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

Sh. Kapil Dhawan

Vs.

Citizen Urban Co-opt. Bank.

Complaint Case No. CC-52 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Gajinder Singh Vashishth, Advocate, for the



Respondent-Bank, Shri Ashwani Prasher with him.

Order:


Shri G.S. Vashishth, Advocate, states that a legal issue is involved.

 I would like to hear the other party before passing any order.

 The case is accordingly adjourned to October 27, 2006.











Sd/-
 

(R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

September 29, 2006.

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

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana

Appeal Case No. AC-21 -2006:

Present:
Ms. Manju Vermani, Appellant in person.



Mr. S.S. Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, for the



Respondent-Corporation.

Order:


Mr. S.S. Bhatia, PCS, Public Information of the Corporation-respondent had appeared on the last date of hearing i.e. on August, 17, 2006.


Shri Bhatia has taken the plea that the two streets in question are not authorized, nor they are declared as public streets. He has further stated that the sewerage and water lines have been laid by the colonizer and unauthorisedly he has linked up the two connections with the main line of the Corporation. No action has been taken against the colonizer for unauthorisedly withdrawal of water and putting the sewerage in the main line. However, it is admitted that Ms. Manju Vermani complainant paid the amount for getting the sewerage and water connection from the Corporation, but she has not been receiving water and sewerage bills regularly.

 Ms. Vermani stated that some days back somebody approached her for paying the arrears of the bill to the tune of Rs. 5,000/- since the year when the plan was approved by the Corporation after taking the development charges. She also states that the Corporation has developed the street at government expense. This 
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only shows basic contradiction in the statement of Shri Bhatia. If the government investment had been made for developing the streets, how it was done for illegal street without taking over the same. 

Before the Commission Shri Bhatia has given some information to which         Ms. Vermani says it is not complete and does not indicate about encroachments made in the street. The layout plan of the street has also not been provided. Shri Bhatia is instructed that full information required by her should be conveyed and he should tell the Public Information Officer – Dr. Jaswant Singh - of the Corporation to carry out the orders.


On the next date of hearing, that is, October 27, 2006, the Public Information-Dr. Jaswant Singh should personally be present to confirm that the information asked for has been supplied.


Adjourned to October 27,2006.










Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Sh .Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-66 -2006:

Present:
Shri Rajesh Jain, complainant, in person..



Shri S. S. Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, for the Corporation.

Order:


 Shri Bhatia has confirmed that the file contains 482 pages and Shri Jain wants copies of the whole file. As per the revised rate, he has to pay Rs.2/- per page.  After the fee is deposited, the copies will be supplied to which Shri Bhatia has agreed.


For confirmation, case to come up on October 27, 2006











Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-92-2006:

Present:
Shri S. S Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner for the Corporation.

Order:


Shri Bhatia took the plea that no survey records are available, but Shri Jain produced a letter written by the Public Information Officer, of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana stating the record is available and he has inspected the same. Now he wants copy of the same. Shri Bhatia is instructed that after charging the prescribed fee, he should supply the copies.


Case to come up for confirmation on October 27, 2006.










     Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri R. S. Saini

Vs.

PUDA, Mohali

Complaint Case No. CC-42 -2006:

Present:
Shri R.S. Saini, complainant, in person.



Brig. B.S. Taunque, Advocate, for PUDA.

Order:

In pursuance of the order of the Commission dated July 13, 2006,                             Brig. B. S. Taunque,  Advocate has submitted an affidavit signed by Shri H.K. Nagpal, Public Information Officer, PUDA ( now Greater Mohali Area Development Authority i.e. G.M.A.D.A), stating that the relevant record by which                            25% enhanced amount was asked for is not available in spite of  search as ordered by the Commission.


According to Shri Saini, the stand taken by HUDA is not correct. His plea was, if record is not available, how could his case be pursued to which it was replied by the respondent that as per the Cash Register of the Accounts Branch, Rs.1500/- were shown to be out-standing in the name of Shri Saini and accordingly, in pursuance of the order of the National Consumer Redressal Court that amount, along with the laid-down interest is being refunded to him. The fact that orders of the National Consumer Redressal Court is being carried out or not, is not within the purview of this Commission. The role of the Commission is to help the applicant to get the information asked for. In regard to this, it has been stated that the records are not available. Moreover, the information pertains to the year 1976. Even under the Right to Information Act, 2005, if more than 20 years are passed, the
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 Information may not be available. According to Shri Saini he has seen the record of 

“The Tribune” for the whole year and there was no advertisement by PUDA in 1979. If it is so, it only amounts to mis-information on the part of PUDA for which legal action is to be taken, if not, by other authorities and not by this commission. As such this case is dropped at this stage.


