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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harish Kumar, r/o R-Z-213-L/IT, Tughalakabad Extension,

Near Tara Apartments, New Delhi-110019.


      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Raikot, Distt. Ludhiana

FAA-Additional Deputy Commissioner (General), Ludhiana.      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 1035 of 2011,

Shri Harish Kumar, r/o R-Z-213-L/IT, Tughalakabad Extension,

Near Tara Apartments, New Delhi-110019.


      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ludhiana (West).

FAA-Additional Deputy Commissioner (General), Ludhiana.      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 1036 of 2011

&
Shri Harish Kumar, r/o R-Z-213-L/IT, Tughalakabad Extension,

Near Tara Apartments, New Delhi-110019.


      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Khanna (Ludhiana).

FAA-Additional Deputy Commissioner (General), Ludhiana.      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 1037 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.



Shri Ajay Sood, SDM on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER



This is a set of three cases filed by Shri Harish Kumar seeking the same information i.e. whether a scheduled cast certificate was issued in the name of Shri Gian Singh s/o Shri Pritam Singh and if so, to furnish a certified copy of the same. The PIO had rejected his request on the ground that it is not possible to trace out the document without knowing the details such as the Scheduled Caste Certificate number or the date on which it was issued.  The First Appellate Authority has also held that unless the certificate or its date, month or the year of issuing authority is provided, it is not possible to trace out the certificate.
2.

During the course of hearing, it was further submitted that the present appellant has been filing similar applications under the Right to Information Act, 2005 seeking the same information and these were earlier closed.

3.

The appellant is absent without intimation.  There is merit in the plea of the respondent that unless some details are furnished, it is not possible to confirm whether a Scheduled Caste Certificate was issued. The respondent has pleaded that thousands of certificates are issued and it is a voluminous record.  In the absence of particulars of the certificate number or even approximate month or the year in which it was issued, it is like searching in a deep pond for a particular fish.  Since the query of the information-seeker does not give relevant details to identify the document, which he needs, the Information cannot be furnished to him. Hence, the appeal cases are closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Parshotam Lal s/o Shri Bali Ram,

Khalwali Gali, Ward No.7, Dhariwal, Distt. Gurdaspur.

     

 -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Dhariwal (Gurdaspur).



    
-------------Respondent.
CC No.3034 of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Purshotam Lal complainant.



Shri Suman Kumar, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker admitted that he has received the information but sought some further clarification, which was given during the course of hearing.  Hence, there is no merit in the complaint case and the same is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kulwinder Singh s/o Shri Sawan Singh,

173 F/3, Ward No.3, Barhi Wala Kuan, Mehrauli, 

New Delhi-110030.


.

     

 -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the  Naib Tehsildar, Dhariwal (Gurdaspur).



    
-------------Respondent.
CC No.3036 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Gurwaryam Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Dhariwal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker had addressed a request to the PIO on 20.5.2011 and had got a response from the PIO on 12.8.2011.  However, he was not satisfied with the information given by the PIO and hence, he approached the State Information Commission.

2.

Today the complainant is absent without intimation.  The respondent has placed on record a written reply dated 3.12.2011 vide Commission’s diary No.20796 dated 6.12.2011 alongwith a copy of the mutation.  The respondent has explained that all the queries of the information-seeker have duly been answered and a copy of the mutation has also been forwarded to him.

3.

I have heard the respondent and also gone through the record.  I accept the plea of the respondent that all the queries of the complainant have been answered and close the complaint case.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







                                         Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ravinder Singh Gill s/o Shri Balwant Singh,

Barak No. New 3, Central Jail, Ferozepur.


      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer

o/o the Central Jail, Ferozepur.




    -------------Respondent.
CC No. 3054    of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Jeevan Thakur, Assistant Superintendent on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



None has appeared on behalf of the complainant inspite of due and adequate notice.

2.

