STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Neelam Gulati Sharma,

# 1089, Sector: 44-B, Chandigarh.




     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab State Council for Science & Technology (PSCST),

Sector: 26, Adjacent Scared Heard School, Post Box No. 727, 

Chandigarh-160019.






 Respondent

AC No. 222/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Dr. Dapinder Kaur Bakshi, PIO-cum-Senior Scientific Officer and Shri Kishore Kumar, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.7.2008, when it was directed that the PIO will appear in person alongwith the file relating to grant of special increments to Dr. (Mrs.) Neelima Jerath and Dr. (Mrs.) Jatinder Kaur Arora.

2.

Accordingly, the PIO is present today in the court alongwith the concerned file. She states that Dr. (Mrs.) Neelam Gulati Sharma, the Appellant in this case, has given in writing vide her letter dated 15.7.2008 that she does not need this information now, which was demanded by her vide her application dated 24.12.2007 and she does not want to pursue the case any further.

3.

The PIO-cum-Senior Scientific Officer pleads that since the requisite information has been supplied to the Appellant and more over, the Appellant does not want to pursue the case any further, the case may be closed. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri A.K. Garg,

# 3290, Sector: 44-D,   Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Bureau of Public Enterprises, Punjab,

(Directorate of Disinvestment, Finance Department),

SCO No. 53-55, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.



Respondent

CC No.861/2008

Present:
Shri A.K. Garg, Complainant, in person.
Shri Sanjeev Kumar, Section Officer, office of Director Disinvestment  and  Shri Sarwan Kumar, Senior Assistant,  office of PSIEC, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The case was last heard on 24.7.2008, when it was directed that the PIO of the office of PSIEC will file a fresh affidavit regarding clarification of the date of Notification. Accordingly, the Respondent on behalf of the PSIEC submits a fresh affidavit dated 27.8.2008 from Shri R.K. Goyal, APIO with a copy to the Complainant, which is taken on record. 

3.

The Respondent on behalf of the Directorate of Disinvestment makes a written submission dated 26.8.2008 from the PIO, which is taken on record and a copy of the same is handed over to the Complainant. 

4.

The judgment is reserved.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Major Singh Bhullar,

# 3149, Sector: 28-D, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Pensions Punjab,

SCO: 192-193, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Mini Secretariat, Patiala.






 Respondent
CC No.1225 & 1219/2008
Present:
Shri   Major Singh Bhullar, Complainant, in person.
Shri Ram Kishan, Superintendent –cum-APIO, Shri Harbhajan Singh, Senior Assistant, Directorate of Pension, Shri Gurmel Singh, Superintendent, Shri Amarjit Singh, Senior Assistant,  office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R), Patiala,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Complainant makes a written submission alongwith two letters as Annexure A/1 and A/2. It is directed that a copy each of the written submission   be supplied to the PIOs of the Directorate of Pension and of the office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R), Patiala.

3.

It is also directed that PIOs of both the Departments will make a written submission in response to the submission made by the Complainant alongwith concerned file, on the next date of hearing.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 25.9.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 











Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sardool Singh,

# 53/D, Gali No.6-D,

Vikas Nagar, PO: Rayon &

S ilk Mills, Amritsar.







     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Industries & Commerce,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector-17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.253 /2008

Present:
Shri Sardool Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Jaspal Singh, Deputy Director-cum-APIO, Mrs. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant and Mrs.Manjit Kaur, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 7.8.2008, when, on the mutual consent of both the parties, it was directed that the Appellant will visit the office of the PIO on 7.8.2008 at 2.30 P.M. for inspection/identification of record, required by him. The Respondent states that the Appellant visited the office of the PIO on 7.8.2008 at 2.30 P.M. and identified the record. 

2.

The Respondent hands over the information running into 6(six) sheets to the Appellant in the court today on the basis of the record identified by him. A copy of the regular orders of Shri Surjit Singh S/o Shri Bir Singh, issued by the Government has also been supplied to the Appellant. The Respondent pleads that since the requisite information has been supplied to the Appellant, the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amrit Lal,

C/o Pal Radio Service,

Gamri Road, Dirba, Distt. Sangrur.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Engineer, Irrigation Branch,

Hydel Building,near Panchayat Bhawan,

Sector: 18, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1021 /2008

Present:
Shri Amrit Lal,Complainant, in person.
Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Tarlochan Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO states that missing credits have been verified by the concerned Executive Engineer and are being compiled. Necessary sanction will be issued by the Chief Engineer, Water Resources, Irrigation Department, Chandigarh,  within 15 days. The Complainant states that he has seen the record and he is satisfied with the information being compiled by the Chief Engineer Office relating to the missing credits of his G.P.F.  He requests that the case may be closed. 

