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

Shri Inderjit Singh
Vs.

Punjab Mandi Board.

Complaint Case No. AC-22 -2006:

Present:
Shri  Inderjit Singh, complainant.



Shri Chander Shekhar, Asstt. Public Information Officer




For the Department-Board.

Order:


The applicant wants policy for the allotment of houses owned by Mandi Board. It is a simple information and should be supplied. Now Sh. Chander  Shekhar has agreed to supply the same.  


Case will come up for confirmation on September 26, 2006.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Kukkar



Vs.

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab.
Complaint Case No. AC-38 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Gurinderjit Singh, Dy. Supdt. Of Police,


Vigilance Bureau Department.

Order:



Mr. Gurinderjit Singh informs that information running into                      174 pages has been supplied. Nothing further has been heard from the complainant either by them.


Case is fixed for confirmation on September 22, 2006 for final decision.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

September 04, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sectocr 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

 Col. Joginder Singh, complainant in person.

Vs.

Punjab Industries Deptt.

Complaint Case No. CC-12-2006:

Present:
Col. Joginder Singh complainant.



Shri Vinod Kapur, for the Department-Respondent.

Order:


Col. Joginder being in town, he can visit the Office of Industries Department Punjab, today and see the documents required by him and thereafter  on payment 
of the prescribed fee copies would be supplied.


Case to come up for confirmation on September 22, 2006

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Smt. Santosh Kumari

Vs.

Inspector General of Police, Jalandhar Zone.

Complaint Case No. AC- 24 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mangal Singh, Sub-Inspector, 



O/o Sr. Supdt. of Police, Jalandhar.

Order:


Respondent informs that the information has been supplied.  Nothing further has been heard from the complainant. As such the case stands               disposed of.


 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Mata Nand Kaur Trust

Vs.

Punjab State Electricity Board.

Complaint Case No. AC-26-2006:

Present:
Shri B.S. Meet, for the complainant-Trust.



Shri Pritam Singh, UDC, for the Punjab State Electricity Board.

Order:


From the respondents side only an Upper Division Clerk has come, who is not at all conversant with the facts of the case.

Notice may be issued to the Public Information Officer to be personally present on the next date of hearing i.e. September 22, 2006.


A copy of the letter may be sent to the Chairman., Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala with the request that the Public Information Officer should be directed to appear personally before the Commission. The information asked for is specific and should be supplied. It may be done now.


A photocopy of the annexure to the complaint has been supplied to Shri Pritam Singh appearing for the Board.


Adjourned to September 22, 2006.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri S.S. Whig

Vs.

Irrigation Department, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC- 27-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri G.S. Sodhi, Executive Engineer

Order:


A letter has been produced that the complainant is satisfied with the inquiries.  Accordingly, the case stands disposed of.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Amar Nath Goel

Vs.

District Education Officer, Faridkot.

Complaint Case No. AC-29-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Jaswant Singh, O/o Distt. Education Officer, Faridkot.

Order:

Dr. Jaswant Singh informs that the information has been supplied. Accordingly, the complaint stands disposed of.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Jatijnder5 Vig

Vs.

Executive Engineer,

Sagrao Construction Division.

Complaint Case No. AC-40 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sri Mohan Lal Sharma, Public Information Officer,



O/o Sagrao Construction Division.

Order:


Shri Mohan Lal has produced copy from the applicant-Shri Jatinder Singh that he is satisfied with the information supplied. Accordingly, the case stands 

disposed of.

 

R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Harmandeep Singh

Vs.

Punjab Public Service Commission.

Complaint Case No. AC- 37 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Jang Singh, Sr. Assistant for the respondent-department.

Order:


Shri Jang Singh, appearing for the department states that as per the directions of the Commission, information has been supplied and in token thereof, he has given the receipt.  Accordingly, the complaint stands disposed of.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Banta Sinfh

Vs.

Punjab Roadways, Fazilka.

Complaint Case No. AC-36 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mangat Ram, Station Supervisor, for the Respondent-Deptt.

Order:


Shri Mangat Ram has produced a copy of the letter written to the complainant saying that the information has been supplied. 


The case is adjourned to September 22, 2006 for confirmation of the information supplied.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Arjan Singh

Vs.

Printing and Stationery Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-23 -2006:

Present:
Shri Arjun Singh, complainant.



Shri Subhash Chander, Sr. Assistant,

 for the Printing & Stationery, Punjab.

