and after inspection, if you so desire, the attested copies of the documents shall be supplied to you”.
A copy of this letter from the Registrar General to the Complainant has been placed on the record.
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The Respondent assures us that any relevant information that the Complainant may identify during the inspection would be delivered to her after due attestation.
The Complainant submits before us a further request for details of information from the files. This is strictly speaking a fresh request that should normally have been made before the Public Information Officer concerned. 

Respondent states before us, however, that even this request would be considered and the relevant information even in respect of this, if available would be delivered to the Complainant.
In the light of the above, the Complainant is free to visit the office of the Registrar General, Punjab & Haryana High Court to inspect the record, identify the material that she wishes to obtain and the relevant information would be delivered to her duly attested. The Respondent states that all relevant record would be available with the Superintendent, Confidential Branch in the Punjab & Haryana High Court on any working day and that the Complainant may contact the said official and inspect the desired record.
We order accordingly.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Ravinder Kaur,

# 1539, Narsing Nagar,
Bengali Colony Ranjhi,

Jabalpur (M.P) – 482 005.

…………………...........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o A.G.M-2, State Bank of Patiala,
Jalandhar.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 367 of 2006
Present Sh. Ajit Singh on behalf of Smt. Ravinder Kaur, Complainant.
Only the Complainant had been called, since the matter of jurisdiction of the State Information Commission over the Respondent Bank was to be considered. 
As per the Right to Information Act, 2005, State Bank of Patiala being a nationalized Bank is within the purview of the Central Information Commission. 
The complaint is, thus, disposed of as not maintainable before the State Information Commission, Punjab.

The Complainant may approach the Central Information Commission, Block No. 4, (5th Floor), Old JNU Campus, New Delhi - 110067 for redressal of her grievance.
A copy of this order be sent to the Complainant. 
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kesar Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhag Singh,

House No. 1586, Sector 70,

SAS Nagar, Tehsil & Distt. SAS Nagar.

…………………...........Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
SAS Nagar.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 185 of 2006
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on behalf of the Respondent.
On the last date of hearing that is 25.09.06, we had directed that the Complainant should visit the O/o SSP, SAS Nagar on 03.10.06 and information would be delivered to him on that very day.

It is presumed that since the Complainant is not present today, he would have been satisfied with the delivery of information on the appointed day. 
The case is accordingly disposed of and closed.

Copy of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Wing Commander J.S.Talwar (Retd.),

# 623, Sector – 33/B, Chandigarh.

…………………...............Appellant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Local Government, Punjab,
Juneja Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
AC No. 85 of 2006
Present Wg. Commd. J.S.Talwar, Appellant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
Notice had been issued on 09.10.06 to the Public Information Officer O/o Director, Local Government, Punjab requiring his appearance before the Commission today. Neither the Respondent nor any one on his behalf has appeared.
One more opportunity, however, is given to the Respondent to present his case.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties as also to the Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab to ensure that the Respondent is duly present in person or through an authorised representative on the next date of hearing. 
To come up for further proceedings on 18.12.2006. 
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal (President),

Ludhiana Oil Expeller Co-Op House Building Society Ltd.,

Nirankari Street No. 3, G.T.Road, Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana.

…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,
Ludhiana Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 327 of 2006
Present Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, Complainant in person and Sh. Pritam Singh, Assistant Public Information Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.
After hearing the parties, it is directed that on a fixed date that is 21.11.06 (Tuesday), the Respondent, Public Information Officer O/o Improvement Trust, Ludhiana will allow the Complainant to inspect the relevant record to enable him to identify the documents that he requires. The Respondent shall deliver to the Complainant information demanded by him on payment of prescribed fees.
The Complainant also prays that a penalty be imposed on Public Information Officer for deliberately delaying the supply of information. The Respondent Public Information Officer is directed to submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing showing cause why penalty under Section 20 of RTI Act, 2005 be not imposed as prayed by the Complainant.
To come up for further proceedings on 18.12.2006.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Circle,

Ferozepur City.

…………………..........Complainant






Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Punjab Public Service Commission,
Patiala.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 60 of 2006
Present Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Complainant in person and 
Smt. Harjeet Kaur, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Public Information Officer O/o Punjab Public Service Commission.
On the last date of hearing that is 25.09.06, we had directed the Respondent to deliver the information demanded by the Complainant within a period of two weeks. It transpires today that the orders of the Commission dated 25.09.06 have been stayed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in Civil Writ Petition No. 16779 of 2006. 
In view of the order dated 23.10.2006 made by the Hon’ble High Court in the CWP No. 16779 of 2006, the case is adjourned sine die.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.

…………………..............Appellant






Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Government of Punjab, Mini Secretariat,

(3rd Floor), Sector 9, Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
AC No. 10 of 2006
Present Sh. H.S.Doabia, Joint Registrar O/o Lokpal, Punjab on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Appellant. 
On the last date of hearing that is 03.10.06 we had directed that the requisite information in legible form and duly authenticated should be given to the Appellant.
Respondent states before us today that the orders of the Commission of 03.10.06 have been duly complied with. This perhaps is the reason why the Appellant has not appeared before us today.
In the circumstances, the matter is disposed of and closed.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Varinder Kumar,

S/o L. Som Nath, 2882/8,

Cinema Road, Sirhind 140 406.

…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Director-cum-Public Information Officer,

O/o Information Technology Department, Punjab,
SCO No. 193-95, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 93 of 2006
None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

In this case notice of hearing was issued to the Respondent only as the Complainant had in his letter dated 14.08.06 stated that he is ‘not in a position to bear the expenses of journey to attend this Hon’ble Court’. 
The information in question is factual and this should be easily available in the department as part of their routine responsibility. 

Another opportunity is given to the Respondent to appear before the Commission and give his response.
To come up for further proceedings on 12.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lt. Col. Anil Kabotra,

# 180, Sector 8,

Panchkula.

…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate, Gurdaspur.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 633 of 2006
Present Sh. Anil Kabotra, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Public Information Officer O/o District Magistrate, Gurdaspur.

Another opportunity is given to the Respondent to present his case.

To come up for further proceedings on 12.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 13.11.2006





         
       

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