2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of with the directions that copy of the final order, after compilation of missing credits of the G.P.F. of the Complainant, be sent to the Complainant with a copy to the Commission, within a period of 15 days. 

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Surinder Singh Kaler,

Defence Avenue, Near Petrol Pump,

Pathankot Road, Sujanpur, District: Gurdaspur – 145023.

Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar, Irrigation Department Punjab,

Hydel Building, Sector: 18-B, Chandigarh.

       
           Respondent

CC No. 1873/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent-cum-APIO, Shri Gurmit Singh, Superintendent and  Shri Karanpal Rana, Senior Assistant,   on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The Complainant vide his letter dated 5.8.2008, addressed to the Chief Engineer, Irrigation (Drainage) , Chandigarh,  with a copy each  to the PIO of the Irrigation Department and to the Commission, has stated that he has demanded information vide his application dated 14.9.2007 regarding S.D.Os, who have been promoted from the lower cadre  and necessary Performa has been sent to the PIO on 16.7.2008. 

2.

The Respondent states that some of the information has been supplied to the Complainant by NG-1 Section. He further states the remaining information is lengthy and is to be prepared after collecting it from different Sections of the Department. He requests that at least 2 months time may be given to prepare and supply the information to the Complainant. 

3.

On the request of the Respondent, the case is fixed for further hearing on 21.10.2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nachhattar Singh Rathi,

Secretary General,

 Public Welfare of Anti-corruption Society (Regd.),

Near Bus Stand, Mansa.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Welfare Officer, Mansa.




Respondent

CC No.722/2008
Present:
Shri Nachhattar Singh Rathi, Complainant, in person.

Shri Sardul Singh, District Welfare Officer, Mansa-cum-PIO  and Shri Kuldip Singh, Tehsil Welfare Officer, Mansa, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, Shri Sardul Singh, District Welfare Officer, Mansa-cum-PIO submits a written statement along with an affidavit, which are taken on record. Regarding  the information demanded by the Complainant on 19.2.2008, the PIO States that  the case has been  registered with the Police against three persons, a  copy of which has been handed over to  the Complainant. The Complainant states that he wants a copy of the Inquiry Report and other papers connected with different cases filed by District Welfare Officer with the approval of the Deputy Commissioner with the Police . The PIO has agreed to supply photo copies of the case files to the Complainant by hand on Tuesday, the 2nd September, 2008 at 11.00 A.M.  in his office at Mansa . 

3.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 16.9.2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh,

H.No. 3911, W.No. 12(15),

Hamayunpur, Sirhind, District: Fategarh Sahib.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director of Industries & Commerce,

Punjab, Bays Building, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 980/2008

Present:
Shri Jaswant Singh, Complainant, in person.

Shri Jaspal Singh, Deputy Director-cum-APIO,  Shri Shiv Sharan Dass, Senior Assistant, RTI Cell, Directorate of Industries and   Shri Surinder Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Registrar of Firms & Societies,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.7.2008, when on the request of the Complainant, the  case was ordered to be referred to CIC for transferring it to the Bench of Hon’ble Commissioner Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj as, according  to the Complainant, a similar case had been fixed for hearing on 23.7.2008 in the court of Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj.  The  CIC transferred  this case to the Bench of Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj but the same has been referred back to this Bench as, according to the Hon’ble Commissioner, there is no similar case being heard by her.
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2.

The Complainant states that as per Section 24 of the Registration of Societies Act, 1860, Registrar may, either himself or by any  person appointed by him in that behalf, inspect or investigate into affairs of the society or  inspect any institution managed by the Society. He pleads that Registrar may  take action in the working of the Society registered as BZFS Khalsa High School, Sirhind Mandi. He further states that DEO(SE) vide  a letter dated 18.8.2008 has asked the Registrar, Firms and Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh  to  verify the authenticity  of two Managing Committees which have been registered with Registration Nos. 720/2/4/08 and KC File No. Pepsu 34 dated 31.3.2008 for the year 2008-09. The Complainant states that he has requested PIO vide his letter 8.4.2008 to intimate him the action taken by the Registrar of Firms land Societies, Punjab on his letter No. 379/2008 dated 7.4.2008.