If Shri Saini wants any other information, he can make a fresh application after depositing Rs.10/- for the information sought.










        Sd/-
 

( R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Ravinder Pal Singh

Vs.

Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-32 -2006:

Present:
Shri Ravinder Pal Singh, Appellant, in person.

Shri H.S. Sandhu, Assistant Director, O/o D.P.I. (S-E)

-Cum-Public Information Officer

Order:


The information asked for are Nine in No.


It is admitted by both sides that out of nine informations asked for,  four have been supplied. Shri Harbans Singh Sandhu is willing to supply with information with regard to two other items, i.e. Statement of Witnesses and copies of application requesting transfer.  Copy of Diary and Index Register of two Branches available have been shown to the respondent. Copies will be supplied to him. 


As regards the third, as well as copy of transfer of Shri Raghbir Singh Art & Craft Teacher, it is stated that the records are not traceable. According to Shri Harbans Singh, internal inquiry, it was found that the applicant himself is responsible for  missing of the records.


The applicant has stated that he was never associated with the inquiry, which was admitted by Shri Harbans It will be appropriate that department may consider initiating a fresh inquiry associating all concerned












P-2

Complaint Case No. AC-32 -2006:





-2-

As regards the last item, i.e. Diary/Guidelines admitting all the transfers, it is stated by Shri Harbans Singh that transfers were done as per guidelines. Shri Ravinder Pal Singh Appellant., says, if it is so, he could be given in writing. Let a  written reply be given to the Appellant.


In view of the above, the information may be supplied at the earliest.


Case to come up for confirmation on October 27,2006.










       Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Balwinder Singh

Vs.

Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-115 -2006:

Present:
Shri Balwinder Singh, complainant, in person.

Shri H.S. Sandhu, Assistant Director, O/o D.P.I. (S-E)

-Cum-Public Information Officer

Order:


Shri H.S. Sandhu says that the information required has been prepared and brought in court today.   Let the information be supplied to Shri Balwinder Singh complainant.


Case to come up for confirmation on October 27,2006.











Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

M/s Victor Engineering Works

Vs.

Deptt. of Printing & Stationery, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-20 -2006:

Present:
Shri Manmohan Singh, for the Joint Director-Asstt. Public Information Officer.



Shri Bakshish Singh, Joint Director.

Mrs. Kirtan Gupta, Superintendent, O/o Printing and Stationery Punjab.

Shri Surinder Singh, Sr. Assistant O/o Principal-Secretary, Printing & Stationery, Punjab

Order:

In this case, there has been slight mess-up, because of topographical mistake

Complaint Case No. CC-12-2006 relates to M/s Goindwal Wood Works represented by Col. Joginder Singh, asking for information from Industry Department, Punjab, whereas M/s Victor Engineering Works, the present case, is represented by Shri Tara Chand Jain of Gurgaon, asking the information from Director, and also from Principal-Secretary, Department of Printing & Stationery, Punjab.


The first hearing in this case was May 12, 2006 and the case was adjourned to August 01, 2006. On that day, that is, August 01, 2-006, it seems some order passed in CC-12-2006 was given the Caption of CC-20-2006 and so the follow-up started.


On August 17, 2006, nobody was present from both sides and as such the case was adjourned to September 26, 2006, later on shifted to September 29, 2006 i.e. today.
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It is also seen that some letters addressed to Col. Joginder Singh of M/s Goindwal Wood Works were sent at the address of M/s Victor Engineering Works, Gurgaon and the same has been returned undelivered.


Today while officers from Industry Department, Punjab and Printing & Stationery., Punjab are present, the complainant, i.e. the representative of M/s Victor Engineering is not here. It may be a mistake because of topographical mistake in typing. 


As far as CC-12-2006 is concerned it has been dealt with separately. As far as the present case, i.e. CC-20-2006 (M/s Victor Engineers vs. Deptt. of Printing & 

Stationery Punjab), a fresh notice may be issued for October 27, 2006.


