STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Kumar Garg,

# 3184, Sector: 21-D, Chandigarh.




Apppellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar, Irrigation Branch,

Head Office, Sector: 18, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

AC No.126 /2008

Present:
Shri Rajinder Kumar Garg, Appellant , in person.
Shri Ravinder Kumar Garg,XEN(now Director), Shri D.K.Nijhawan, Executive Engineer-cum-PIO, shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Supdt-cum-APIO, Shri Kesar Singh, Senior Assistant and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant, apologized for coming late to attend the proceedings on 13.5.2008. It is directed that the action recommended by the Commission against the these two officials, may not be  taken, rather only  simple warning be issued to them  to be more careful  in future in dealing with the RTI cases. 

3.

Shri D.K.Nijhawan, XEN-cum-PIO states that requisite information has been sent to the Appellant vide letter No.2080/13EE-1(2)08, dated 13.5.2008 by registered post.  The Appellant states that he has received the information and he is satisfied with the information supplied to him as per his demand.
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4.

The Appellant pleads that action may be taken against the Department/PIO for not supplying the information in time. The PIO pleads that since some clarification had to be taken from the competent authority, the

information could not be supplied in time. He assures the Commission that in future, all the RTI cases will be dealt with on priority. Thus he requests that no penalty may be imposed on the PIO in the instant case.

5.

The plea of the Respondent is accepted.  Therefore, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon the PIO for the delay in supplying the information. 
6.

Since the information stands provided and the Appellant is satisfied with the information, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Beant Singh Walia,

# 1285, Phase: 3B2, Mohali.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Animal Husbandry Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.



Respondent

CC No. 1356/2007

Present:
Shri J. P. S. Ahluwalia on behalf of Dr. Beant Singh Walia, Complainant.
Dr. Darshan Singh, Joint Director-cum-PIO, Dr. Tara Chand Saini, APIO and Smt. Kamlesh Rani, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 27.9.2007 and was disposed of as the requisite information had been supplied to the Complainant. The Respondent was to get the necessary sanction from the Finance Department at his own level and was to intimate to the Complainant about the outcome.

2.

On the request of the Complainant the case has been reopened as per the instructions of the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab State Information Commission to provide information regarding the exact status/progress of the case.

3.

During proceedings today it emerges that rate of pension of the 
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Complainant has been revised. The Respondent has procured a copy of the sanction issued by the office of Accountant General (Accounts and Entitlement) Punjab vide letter No. Pen. 8/B-7/75-76/1207-10 dated 19.5.2008 and hands over a copy of the same to the Complainant in our presence. One copy is submitted to the Commission, which is taken on record. 

4.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

                          Sd/-



       Surinder Singh
   
                                                    





                         State Information Commissioner









     Sd/-


Chandigarh





     Lt. Gen P.K.Grover

Dated: 27.05.2008



     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Narinder Kumar Nanda,

52/III, Dharampura Colony, Batala,

District: Gurdaspur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, Punjab Works &

Sewerage Board, Gurdaspur.





Respondent

CC No.369/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Harbhajan Singh, SDO-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Harbhajan Singh, SDO-cum-APIO states that since the  Indian Postal Order submitted by the Complainant alongwith his application was not filled in,   he returned his application to do the needful.

2.

The APIO states that the information demanded by the Complainant in the instant case will be supplied to the Complainant as per his demand. He further states that the Complainant may  be directed to return the IPO duly filled in.

3.

As the Complainant is not present today, it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of the PIO on any working day to  submit the IPO duly filled in so that he could be supplied the  information from the concerned PIO. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 26.06.2008.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


        Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. A.D.S.Anandpuri,

# 2481, Sector-65, Mohali.






     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer-cum-

Revenue Officer,
O/o Deputy Commssioner, Ropar.




Respondent

AC No.84 /2007
Present:
Shri M.S.Bahra, on behalf of the Appellant.



Mrs Inderjit Kaur Kang, DRO-cum-APIO and Shri Yadav Rai Singh, Steno, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri M.S.Bahra on behalf of the Appellant states that he has not received any information from the Public Authority about the demarcation of the Khasra Number of Village Midhwan, H.B.No.342 fixed for 9.5.2008. As none is present on behalf of the Respondent, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 12.6.2008.










Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

2.

After the hearing is over, Mrs Inderjit Kaur Kang, DRO-cum-APIO on behalf of the Deputy Commissioner, Ropar attended the Court. She states that the demarcation has been done by the Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib in the presence of the representative of the Drainage Department and other responsible villagers. The letter of the Tehsildar Anandpur Sahib vide No.223, dated 23.5.2008 has been received in the Commission Office today. 

3.

It is directed that the Drainage Department Officer-PIO and
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concerned Tehsildar along with original demarcation papers should attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing.

4.

The case has already been fixed for 12.6.2008. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and Deputy Commissioner Ropar, SDM Anandpur Sahib and XEN WMI Division, Ropar.

  Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Duggal,

C/o M/s Duggal Poultry and Breeding Farm Pvt Ltd.,

KAINTHAN, Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur.



     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22-D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

AC No.74/2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of Appellant (Special Power of Attorney). 
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dilbag Singh,

C/o Darshan Singh,Mohalla Ranka, Gali Telian,

VPO: Hariana, District: Hoshiarpur.




     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Distputes

Redressal Forum, Mini Secretariat, 3rd Floor,

Hoshiarpur.