3.

The Respondent states that the letter of the Complainant dated 7.4.2008, addressed to Registrar Firms and Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh,  was received in the  office on 17.4.2008, whereas the Complainant vide his letter dated 8.4.2008 has asked the PIO to let him  know the action taken by the Registrar, Firms and Societies  on his letter dated 7.4.2008. He further states that the Department has; however, taken action on the letter of the Complainant dated 7.4.2008 and has intimated that the Registrar, Firms and Societies is not competent to take any action. However, the Complainant insists that the 
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Registrar is competent to take action under Section 24 of the Societies Registration Act, 1860. Registrar, Firms and Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh is accordingly directed to take necessary action under Section 24 of the Societies Registration Act, 1860 and intimate the same to the Complainant under intimation to the Commission.

4.

The requisite information stands provided and for the remaining action taken report, the directions are  issued to the Department to supply the remaining information to the Complainant within a period of 15 days with a copy to the Commission.

5.

The Complainant states that since the requisite information has been supplied and the directions have been issued to the Respondent/PIO to supply the action taken report within a period of 15 days, the case may be closed.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri O.P.Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector: 39-B, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instructions(S),

Punjab, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.





Respondent

CC No.779 /2007

Present:
Shri O. P. Gulati, Complainant, in person.


Smt. Harcharanjit Kaur Brar, D.P.I.(EE), Shri Prem Nath, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Gursewak Singh, Senior Assistant, office of D.P.I.(S),  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 22..7.2008,  the APIO hands over a Bank Draft No. 455575 dated 21.8.2008  for  Rs. 2500/-( Two thousand five hundred  only) to the Complainant  as compensation and takes due receipt.

3.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, Smt. Harcharanjit Kaur Brar, D.P.I.(EE), the then D.P.I.(SE) appears in person and makes a written submission putting forth her arguments in detail in her defence. 

4.

The Complainant states that her daughter’s name has been written 
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as Smt.  Indu  Gulati in the  order dated 22.7.2008, whereas her correct name is Bindu Gulati. It is directed that revised order dated 22.7.2008  mentioning the name of Complainant’s daughter as Smt. Bindu Gulati  be issued. 

5.

The Complainant further pleads that strict action may be taken against Smt. Harcharanjit Kaur,  the then D.P.I.(SE). for the omissions and commissions committed by her.

6.

In this context and in the context of the orders of the Commission dated 22.7.2008, where Secretary Education has been asked to look into the matter and take necessary action against her under the Conduct Rules, Smt. Harcharanjit Kaur, the then DPI(SE) pleads that the said order may be stayed/recalled/modified as she is not at fault and actually her  personal staff is responsible for the lapse as the application of Complainant remained with the personal staff for one year and therefore action may be taken against the personal staff. 

7.

The APIO states that an inquiry has already been conducted  in this case and the Inquiry Report has already been supplied to the Complainant.

8.

Regarding Sr. No. 5 in the application of the Complainant, the APIO states that adjustment of staff is made keeping in view of the work load in the branches and with Administrative Secretary etc. and no specific orders are issued. Hence, the information regarding Sr. No. 5 may be treated as nil. 
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9.

The Respondent states that since the requisite information stands supplied and compensation  of Rs. 2500/-(Two thousand five hundred only) paid to the Complainant, the case may be closed. 

10.

In view of the facts, mentioned in the foregoing paragraphs, vis-à-vis the arguments put forth in the court today, the order dated 22.7.2008 is amended to the extent that the Secretary Education may look into the matter afresh and take necessary action against the personal staff of Smt. Harcharanjit Kaur, the then DPI (SE) under the Conduct Rules for the omissions and commissions committed by them.

11.

Since the information stands provided and compensation paid to the Complainant, the case is disposed of.

12.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurcharan Singh Brar,

# 15, Raj Guru Nagar Extension,

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Examiner Local Fund Accounts, Punjab,

SCO:1-2-3, Sector: 17A, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1399 /2008

Present:
Shri Gurcharan Singh Brar, Complainant-in-person.
Shri Bhola Ram Goyal, Regional Deputy Director Audit, Ludhiana-cum-APIO and Shri Vijay Sharma, Junior Auditor,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO states that a letter dated 26.8.2008  has been written to the Deputy Controller (Local Audit), PAU, Ludhiana by the Examiner, Local Fund Account, Punjab, Chandigarh that action may be  taken as per the Notification issued by the Finance Department vide Memo. No. 7/92/96-4 F.E.-III/7778, dated 23.9.2003. 