It should be ensured that correct caption is given and letters are sent to the concerned party.


Adjourned to October 27, 2006.











Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Raj Kumar

Vs.

Municipal Corpn. Ludhiana

Complaint Case No. CC-26 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Prem Behl, Inspector, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Order:


Shri Prem Behl, appearing for the respondent-Corporation requests for an adjournment.  Accordingly, the case is fixed for October 27, 2006.










    Sd/-
( R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Dr. N.K.Sharma

Vs.

Pubjab Public Service Commission.

Complaint Case No. CC-127 -2006:

Present:      Dr. N.K. Sharma, complainant in person.




Shri H.S. Sodhi, A.P.I.O. for the P.P.S.C
Order:


Shri Sodhi stated that the file is yet to be received from the government. However, he has assured, he will get the file collected by deputing a special messenger and information will be supplied to the applicant.


Case to come up for confirmation on October 27,2006.











Sd/-
 

( R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Sham Kumar Kohli

Vs.

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab

Complaint Case No. CC-62 -2006:

Present:
Shri Sham Kumar Kohli, complainant, in person.



Shri Manjit Singh, Inspector Vigilance, Punjab, Ludhiana.

Order:


At the request of the Supdt. Of Police (Vigilance), Ludhiana  vide his letter dated September 26, 2006. the case is adjourned to October 27, 2006.










       Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Smt.Surinder Kaur

Vs.

X./E.N.(IB) Mansa.

Complaint Case No. CC-149 -2006:

Present:
Shri Gurdial Singh Gill for Mrs. Surinder Kaur.

Shri Gurdev, Public information Officer, for X.E.N. Irrigation, Mansa

Order:


In pursuance of the order of this Commission dated July 13, 2006, the Superintending Engineer, Shri Jaswant Singh Sandhu, Irrigation Branch, Circle Patiala conducted an inquiry and has sent his report. According to the report thorough search has been conducted, but the record demanded could not be traced and neither shows that the record is being concealed.


It is also mentioned that Shri Gurdev Singh had asked the complainant for search of the record in the office, but since  Smt. Surinder Kaur and her husband-Gurdial Singh were busy in another case on September 25, 2006, they could not appear. The appropriate action in the present case will be that Shri Jaskaran Singh Superintending-Engineer may hear Shri Gurdial Singh and make final recommendation about the plea taken by Smt. Surinder Kaur and her husband.


As regards the plea that since the matter is 25 years old, issue may be decided on the next hearing after receipt of the information of Superintending Engineer Shri Jaskaran Singh.


The case is adjourned to November 03, 2006. 











Sd/-
( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Sh. Balu Ram

Vs.

 Punjab State Tubewell Corporation.

Complaint Case No. CC-162 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.




Shri Mukesh Kumar, Superintendent, for Respondent-Deptt.

Order:


Seeing the orders of the Commission dated August 17, 2006 and September 04, 2006, it looks the Corporation is unwilling to  furnish the information  taking  one plea or the other. Originally on August 012, 2006, the plea taken was that the investigation is going on, so informatio0n could not be supplied as provided under Section 8 of the Right to Information Act, 2005(In short ‘the Act’).  On that date, it was ordered that the internal inquiry does not tantamount to investigation and as such information may be supplied and  the case was fixed for August 17, 2006.  It was announced and dictated in the open court.  


On August 17, 2006, Shri Mukesh Kumar took the plea hat he got the order only in the morning of August 17, 2006 and as such he has rushed to attend the hearing in the Commission. Even at that time, it was clarified that date of August 17, 2006 was fixed on August 1, 2006 itself when Shri Mukesh Kumar was present.


Shri Balu Ram complainant, had appeared on September 04, 2006 with the complaint that despite of his travelling long distances, the record was not made available to him. So direction was issued that the record should be made available to him on that day and the next date fixed was September 26, 2006, later changed to September 29, 2006.
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On September 27, 2006, a letter has come from the Public Information Officer of the Corporation that case may be deferred till appeal under Section 19 is disposed of.

According to the Act, information has to be supplied or denied within 30 days. Similarly, the appeal has to be disposed of expeditiously.