Order:


According to the complainant, government has passed order fixing his seniority equal to Shri Gian Chand. Shri Subhash Chand says that this is a matter of establishment and he is not aware about it.  This is a sorry state of affairs and letter written by Controller, Printing & Stationery, Punjab, to Shri Arjun Singh is not polite.  Instead of sending a junior officer, the Public Information Officer of the department of Stationery & Printing Punjab should himself be present on the next date of hearing, that is, September 22, 2006. 

Since the information stands delayed, due fee for obtaining information is waived.

Adjourned to September 22, 2006.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

M/s Doaba Hotelier

Vs.

Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.

Complaint Case No. CC-24-2006:

Present:
Shri Joginder Singh Bhatia and Shri Kuldip Singh Vadala, Managing Director of the complainants.



Shri Jagat Narain, Advocate,



For the Improvement Trust-respondent.

Order:


In pursuance of the order dated August 17, 2006, Khasra No. has shown in the map along with the areas. Now the complainant says that while the area has been mentioned, he wants size in exact measurements i.e, (Length & Breadth) of the Khasra No., which has been allotted to them.


Shri Jhagat Narain, Advocate says that whatever specific information is required by the complainant, they should give in writing and thereafter, they will try to do the needful.


It is an old case in which the land was acquired in sixties and was allotted to the applicant in seventies and to given an actual measurement may take some time since the possession of the land in question is with the complainant. However, request of the complainant is justified and therefore, the Improvement Trust is directed to provide necessary information. However, since the  Revenue Department who had acquired the area will also have to be consulted to enable the Trust to provide the necessary information. This matter needs some time, so the case will come up for confirmation on October 6, 2006.
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The applicant has offered to deposits any amount which may meet the expenses incurred by the Trust for collecting the information. The information required by the applicant will be given in writing within three days from today i.e. 7-9-2006.


Since duplicate plan was received, one copy of the same is passed on to the applicant.


Adjourned to October 06, 2006.

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Gurmit Singh

Vs.

Sub-Divisional Officer (Canal), Jalandhar.

Complaint Case No. CC-28 -2006:

Present:
Shri Karan Vir Singh son of the complainant Gurmit Singh.



Shri Harmesh Lal, Sub-Divisional Officer (Canals).

Order:

The complainant wanted the exact Khasra Number which was acquired and allotted to him. The Sub-Divisional officer (Canals) has produced copies duly attested by one of his earlier predecessor indicating plot No.46-41, whereas Shri Karanjit Singh son of the complainant has produced another copy which is duly attested by the Sub-Divisional Officer (PWD), Jalandhar and copy obtained from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar, in which Khasra No. shown as 40 and 41.  This clearly indicates that one set of document produced is  forged.  It is be worthwhile that we write to the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar, for looking into both the sets of documents and for fixing the responsibility for supplying two conflicting Khasra numbers, to the complainant. Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar, may be requested to take an early action and let the Commission have the report within one month from today.

The case to come up for hearing on October 13, 2006.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Sh. Hardev Singh

Vs.

D.P.I. Punjab (Secondary).

Complaint Case No. CC-47-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Ranjit Singh, Clerk, Office of



Distt. Education Officer, (Secondary), Ludhiana.

Order:


It is stated by Shri Ranjit Singh that the information has been supplied and the applicant is satisfied with the same.


The case stands disposed of.








(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Gurdev Singh

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Roopnagar.

Complaint Case No. CC-55 -2006:

Present:
Shri Gurdev Singh, complainant.



Shri Barjinder Singh, Tehsildar, Kharar.

Order:


Shri Gurdev Singh’s (a senior citizen) grievance is that while sanctioning the mutation, notice was not given to all the legal heirs, which is a requirement as per law. His grievance, if any, is to be rectified by the Administrative Department and not by this Commission.


Deputy Commissioner, S.A.S. Nagar may be requested to look into the whole aspect and get the matter settled administratively.


Shri Barjinder Singh, Tehsildar, Kharar, has mentioned that this mutation was on the analogy of the mutation done by Naib Tehsildar regarding property in Bella, which was duly contested before various revenue authorities. Since this matter falls out of the purview of the Commission, except for writing letter to the Deputy Commissioner, no other action is called for.  The case stands                  disposed of.

 








(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Sh. Ashwani Kumar

Vs.

Education Department, Punjab

Complaint Case No. AC- 05 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mrs. Tarinder Kaur, Supdt. Establishment-I



O/o Director, Public Instructions (Schools), Punjab.

Order:


It is stated that the information has been supplied to the complainant on June 22, 2006.


The case stands disposed of.