    

   

 Respondent
AC No.76/2008

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of the Appellant (Special Power of Attorney).
Shri Satinder Pal Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Duggal,

C/o M/s Duggal Poultry and Breeding Farm Pvt Ltd.,

KAINTHAN, Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur.



     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

AC No.75 /2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of Appellant.
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Harbans Kaur,

C/o Kuldip Raj Kaila, R/o 196/10,

KAINTHAN, Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur.



    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

AC No.78/2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of Appellant (Special Power of Attorney). 
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagmohan Singh,

Near LPG Depot, Vill.-Khairabad, PO: Dasuya, 

District: Hoshiarpur.







     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.79/2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,on behalf of Appellant (Special Power of Attorney). 
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasbir Kapoor,

M/s Farmers Poultry Breeding

Farm Village Koompur, PO: Khudda,

Tehsil: Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur. 




    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

AC No.80 /2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,on behalf of Appellant (Special Power of Attorney). 
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasbir Kapoor,

M/s Simran Electricals,

C/o Shri Jaswinder Singh-Prop. Old Grains Market,

Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur. 





    Appellant








Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o O/o State Consumer Distputes

Redressal Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 3009-12, Sector-22D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

AC No.84 /2008
Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, on behalf of Appellant (Special Power of Attorney). 
Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Neeraj, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri R.K.Tyagi,

A-5, Q-AXY APPTTS,

F-Block, Vikas Puri, New Delhi.





     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes

Redressal Forum, SCO No.10,

District Shopping Complex, B –Block,

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar.






Respondent
AC No.71 /2008

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila on behalf of the Appellant(Special Power of Attorney)
Shri Parampal Singh Mann, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

R/o 196/10, Kainthan,Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.






                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes

Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

AC No. 73/2008

Present:
Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila, Appellant, in person.
Shri Shiv Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

In the instant case the basic issue is whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand of information  as envisaged under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

2.

Arguments on this question heard.

3.

 The Appellant also states that as the information has not been supplied and the statutory period for this has expired, the PIO may be penalized under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and he be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.

The question whether the penalty is leviable and compensation awardable will depend upon the determination of the first question whether the demand of the Appellant amounts to a request for information as contemplated under the R.T.I. Act, 2005.  The judgement on this question is reserved.



5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Karnail Singh,

# 303, Urban Estate,

Dugri, Ludhiana.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17,

Chandigarh.








Respondent

CC No.241/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Jagdish Chand, Manager-cum-APIO and Shri Hardev Kumar, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO pleads that the case may be adjourned for one month as the record is old and will take time to trace it out from the main record.

2.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned to 26.6.2008 for further hearing.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Chaman Lal Goyal,

# 2123, Sector: 27-C, Chandigarh.



           Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Department of Home, Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector: 9, Chandigarh.






Respondent

CC No.516 /2008

Present:
Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Complainant in person.
1. Shri Ratna Ram, Under Secretary-cum-PIO, Shri Gurmukh Singh, Senior Assistant O/o Principal Secretary Home, Shri D.K.Sidhu, Probation Officer-cum-APIO and Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant O/o Director General of Prisons, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 22.4.2008 wherein directions were issued that Respondent/PIO will supply the information to the Complainant by 9th May, 2008 and the Complainant will go through the information and submit his observations/comments, if any, by 16th May, 2008 to both the PIOs with a copy to the Commission.

2.

Accordingly, the information was supplied to the Complainant by 8th

May, 2008 vide letter No.3611 G1/E1/P-2-729-W, dated 8.5.2008 with enclosure of thirty pages. The Complainant states that he has sent his observations/comments, on the information supplied to him, vide his letter dated 15.5.2008 with a copy to the Commission, which has been received in the
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 Commission office on 16.5.2008. The Respondent states that the information available, as per the observations/comments made by the Complainant, has also been supplied.

3.

During arguments, the Complainant states that he wants to inspect the record available with the Respondent in the Court. He is allowed to do so and  after inspection/identification, one copy of the ACR relating to the year 1984-85 is  handed over to the Complainant in the Court.

4.

The Complainant produces a copy of his representation which he submitted in the office of the I.G.Prisons, Punjab and was received by Shri M.S.Panchhi. The same representation was submitted to the personal staff of the Principal Secretary Home on 18.12.1995 and due receipt was taken. The photo-copy of the receipt is handed over to the PIO for verification. Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent, states that the Department had written to Shri M.S.Panchhi, who is residing in Mohali , about 10 months ago to verify the signatures as the representation had been received by him on 18.12.1995.  It is noticed that the Department has not issued any reminder to Shri M.S.Panchhi since then. He has not even been contacted on Phone or through messenger. Now it is directed that PIO will get the signatures of Shri M.S.Panchhi verified through special messenger. Shri Jasbir Singh, Senior Assistant O/o the Director General (Prisons) assures the Commission that signatures of Shri M.S.Panchhi will be  got  verified by him personally and the
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 action will be taken on the representation of Shri C.L.Goyal as per  rules after verification.

5.

The Complainant also states that he wants to inspect the correspondence made in the File No.3/7/98-1J which is lying in the Home Department (Jail Branch), Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. Shri Ratna Ram, Under Secretary-cum-PIO states that the correspondence made in the File, if it is available in the record, will be shown to the Complainant. It is directed that the photo-copies of the correspondence made in the case file mentioned above, be supplied to the Complainant within a period of fifteen days, if it is available in the record.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 10.6.2008.

7.

Copies be sent to both the concerned parties and the Director General of Prisons, Punjab, Sector: 17-A, Chandigarh.

              Sd/-    



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.05.2008


             State Information Commissioner