2.

The Complainant states that he wants to inspect the record which is available with the Respondent today. Accordingly, on mutual consent of both the parties, it is directed that the Complainant will inspect and identify the record required by him today in the office of the Commission and the case will be taken up again at 1.00 P.M.
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3.

At 1.00 P.M., the APIO states that the Complainant has inspected the record and identified the documents required by him. He further states that information running into 7(seven) sheets have been handed over to the Complainant. The Complainant states that the information supplied by the Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana is different from the information supplied by the Examiner Local Fund Account. He pleads that the PIO of the Punjab Agriculture University   and the representative of the office of Examiner Local Fund Account may be directed to appear in person along with relevant record, on the next date of hearing. The APIO pleads that Deputy Comptroller of Punjab Agriculture University; Ludhiana may also be directed to appear in person, on the next date of hearing.

4.

Accordingly, it is directed that Deputy Comptroller, Punjab Agriculture University Ludhiana, PIO of   Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhina and the representative of the office of Examiner Local Fund Account will appear on the next date of hearing along with action taken report on the representation of the Complainant. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 16.9.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties, Deputy Comptroller and PIO of Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.





Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri M. R. Singla, 

# 1015, Sector: 16, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Special Secretary Irrigation,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, 

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent
CC No.178/2008
Present:
Shri M. R. Singla,  Complainant, in person.

Smt. Nirmal  Rani, Senior Assistant  and Shri  Daljit  Singh, Senior Assistant of the office of Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER
1.

The APIO-cum-Joint Secretary Irrigation has informed the Commission vide Endst No. 34/13/2008-3IP-2/14253 dated 20.8.2008 that on the basis of the inspection made by the Complainant on 18.8.2008, information running into 4(four) sheets has been sent to the Complainant. It has been further stated in the letter that the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant vide Punjab Government Memo. No. 33/1/06-3IP-2/17016-17, dated 7.11.2006 in CC No. 442/2006  and the Complainant is in the habit of asking for the same information time and again.   Hence, it has been  requested that the instant case may be disposed of.

2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 22.7.2008 the Complainant was to visit the office of the PIO

 for inspection/identification of record on 18th and 19th August,2008 but he visited the office of the PIO only on 18.8.2008. He inspected the record. After
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inspection, he was asked to give in writing the information  required by him so that the same could be supplied to him, but he refused to do so. However, the requisite information running into 4(four) sheets was sent to him.

3.

The concerned files have been brought by the Respondent today in the court. The Complainant is directed to inspect/identify the entire record relating to CC-178/2008, CC-180/2008, CC-184/2008 and CC-185/2008 in the office of the Commission today. It is directed that these cases will be taken up at 12.00 Noon.

4.

At 12.00 Noon, the Respondent states that during the inspection of the record, information running into 15(Fifteen) sheets
relating to CC-184/2008 has
been handed over to the Complainant. The Respondent further states that all the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant and the same information is being asked for time and again. 

5.

The Complainant states that his spectacles have broken and therefore, he could not inspect the record relating to all the four cases, fixed for today. He further states that he is satisfied with the information already supplied to him and requests that the case may be disposed of.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri M. R. Singla, 

# 1015, Sector: 16, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Special Secretary Irrigation,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, 

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent
CC No.180/2008

Present:
Shri M. R. Singla,  Complainant, in person.

Smt. Nirmal  Rani, Senior Assistant  and Shri  Daljit  Singh, Senior Assistant of the office of Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The APIO-cum-Joint Secretary Irrigation has informed the Commission vide Endst No. 2/43/02-3IP-2/14172 dated 25.8.2008 that requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant vide letters dated 20.10.2006,  7.11.2006  and 7.11.2007. It has been further stated  in the letter that the Complainant has been asked vide letters dated 11.6.2007 and 7.3.2008 that number and date of any required document  be provided so that the same could be supplied to him.  

2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 22.7.2008 the Complainant was to visit the office of the PIO

 for inspection/identification of record on 18th and 19th August,2008 but he visited the office of the PIO only on 18.8.2008. He  inspected the record. After 
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inspection, he was asked to give in writing the record required by him so that the same could be supplied to him, but he refused to do so. However, the requisite information running into 4(four) sheets  relating to CC-178/2008 was sent to him.

3.

