STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal Sharma, 
Advocate,

547, St. No. 13, Old Bishan Nagar,

Patiala.
 


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2151  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the        complainant.

ii)     
ASI   Baljinder Kumar ,   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


  The information required by the complainant was sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 24-08-2009, but it was not received by him. A copy of the FIR required by him has again been brought by the respondent and has given to the complainant in the Court.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

M/s. Ventech Associates,

14, Sahni Market, Gurdaspur Road,

Pathankot-145001. 


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2149  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Satish Kumar, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
HC  Davinder Pal Singh,   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the inquiry in connection with which the complainant has applied for the information which he requires has not yet been completed and he has made a commitment that the required information will be given to the complainant within 7 days of the completion of the inquiry. He states that it is expected that the inquiry will be over within a month. 

Disposed of.






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Joginder Singh,

S/o Sh. Bachan Singh,

Subhash Nagar-6, Phagwara,

Distt. Kapurthala.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2143  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Joginder Singh, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sub Inspector Ashok Kumar,   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


Some statements which were recorded in connection with the complaint dated 08-06-2007 have been given to the complainant by the respondent but these were recorded in Sept-Oct 2007, whereas the complainant has asked for the statements which were recorded on 15-06-2007. Unfortunately, the complainant has not mentioned the details of the complaint/application in connection with which the statements were recorded and, therefore, the information given to him by the respondent cannot be said to be deficient. Today, the complainant has provided full particulars of the complaint in connection with which the required statements were recorded on 15-06-2007, and the respondent has made a commitment that efforts will be made to locate the information required by the complainant and it will be given to him before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 A.M on 15-10-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

18, Shant Park, Behind Aggar Nagar-A,

Ludhiana-141012. 


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Financial Commissioner, Development,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2142  of 2009

Present:        i)   
None, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Balbir Singh Dhanoa, Senior Asstt, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him by the respondent vide letter dated 08-09-2009 of the Council For Citrus & Agri Juicing in Punjab.

Disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bharat Bhushan,

S/o Sh. Tej Ram, Near Gaushala,

Maur Mandi, Bathinda- 151509.
  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjabi University, 
Patiala.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2140  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Bharat Bhushan, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh .Vikrant Sharma, Advocate,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The position regarding the receipt of the migration certificate of the complainant has been explained to him in detail in the respondent’s letter dated 07-09-2009.

Disposed  of. 







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Dharam Pal,

S/o sh. Om Parkash,

H.No. 2540, Gali No. 2,

Dharmapura Joda Fatak,

Amritsar.



  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Pathankot.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2138  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Dharampal,  on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh.Ashok Kumar, Suptd,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that he has received the required information for which he had applied.

Disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagmohan Singh,

Chief Auditor, Taja Masle,

347/86, Model Colony,

Saleem Taberi,
 Ludhiana.

  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2110  of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh.Jaswant Singh, Clerk,    on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 27-08-2009.

Disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ravinder Kumar,

H.No. B-7/158, Mohalla Dodawala,

Faridkot.



  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Education Officer (Secondary Education.),

Faridkot.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2111  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Ravinder Kumar, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh.Rit Inder Singh,Senior Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information for which the complainant has applied is concerned with the   service   particulars   of a   third party with whom he has no connection 
whatsoever.  The complainant states that the department has wrongly granted  ACP to the third party concerned and he wants to find out the facts.  He has been informed that the correct course of action for him is to send his complaint in this regard to the department for appropriate action.


Disposed of. 








  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. M.K. Malhotra,

C/o Sahni Motors,

Showroom No. 5, Motor Market,

Sector 38(west), Chandigarh.   



  ________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  408  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh.  B.L.Sharma ,Advocate,  on  behalf  of  the  




complainant

ii)  
Sri Gautam Singal, PPS, DSP(Detective), on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant states that the I.G. Zonal has passed his orders on his first appeal in which he has reached the conclusion that the information required by the appellant cannot be given to him under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, 2005  since FIR 155 , dated    02-11-2007   is   being re-investigated.   The exemption being claimed by the respondent is upheld.  Learned Counsel for the complainant states that the report which was sent by the respondent to the concerned court after the completion of the earlier inquiry is also required  to be recalled because the case is under re-investigation. This is a reasonable expectation and the representative of the PIO, present before us, agrees that action will be taken accordingly, subject to legal advice. 

Disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Davinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Balkar Singh,

R/o Village Adhiana,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DGP, Prisons, Punjab,

SCO No. 8-9, Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh






__________ Respondent

CC No. 451 of 2009

Present

i.) Sh.Davinder Singh , complainant in person.
ii) Sh. Raj Kumar , Probation Officer, DGP, Prisons, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 16-04-2009, the report of the inquiry which has been carried out has been submitted to the Court by the respondent, according to which, the documents required by the complainant have  still not been located  and no official has been found at fault.


The representative of the respondent present in the Court today has also taken considerable time and trouble to educate and guide the complainant about the circumstances in which the concerned documents are not  available and  the course of action and the alternatives which would be advisable for him to take .