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Municipal Coprporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-92-2006:

Present:
Shri Rajesh Jain, complainant.



None for the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Order:


It is stated that this case should have been clubbed with CC-66-2006,in  which a detailed order was passed.  In this case, a detailed order was dictated just like No. CC-66-2006. The previous record has been checked where the present case No. CC-92-2006 is shown to have been clubbed with CC-91-2006 in which the complainant was Shri Shiv Mohan Sharma.  In this complaint also information asked for relates to encroachment, which was identified in the survey got done by the Municipal Corporation in January 2006. 


The specific information needed is about the encroachment on Chauri Sara, Ludhiana.  The compllainant wants plan of the survey done along with copy of the survey report.  Since, there is no representative from the Municipal Corporation, the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana may be instructed to do the needful and report confirmation/compliance on September 26, 2006.  The Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana is also instructed that in future whenever a case comes for hearing in the Commission, their responsible representative must be present.

Adjourned to September 26, 2006.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

+

Traders & Property owners Association

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-109-2006:

Present:
Shri S.S.Ghuman, PCS (Retd.), complainant in person.



Shri Santosh Kumar, for the respondent-department

Order:


Shri Ghuman asked for specific information about the award of a contract for parking of vehicles and Terms and Conditions for the same. The information asked for is specific and should be supplied after charging the laid down fee of Rs.2/- per page.


Compliance to be reported on September 22-2006

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan

Vs.

Punjab Public Service Commission

Complaint Cases No. CC-110, 119, 112 -2006:

Present:
Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan, complainant.



Shri Sandeep Wadhawan, Advocate for the respondents.



Smt. Harminder Kaur, O.S.D for respondent-Commission

Order:


Complaint No. CC-112-2006 is clubbed with already grouped complaints Nos. 110 and 111 of 2006, for the purposes of disposing them of with one order.

Mr. Wadhawan, Advocate appearing for the Punjab Public Service Commission stated that the Commission was holding the information in their fiduciary capacity, and as such is exempted under Section 8(e) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Going through the information already provided by the Punjab Public Service Commission to the complainant Shri Jagdip Singh Chawhan, vide their let5ter dated April 19, 2006, they have already disclosed what were their recommendations and at what level the decision was taken.  With the disclosure of this information, as referred to above, the Punjab Public Service Commission now cannot claim the fiduciary benefits.


It has been brought to my notice that another Bench of the Commission, that is, Shri P.K. Verma, State Information Commissioner, has already passsed a detailed order in another application by the same applicant with the same opposite party, it will be appropriate that all the three cases are dealt with by the same Bench.
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All the three cases (Case No. CC-110-2006; CC-111-2006 and                 CC-112-2006  titled as Jagdip Singh Chowhan Vs. Punjab Public Service Commission) may be put up before the  Chief Information Commission for transferring the same to Shri P.K. Verma, State Information Commissioner, who has already passed a detailed order in this regard.


In view of the above, the order passed by me on August 17, 2006, in CC-110-2006 and  CC-111-2006,  is kept in abeyance.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Dr. Shiv Mohan Sharma

Vs

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana

Complaint Case No. CC-91 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondents.

Order:


Since the information has been supplied to the complainant, the matter stands disposed of.


 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Sh. Kehru Singh

Vs
 Director, Health & Family Welfare.

Complaint Case No. CC-118-2006:

Present:
Shri Kehru Singh, complainant.



Shri Mukesh Kumar, Medical Officer, for the respondent.

Order:


The complainant says that before dismissing him, no intimation etc. was served upon him.  Dr. Mukesh has stated that in view of his conviction a speaking order was passed dismissing the applicant from service. In this view of the fact that there is no information to be disclosed or required, this Commission has no jurisdiction in the matter. If any irregularity has been committed, the complainant can approach the appropriate authority for his redresses.  The case stands disposed of.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Ved Parkash Grover

Vs.

Municipal Council, Bathinda

Complaint Case No.CC-119  -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Jagtar Singh, Clerk, in the respondent-Department.

Order:


In spite of the instructions given by my order dated August 17, 2006, the Public Information Officer, Rama Mandi has not appeared.


It is stated that information has been duly provided to the complainant for which a receipt is produced. The complainant or his representative is not present today. There is no contradiction on the information supplied. However, in spite of the directions that the Public Information Officer should represent personally on the next date of hearing, that is September 02, 2006, he is avoiding the compliance of the same A letter may go to the Secretary, Local Government, Punjab, for taking appropriate action against the Public Information Officer, Rama Mandi, for violation of the order of this case.