The respondent submits that complainant is an under-trial facing charges under Section 307 IPC and that he is raising these queries which are of a personal nature just to harass the officials.

3.

The complainant is absent. He has directly approached the Commission under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 without exhausting the efficacious remedy of First Appeal.  It would be appropriate to relegate the case to the PIO to take a fresh decision after observing the procedure under Section 11 of the Act ibid.  The PIO after observing the provisions of Section 11 shall pass a final order. If the complainant is unsatisfied with the decision of the PIO, he  should first challenge it  before the First Appellate Authority.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kamal Kishore Arora, Advocate, E-407,

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar-143001.





      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.

FAA- the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.



      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 1038  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Gaurav Arora on behalf of the appellant.



Shri Sunil Nayyar, Legal Officer on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Heard the arguments.
2.

To come up for pronouncement on 29.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







            Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

1. 
Shri Rahul Verma s/o Shri Raj KumarVerma,

   
r/o H.No.8-C, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana.


    
-------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o  the General Secretary, The Sutlej Club (Regd.),

Rakh Bagh, Ludhiana.




    
-------------Respondent.

CC No. 2136  of 2011

2. 
Shri Vikas Goyal s/o Shri Sudesh Goyal,

r/o H.No.39-K, Sarabha Nagar, 

Ludhiana.

     



     
-------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o  the General Secretary, The Sutlej Club (Regd.),

Rakh Bagh, Ludhiana.




    
-------------Respondent.

CC No. 2137  of 2011

3.  
Shri Tajeshwar Singh Malhotra s/o Late Shri Avinder Singh,

r/o B-V-75, Old Civil Hospital Road,

Ludhiana.






      -------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o  the General Secretary, The Sutlej Club (Regd.),

Rakh Bagh, Ludhiana.




    

-------------Respondent.

CC No. 2138  of 2011

4.  
Shri Raj Kumar Verma s/o Late Shri Kishori Lal,

R/O #8-C, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana.

               

 -------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o  the General Secretary, The Sutlej Club (Regd.),

Rakh Bagh, Ludhiana.




    

-------------Respondent.

CC No. 2139  of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Surinder Pal Advocate on behalf of complainants at Sr. No.1 and 4.



Shri K.S. Chawla, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



This is a set of four cases, in which a direction was given to Sutlej Club to furnish information to the information-seekers. Sutlej Club, however, has moved the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court against the decision of the State Information Commission, Punjab and of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court.  The matter is pending by way of an LPA No.1299/2011, which as per the version of the counsel for the respondent, is now listed for hearing on 24.1.2012.

2.

The plea of the counsel for the complainants in CC-2136/2011 and 
CC-2139/2011 is that the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court in the case of SGPC vs. State of Punjab and others in CWP No.4082/2010 has allowed the Commission to proceed with the cases other than those where a specific stay was granted by the Hon’ble High Court in favour of SGPC.  The counsel pleads that on the same analogy, in the present cases, the Commission should go ahead and decide the cases without waiting for the outcome of the said LPA.

3.

The counsel for the respondent on the other hand pleads that the decision in the case of SGPC is of Single Bench.  Sutlej Club has also challenged the decision of Single Bench by way of LPA.  The counsel further draws attention to the  stay order granted in the LPA filed by Cooperative Banks against imposition of any penalty on the concerned cooperative society by the State Information Commission, during the pendency of respective LPAs.

4.

I have heard the parties.  The balance of convenience in any case is against imposition of penalty, when the matter is pending by way of LPA before the Hon’ble High Court.  These cases shall be heard further on 21.2.2012 at 10.30 A.M. through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.


      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dilbagh Chand s/o Shri Ramji Dass,

r/o Village Hiyatpur, P.O. Haiborwal, Tehsil Samrla, 

Distt. Ludhiana.
      





-------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Machhiwara, District  Ludhiana.