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Gyanendra Sharma,

F. No. H-329, GH-II,

Mansa Devi Complex, Sector 5,

Panchkula – 134114, Haryana. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1092 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Dr. Gyanendra Sharma,  complainant  in person.

ii)     
ASI  Bakhshish  Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 30-07-2009, the S.S.P, Patiala has forwarded the inquiry report regarding the allegation of the complainant recorded in the aforementioned orders, according to which the allegation has been found to be incorrect . A copy of the communication of the S.S.P, Patiala,  addressed to the Commission in this regard,  along with a copy  of the inquiry report, has been handed over to the complainant for his information in the Court today.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Ist Floor ,Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ishar Singh,

s/o Late Sh. Sardar Singh,

# 311, Gobind Vihar,

Kansal, Near Rock Garden,

Chandigarh. 






__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1209   of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sri R.S.Chahal, Advocate ,on behalf of  the  complainant .

ii)     
Sub Inspector Sadhu Ram,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
Orders of the Court dated 27-08-2009 have been complied with except that the respondent states that the original inquiry report regarding the application dated 13-04-09 of the complainant  has been sent to the SSP, Ropar, who is conducting an inquiry into a  representation  connected with this case, and he is therefore not in a position to give any clarification regarding the two pages which were found to be missing from the copy of the inquiry report given to the complainant. This explanation of the respondent is not acceptable. He is directed to depute an official and collect the inquiry report  from the office of the SSP, Ropar, and bring it to the Court on the next date of hearing, so that a proper clarification can be given to the complainant on this point.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-9-2009 for further consideration and orders.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Ist Floor,   Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Inderjit Singh,

s/o Sh. Prabhdyal Singh,

Vill – Satowali, P.O – Adampur,

District Jalandhar.           



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Sh . R.K.Jaiswal,IPS,  

 Sr. Superintendent of Police

-cum- Public Information Officer,

Jalandhar. 





__________ Respondent

CC No. 86 of 2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf o the complainant.
 
ii)
Sh. R.K.Jaiswal, IPS, Sr. Superintendent of Police-cum- Public Information Officer, Jalandhar
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 27-08-2009 , the PIO-cum-SSP, Jalandhar Sri R.K.Jaiswal has appeared in the Court and has submitted his reply to the show cause notice issued to him under Section 20 of the RTI Act. 

Briefly, the position is that the application for information in this case was made on 15-10-2008 and at that time the required information could not be provided to the complainant because his application no. 2406 dated 05-08-2008 was still under inquiry and the application was therefore filed. The inquiry was finalized on 04-12-2008 but the report was not sent to the complainant because his application for this report had already been filed. It was, however, sent to the complainant on 06-03-2009 on receipt on the Commission’s  notice in this case.

In view of the explanation submitted by the PIO, the show cause notice issued to him under Section 20 of the RTI Act is hereby dropped and this case is disposed of.






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  

A copy is forwarded to Sh. Parag Jain, IPS,  IGP,  Police Headquarters ,Sector 9,  Chandigarh  for information.

(P.K.Verma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Meena Kainth,

w/o Sh. Ram Lubhaya,

V.P.O. – Baghana, Teh. Phagwara,

District Kapurthala, Punjab.


__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab, 

Forest & Wild Life, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 652 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh.Ram Labhaya , on behalf of complainant

ii)     
Sh..Nand Kishore, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The objections raised by the complainant to the information provided to her have been found to be without any basis, except that the complainant has been able to show that the DFO had recommended her case for the allotment of a petrol pump vide his letter dated 28-03-2007, in which he has clearly stated that the case of the complainant had been wrongly rejected earlier, because the site of the petrol pump of the complainant is located on ODR (18) and not on the highway. In view of this, it is not understood how the respondent has given the information to the complainant vide his letter dated 07-07-2009 that her application was rejected because it is not “in-order” under Govt. of India instructions dated 15-07-2004, which are applicable to both the State Highways and the ODRs. The respondent should get this point clarified and give the necessary  clarification to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 A.M on 08-10-2009 for confirmation of compliance.






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tota Singh,

Sarpanch, 

Gram Panchayat Naranjanpur,

Block Rayia, Distt. Amritsar,



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1602    of 2009

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

ii)       
Inspector Prem Singh, PS Raiya,   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 06-08-2009, the remaining information has been given to the complainant by the respondent in the Court today. The respondent states that the information for the period July, 07 to November, 07 has not yet been obtained. He has brought with him the remaining information pertaining to November 07 to December 08. This, by itself, should be sufficient for any objective which the complainant may have in asking for the information about the exact amount of wheat and kerosene oil issued to each card holder every month. 

Disposed of. 






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



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

Smt. Nirmal Kaur,

w/o Sh. Sukhdev Singh,

R/o Vill. – Pandori Nijjran,

Teh. & Distt. Jalandhar.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Director,

Social Security Women & Child Development Deptt.