The case stands disposed of.

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Vasu Dev

Vs.

Inspector-General of Police (Hqrs)

Complaint Case No.CC-134 -2006:

Present:
Shri Vasu Dev, Complainant.

Shri Balbir Kumar Bawa, I.P.S,. Dy. Inspector-General of Police-cum-Public Information Officer, for the respondents.
Order:


The complainant agrees that the information has been supplied to him.  He has requested that the file noting, where the original letter was dealt with may be supplied to him.  Shri  Balbir Kumar Bawa says that they have no objection to supply the information and will do so. As such the case stands disposed of.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Girdhari Lal Sharma

Vs.

Irrigation Department, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-141 -2006:

Present:
Shri Girdhari Lal, complainant.



None for the respondents.

Order:


The case is adjourned to September 22, 2006 so that the Public Information Officer from the office of the Chief Engineer should be present.

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

SC/BC Employees Coordination Committee

Vs
Punjabi University.

Complaint Case No. CC-151 -2006:

Present:
Shri Malagar Singh, complainant.



Mr. Gurpreet Singh, Advocate, for the Punjabi University, Patiala.

Order:


Shri Malagar Singh stated that the information has already been badly delayed, whereas Shri Gurpreet  Singh Advocate stated that since information required is to be collected from various department and as stated by the complainant Shri Malagar Singh, it involves recruitment of about 800 persons.  It may take some time and some more time may be granted.


According, the case is adjourned to September 22, 2006.

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan

Vs.

Public Relations Officer, Gurdaspur.

Complaint Case No. CC-155 -2006:

Present:
Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan.



None for the respondent-department.

Order:


On the last date, i.e. August 17, 2006, nobody came from the department side. Last chance is given to the District Public Relations Officer, Gurdaspur to present his case.  After supplying the information required.


A copy of the order may also be sent to the Secretary, Information and Public Relations with the request that the District Public Relations, Gurdaspur may be directed to attend this Commission on September 22, 2006.

 

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri B.S. Gill 
Vs.

Director, Animal Husbandry, Punjab.

Complaint Case No.CC-159-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. P.K. Bansal, for the respondent-Department.

Order:


Dr. Bansal states that the information asked for his being dealt with at government level and not at Directorate level. 


It was explained to Dr. Bansal that as per the Right to Information Act, 2005, once the information was not related to the Directorate, the application should have been forwarded to the Secretary, Animal Husbandry, for taking necessary action. It may be done now.


Case stands adjourned to October 6, 2006.



( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri B.S. Gill

Vs.

Director, Animal Husbandry

Complaint Case No. CC-160 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurdeeep Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the respondent-deptt.

Order:


The department has written to Shri Gill to deposit the fee and apply according to the laid down procedure. Thereafter, nothing has been heard.  Another opportunity is given and the case is adjourned to October 6, 2006.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Charanjit Singh

Vs.

Sr. Supdt. Of Police, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-222 -2006:

Present:
Shri Charanjit Singh, complainant.

Shri Santosh Kumar, H.C. No.266, Ludhiana. 

Order:


Shri Santosh Kumar  requests for some time to collect the information and supply the same. The complainant has no objection to that. Accordingly, the case is adjourned to September 26, 2006.

 

( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Pawan Kumar Jain

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.

Complaint Case No. CC-126-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondents.

Order:


Case is adjourned to Setembner 22. 2006

(R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 04, 2006.

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

Shri Balu Ram




______Complainant.




Vs.

Punjab State Tubewell Corpn.


          -----------Respondent



Complaint No._ 162 of 2006.

Order:


Present: Shri Balu Ram complainant.


Shri Balu Ram, who is complainant in the present came and represented that in pursuance of the order of the Commission dated August 17, 2006, he came all the way from Pathankot at his own expenses and after taking casual leave to see the records. However, when he visited the office, he was informed that the file was still with the Managing Director, and as such could not be made available to the complainant.  


A perusal of the record indicates that the date for making the record available on September 04, 2006 has inadvertently escaped while typing the final Order, but I wonder why Shri Mukesh Kumar, who was here on behalf of the Corporation-respondent, did not report the dead-line to his officers.


Keeping in view the above facts, instructions may go to the Public Information officer of the Tubewell Corporation that the information asked for may be sent to the complainant through registered post within three days i.e .by September 07 2006, so that it reaches the complainant in time for his perusal and offering comments on the next date of hearing i.e. September 26, 2006.

]

(R.K. Gupta)






   State Information Commissioner.

September 04, 2006.