The concerned files have been brought by the Respondent today in the  court. The Complainant is directed to inspect/identify the entire record relating  to CC-178/2008, CC-180/2008, CC-184/2008 and CC-185/2008 in the office of the Commission today. It is directed that these cases will be taken up at 12.00  Noon.

4.

At 12.00 Noon, the Respondent states that during  the inspection of the record, information running into 15(Fifteen) sheets
relating to CC-184/2008 has
been handed over to the Complainant. The Respondent further states that all the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant and the same information is being asked for time and again. 

5.

The Complainant states that his spectacles have broken and therefore, he could not inspect the record relating to all the four cases, fixed for today. He further states that he is satisfied with the information already supplied to him and requests that the case may be disposed of.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri M. R. Singla, 

# 1015, Sector: 16, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Additional Secretary Irrigation,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, 

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.184/2008

Present:
Shri M. R. Singla, Complainant, in person.

Smt. Nirmal  Rani, Senior Assistant  and Shri  Daljit  Singh, Senior Assistant of the office of Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The APIO-cum-Joint Secretary Irrigation has informed the Commission vide Endst No. 2/43/02-3IP-2/14174,  dated 25.8.2008 that on the basis of the inspection made by the Complainant on 18.8.2008, as per  the directions of the Commission given on the last date of hearing on 22.7.2008,  information running into 8(eight) sheets has been sent to the Complainant. It has been  requested that the instant case may be disposed of.

2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 22.7.2008 the Complainant was to visit the office of the PIO

 for inspection/identification of record on 18th and 19th August,2008 but he visited the office of the PIO only on 18.8.2008. He inspected the record. After 
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inspection, he was asked to give in writing the record required by him so that the same could be supplied to him, but he refused to do so. However, the requisite information running into 4(four) sheets relating to CC-178/2008  was sent to him.

3.

The concerned files have been brought by the Respondent today in the court. The Complainant is directed to inspect/identify the entire record relating to CC-178/2008, CC-180/2008, CC-184/2008 and CC-185/2008 in the office of the Commission today. It is directed that these cases will be taken up at 12.00 Noon.

4.

At 12.00 Noon, the Respondent states that during  the inspection of the record, information running into 15(Fifteen) sheets
relating to CC-184/2008 has
been handed over to the Complainant. The Respondent further states that all the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant and the same information is being asked for time and again. 

5.

The Complainant states that his spectacles have broken and therefore, he could not inspect the record relating to all the four cases, fixed for today. He further states that he is satisfied with the information already supplied to him and requests that the case may be disposed of.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri M. R. Singla, 

# 1015, Sector: 16, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Special Secretary Irrigation,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, 

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.185/2008

Present:
Shri M. R. Singla, Complainant, in person.

Smt. Nirmal  Rani, Senior Assistant  and Shri  Daljit  Singh, Senior Assistant of the office of Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The APIO-cum-Joint Secretary Irrigation has asked the PIO  of the office of Chief Engineer Canals  vide  Memo. 34/19/2007-3IP-2/14250 dated 20.8.2008 to send him a copy of the decision, if taken,  to withdraw Notification in respect of 204 officers, as the same is not available in his record and is being asked for by the Complainant.  A copy of this Memo has been endorsed to the Commission for information. 

2.

The Respondent states that as per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 22.7.2008 the Complainant was to visit the office of the PIO

 for inspection/identification of record on 18th and 19th August,2008 but he visited 

the office of the PIO only on 18.8.2008. He inspected the record. After 
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inspection, he was asked to give in writing the information required by him so that the same could be supplied to him, but he refused to do so. However, the requisite information running into 4(four) sheets relating to CC-178/2008  was sent to him.

3.

The concerned files have been brought by the Respondent today in the court. The Complainant is directed to inspect/identify the entire record relating to CC-178/2008, CC-180/2008, CC-184/2008 and CC-185/2008 in the office of the Commission today. It is directed that these cases will be taken up at 12.00 Noon.

4.

At 12.00 Noon, the Respondent states that during the inspection of the record, information running into 15(Fifteen) sheets
relating to CC-184/2008 has
been handed over to the Complainant. The Respondent further states that all the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant and the same information is being asked for time and again. 

5.

The Complainant states that his spectacles have broken and therefore, he could not inspect the record relating to all the four cases, fixed for today. He further states that he is satisfied with the information already supplied to him and requests that the case may be disposed of.

6.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 28. 08. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