    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2186    of 2011

Present:-
Shri Dilbagh Chand complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the first date of hearing on 9.8.2011, Shri Amrik Singh, Panchayat Secretary was present on behalf of the respondent-BDPO, Machhiwara.  The parties had requested for a date and the case was adjourned to 13.9.2011 when none appeared on behalf of the respondent. Again today none is present on behalf of the respondent.  The complainant submits that he has still not received the information even though he had applied for the same on 5.4.2011.  It appears from the record that PIO had responded to the request of the present complainant on 6.4.2010 and then again on 5.7.2010.  However, information still remains to be given.

2.

Continuous absence of the PIO/BDPO and absence of Panchayat Secretary-Shri Amrik Singh village Hayapur Bet Block Machhiwara only shows intentional and willful denial of information.  Even when on the last date of hearing on 13.9.2011, it was made clear that the respondents must give their explanation for the delay.  It was made clear that Shri Rana Partap Singh, BDPO shall explain his conduct as to why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 should not be imposed on him and in addition why suitable compensation should not be awarded to the complainant who has been following up the matter since April, 2010.
3.

Given the facts of this case and continuous absence of the PIO, this Commission has no alternative but to issue bailable warrants under Section 18(3) to force the PIO/Shri Rana Partap Singh and of the Panchayat Secretary of village Panchayat Hayatpur to appear in exercise of powers vested under Section 18(3) and other enabling provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 read with CPC 1908. A copy of this order shall be endorsed to SSP, Khanna to execute the warrant so that both these functionaries are present on the next date of hearing which is fixed for 21.2.2012.

4.

The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on 21.2.2011 at 10.30 A.M.

      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







                                         Punjab
CC 

The Superintendent of Police, Khanna.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira

c/o Vigilant Citizen Forum, B-XXIV-1251-2C/125,

ST. No.2-R, Ishar Nagar, Gill Road, Ludhiana-141006.
      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Executive Engineer, 
Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board,

Division NO.2, Ludhiana.

FAA-Superintending Engineer, 

Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board,

Ludhiana.





                   -------------Respondents.

AC No. 693  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Kyldeep Singh Khaira appellant.



Shri Surinder Kumar, Executive Engineer on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant has sought elaborate information and to settle the issue a number of replies were given to him on different dates by the respondent.  The appellant, however, is not satisfied with the same and he has pointed out certain deficiencies in the information.

2,

As a last opportunity to the respondent, the case is fixed at Chandigarh for 12.1.2012 with the direction that the deficiencies in the information shall be removed before the next date of hearing.

3.

To come up on 12.1.2012 at 11.00 A.M.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Pal Advocate,

r/o #539/112/3, St.IE, New Vishnu Puri,

New Shiv Puri Road, P.O. Basti Jodhewal,

Ludhiana.







      -------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Ludhiana Improvement Trust,

Feroze Gandhi Market, Ludhiana.




    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2144 of 2011

Present:-
Shri Surinder Pal complainant.



Shri Raj Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent-PIO was directed to explain the delay in the present case and why penalty should not be imposed on him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  It was further directed that the reply of the respondent-PIO should be sent to the Commission before the next date of hearing..The PIO Mr.Z.A.Khan was also the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana who could avail the opportunity of personal hearing.  However, today the respondent has not placed on record any explanation regarding the delay in furnishing of the information.  The present complainant had applied to the PIO on 23.5.2011 and under the Law the PIO was bound to furnish the information within 30 days.  However, the complainant has pointed out vide his fax received in the Commission vide diary No.20979 dated 8.12.2011 that there are still deficiencies in the information furnished to him.  In any case, even this partial information was furnished after a lapse of nearly five months. As a last opportunity, therefore, to Mr. Z.A. Khan, PIO-cum-Executive Officer to explain the delay in non-furnishing of the information, the case is adjourned.  It is made clear that the delay occurred during the period of Mr. Khan as PIO and the liability under law rests on him even though he may have retired from service.  The present Executive Officer-cum-PIO is directed to send a copy of this order to Mr. Khan on his given address.