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

_________ Respondent

CC No. 528 of 2009

Present:

i) Sh.Kuljeet Singh, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.




ii) Ms. Shakuntala Devi ,Suptd, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.
In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 13-04-2009, the complainant has now limited his requirement to the details of the marks obtained by 8 candidates. He has submitted a list of 8 candidates to the respondent in the Court today and according to the complainant, these candidates got less than the minimum requirement of marks in the written examination for eligibility for the interview and yet, according to him, they were called for the interview. He wants to know the reason or basis on which these candidates were called for the  interview as is recorded in the files of the respondent. The respondent should check up his records and give his reply to the complainant on this point before the next date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 10 A. M. on  08-10-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balwinder Singh,

S/o sh. Pritam Singh,

Vill. Kuther, P.O. Seunti,

Tehsil Pathankot.





__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1621   of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sri Harish K. Verma, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
HC  Davinder Pal Singh,   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 03-09-2009, the respondent has shown to the Court the orders vide which the SHO concerned was directed to deliver to the complainant the directions for depositing the prescribed fees,  and the  report of the SHO that the  order could not be implemented  because   the complainant’s residence was found locked.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh, Charan Singh,

S/o Sh .Naurata Singh,

C/o Sh.Satnam Singh,

Pir Colony, Bahadurgarh.

Patiala.






__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.Punjabi University ,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent


CC No.   2156   of  2009

Present:
None

ORDER

The complainant has sent a written communication to the Commission, stating that he has received the information required by him and that the complaint sent by him may be filed. 

Disposed of.







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Onkar Singh,

s/o Sh. Didar Singh,

H. No. 1694/78-A,

Near Khalsa High School,

Ropar,  Punjab.





__________Complainant

V/s

Sri Amit Misra.
( By  Regd.Post)


PIO-cum-Divisional  Forest Officer,

Ropar, Punjab.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1259 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sh.Baldev Singh, Deputy DFO, Ropar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 20-12-2008, but he did not get any response and  therefore  made a complaint dated 18-5-2009 to the Commission under Section 18 of the RTI Act. A notice was issued  on 15-6-2009 to the PIO, office of the District Forest Officer, Rupnagar, directing him to appear for a hearing  on the complaint  on  9-7-2009.  On this date, however, the respondent did not appear in the Court either personally or through any representative and a notice was therefore issued to him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, to show cause at 10 A.M. on 13-8-2009 as to why a penalty should not be imposed on him for the delay which has occurred in supplying the required information to the complainant.  This notice was properly addressed to the PIO, office of the Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar and sent through registered post.  A copy thereof was also sent to the Principal  Chief Conservator of Forests, Government of Punjab, Chandigarh  for information. 


On 13-8-2009 neither the respondent nor any representative on his behalf appeared in the Court, nor was any reply received  from the respondent to the show cause notice. Instead, however, the notice issued by the Commission acted as a catalyst for the respondent to write a letter to the complainant on 8-7-2009, 
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i.e.,more than six months after the application for information had been made, to supply a photostat copy of the notification which had been issued  in respect of the khasra nos. mentioned in the complainant’s application.  A copy of this notification was brought by the complainant and submitted to the Court  when he appeared  on 13-8-2009 and the same was sent to the respondent along with the Court’s orders of that date, with the  direction to now locate the required information and bring the same to the Court on the next date of hearing.

Instead of complying with the Court’s orders, it is a sad  commentary on the manner in which the PIO is taking his duties under the RTI Act, that the Deputy DFO, who  appeared on behalf of the PIO, merely submitted a copy of the letter issued to the complainant on 9-9-2009, stating that according to the records of the Forests  Department, no notification was issued by it  on 10-11-1997.  This has been done by the respondent  despite the fact that in his letter dated 31-1-2009, which was received by the respondent and has been referred to in his letter dated  8-7-2009 mentioned above, it has been explained by the complainant that the notification was issued by the Executive Engineer, ‘Mehli Usari Mandal’, Mohali Division, for the ‘Siswan Dam’, and  that he has made a reference to the office of the respondent for evaluating the value  of  the non-fruit bearing trees  standing on the khasra nos. mentioned in his application for information dated 26-12-2008. Yet, the only action which the respondent has taken  even nine months after the application for information had been made, is to tell the complainant  that no notification was issued by the Forests Department on 10-11-1997.  All of this goes  to show that the information  for which the complainant  has applied  has not been received by him within the time specified under sub section (1) of Section 7 of the RTI Act, 2005 without any reasonable cause,   because his application for information and subsequent reminder dated  31-01-2009 have apparently not been considered seriously by the PIO and have been dealt with in a careless and casual manner,  thereby making a mockery of
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the law as laid  down in the RTI Act, 2005.

It is also significant that no reply was given by the PIO to the show cause notice issued to him even today, despite the fact that this   was the second occasion on which he could do so. 


Sri Amit Misra , PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar is directed  to personally appear before this Bench, at 10 A .M. on 15-10-2009 and  explain his conduct in this case and the reasons for the delay. A decision regarding the imposition of a penalty under Section 20  of the RTI Act, 2005 will be taken thereafter. 

    






    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
A copy is forwarded to:-

i) 
The Financial Commissioner,  Punjab, Forests Department, 723, Floor 7, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.

ii)  
 Principal Chief Conservator of Forests & Wild Life Warden, Punjab, 2463-64,Sector 22-C, Sector 17,   Chandigarh

for information. 







  

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th  September , 2009



                   Punjab