2.

The present PIO-cum-Executive Officer (Shri Avtar Singh Azad) is also directed to remove the deficiencies in the information within 15 days.

3.

The case will be heard through Video Conference Facility of NIC available in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on 21.2.2012 at 10.30 A.M.

      
     







(R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011




    Chief Information Commissioner








            

Punjab.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sudesh Kumar S/o Sh. Dasaundhi Ram, 

R/o B-I-1422, Ram Nagar, Civil Lines, 

Ludhiana-141001.






      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o President, The Zenith Co-operative House Building Society, 

Zenith Colony, Opposite Luxmi Nagar, 

Haibowal Kalan, Ludhiana.





    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2582   of  2011

Present:-
Shri Sudesh Kumar complainant.



Shri Lachhman Dass, Secretary on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had applied for certain information vide an application dated 23.5.2011 addressed to the PIO/Zenith Cooperative House Building Society, Haibowal Kallan, Ludhiana.  The notice served to the respondent was returned undelivered and none was present on behalf of respondent  when the case came up for hearing on 4.10.2011.  The complainant informed that Shri K.C. Sharma, Advocate, Chamber No.702, District Court, Ludhiana is the President of the Zenith Cooperative Society and therefore a fresh notice was issued to the President, both at his Court address and at the official address of the Society.  In addition, a copy of the order was endorsed to the Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Society, Ludhiana to ensure that the PIO/respondent-society should appear on the next date of hearing, which was fixed for 21.11.2011.Notice issued on the official address of the Society has been returned by the Postal Authority observing “Not Known”.

2.

Shri Laxman Dass, Secretary has today appeared on behalf of the respondent and stated that the information has still not been given to the complainant. This is a violation of Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  On a specific query to him, he replied that the PIO of the Society is Shri K.C.Sharma, advocate who is also the president of the society.

3.

It is a fit case to issue Show Cause Notice to PIO-cum-President to show cause why penalty should not be imposed under Section 20 of the Act ibid for willful denial of information to the information-seeker. Written reply of Shri K.C. Sharma may be sent before the next date of hearing when he may also avail the opportunity of personal hearing.  The respondent society shall also explain why suitable compensation should not be awarded to the complainant who is running from pillar to post from May, 2011 for seeking information while the respondent has been playing hide and seek.

4.

To come up on 10.1.2012 at 11.00 A.M. at Chandigarh.

      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







                            Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh S/o Sh. Munsa Singh,

VPO & PS Ladhowal, Ludhiana.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Police Station, Ladhowal,

District Ludhiana.






    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  2578   of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



ASI Surinder Singh, Police Station, Ladhowal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing on 4.10.2011, the information-seeker had stated that the information furnished to him is deficient.  Today, the respondent has appeared and stated that complete information has been furnished and that there are no deficiencies in the documents given to the complainant.
2.

Complainant himself is absent without intimation inspite of due and adequate notice.  This only implies that he has nothing more to state.  Since the information has been given, the complaint case is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri B.N. Sehgal, Advocate, S/o Sh. J.N. Sehgal,

R/o 49/69 Harpal Nagar, Ludhiana.



        -------------Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o District Forest Officer, 

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.




        -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2589 of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Gurbakhshish Singh, Dy. DFO, Ludhiana on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant is absent today without intimation.  The respondent submits that they could not appear on the last date of hearing as notice was not received on time.  He has further clarified that the information was sent to the complainant on 22.9.2011 and subsequently a fresh copy of the same has also been delivered to him and a receipt obtained in acknowledgement of information having been delivered.  His plea is that there is no merit in the complaint and the same should be dismissed.
2.

Considering the facts of the case, I accept the explanation of the respondent.  The information has been delivered and absence of the complainant also implies that he is satisfied with the same. The complaint case is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harbans Lal Chawla, R/o HIG-561,

PHB Colony, Jamalpur, Ludhiana-141010.


      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Principal,

U.S.P.C. Jain Senior Secondary School,

Chandigarh Road, Jamalpur Awana, Ludhiana-141010.
    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2609  of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information was denied by the PIO on the ground that the respondent is not a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  On the last date of hearing, the complainant had sought one adjournment to produce evidence to establish the public authority status of the respondent.
2.

Today, however, the complainant is absent without any intimation.  He has sent a letter of GLADA, which is said to have allotted the land to the respondent on concessional rate. GLADA has also given its report vide No.10059 dated 9.8.2004 from which it appears that the land was allotted for the purposes of running a hospital, but the respondent is running a Senior Secondary School in violation of the allotment letter. It appears from the copy of memo NO.S-I(UE)3176/6603 dated 5.4.1976 addressed by the Estates Officer, Urban Estates, Chandigarh to Atma Ram Jain Trust that land was allotted for hospital.

3.

From the perusal of the documents on record, it transpires that the existence of a school on the land in question may not be an authorized one.  However, that by itself would not make respondent  a public authority within the definition given in Section 2(h) of the Act ibid.  The information-seeker is free to move the appropriate authority for taking action against the respondent for running the school unauthorizedly.  But, for the purpose of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the present complaint is not maintainable against a non-public-authority. Hence, the case is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H.L. Bhandari, R/o 44-B, 

Industrial Estate, Ludhiana-141003.



      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Municipal Corporation, Zone-C, 

Gill Road, Ludhiana.





    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  2527   of  2011

Present:-
Shri  H.L. Bhandari complainant.alongwith Shri Ajay Sood.


Shri Rakesh Sharma, SDO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant  has pleaded that the information furnished to him is misleading to the extent that the  date of completion of the work has been shown as April, 2009, whereas in fact the work was completed in April, 2011.  
2.

During the course of hearing, the respondent has clarified that 80% of the work was completed in April, 2009 and 20% of the work remained unexecuted, which was completed on 27.4.2011.  With this clarification, all the queries of the complainant stand answered.
3.

However, there has been delay on the part of respondent-PIO in giving the complete information and to that extent the PIO is cautioned to be careful and strictly observe the statutory time frame provided in the Right to Information Act, 2005.  With these observations, the case is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







            Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kartar Singh s/o Shri Gahra Singh,

R/o Village Kot Umra,

Tehsil Jagraon, Distt. Ludhiana.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Naib Tehsildar, Sidhwan Bet, Distt. Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2522   of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Mandeep Singh, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that complete information has since been provided to the complainant, who, however, is absent today without intimation.  In view of this, the matter is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naresh Kumar, Advocate,

Chamber No.224, District Courts, Hissar.


      -------------Appellant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o  Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

FAA- Chairman, Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.







    -------------Respondents.

AC No.  771  of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.



Shri Raj Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



None is present on behalf of the appellant. It appears that appellant was also absent on 4.10.2011.
2.

The respondent submits that the information as available on record has been furnished and pleads that the proceedings may be closed.

3.

Absence of the appellant on two consecutive dates shows that he does not want to pursue the matter any further.  Hence, the appeal case is closed.
      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sarabjit Singh Kahlon

s/o Shri Sampuran Singh, Kahlon Villa,

Opp. Telephone Exchange, VPO Bhattian Bet,

Ludhiana-141008.






      -------------Complainant.





                Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o SCD Government College. Ludhiana.


                  -------------Respondent.

CC No.  2541  of  2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri D.S. Behl, APIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the complainant had pointed out certain deficiencies in the information, which had been furnished to him.  Today, the respondent submits that clarifications have been given to the information-seeker and as such, the complaint case may be closed.  They have filed a written reply vide memo No.RTI/906 dated 9.12.2011 pleading for the closures of the case.

2.

The complainant is absent without any intimation inspite of due and adequate notice.  Since complete information has been furnished, the complaint case is closed.


      
     







    (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2011



    
           Chief Information Commissioner







                                          Punjab