The above sequence makes any one to come to the conclusion that department is reluctant to supply the information. As a last effort, the case is adjourned to October 6,, 2009 for the supply of the documents and on that  day the Public Information Officer of the Corporation should present himself/herself. on that day, it will be decided why action may not be taken against the Public Information Officer under Section 20 of the Act.











Sd/-
 

( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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

Shri Charanjit Singh

Vs.

Senior Supdt of Police, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-222-2006:

Present:
Shri Charanjit Singh complainant, in person.

A.S.I. Gopal Krishan, for Sr. Supdt. of Police, Ludhiana.

Order:


The information asked by the complainant is specific.  Normally, in the district, the prosecuting and defending government cases, there is a post of District Attorney, who is under the Director, Prosecution, Chandigarh and the administrative control and day-to-day supervision comes under the Deputy Commission of the district. In the district he is the final authority for rendering advice, which may or may not be accepted.  For rendering legal assistant to the Senior Supdt. Of the Police of the distrrict, there is a post for District Attorney (Legal) (which is in the rank of the Deputy District Attorney.   The post of Joint Director, Prosecution is above the District Attorney.  It is stated that Shri Amarjot Singh Sidhu, Joint Direction, Prosecution, was accommodated in Ludhiana since most of his service is in Ludhiana. The applicant has asked for the copy of the order by which Shri Sidhu was posted as Joint-Director, Prosecution in Ludhiana to assist/advise police chief of Police District Ludhiana, Khanna and Jagraon and in number of cases, in which Shri Sidhu has given his opinion in the above three District Police Chiefs since his posting in 2003.


A.S.I. Gopal Krishan appearing on behalf of Sr. Supdt. of Police, Ludhiana has submitted a copy of letter by the Sr. Supdt of Police Ludhiana and also a letter written by Shri Amarjot Singh Sidhu, Joint Director, Prosecution.


Shri Amarjot Singh has taken the plea that the information is exempted under Section 8 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and as such it cannot be given.
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 On that basis the Sr. Supdt of Police Ludhiana has given the reply on the same lines.


Section 8 of the Act clearly lays down circumstances where the information can be denied and not imaginary threats etc. I do not see any force in the plea taken by the Joint-Director of Prosecution or the Sr. Supdt. of Police, Ludhiana.                      Their contention that it is covered under Section 8 of the Act is rejected.


It is ordered that the information should be supplied.


As regards the posting and area of operation, the proper authority will be the Director, Prosecution and Principal-Secretary, Home, DGP besides Senior Supdt.                  Of Police Ludhiana as also the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.



The case is adjourned to October 27,2006.











Sd/-
 

( R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 September 29, 2006.

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





______Complainant.




Vs.

Irrisation Punjab


         

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








Appeal No- 09-2006

Present:
Shri S.S. Whig, Complainant..





Shri Mohan Singh, for the respondent-department

Order:


Shri Whig stated that he has received the information to his satisfaction.


Accordingly the matter is disposed of.











Sd/-







    

(R.K. Gupta)







   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
.Shri S.S. Whig Vs.




______Complainant

Irrigation Punjab




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








Appeal No   31 -2006

Present:
Shri S.S. Whig, Complainant..





Shri Battan Singh, for the respondent-department

Order:


Shri Whig stated that he has received the information to his satisfaction.


Accordingly the matter is disposed of.











Sd/-









(R.K. Gupta)






   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

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



______Complainant.




Vs.

Punjab Urban Development Authority

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








Appeal No--15-2006

Present:
Shri Bhagwan Singh, Appellant in person.



Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, Superintendent, Office of Punjab



Urban Development Authority.



Order:


The original notice of hearing was sent on May 05, 2006 and first hearing took place on July 13, 2006. It is seen that on the previous hearing and today’s hearing, different representatives have come from the department.


Today on behalf of PUDA Mrs. Jaspal Kaur has come present. Her only plea is that the file is with the Advocate since the case is pending in the High Court for which the next date is October 24, 2006. It is difficult to believe that   if not from the original date, but at least on the previous date of hearing, file could have been retrieved for a day and given the information to the applicant, which has not been done.


The applicant has deposited Rs.80/-, Rs.50/- as fee and Rs.10/- per page for supplying copies. In view of the fact that the information is being delayed, the department should refund the money charged from Shri Bhagwan Singh The information should be supplied to him.
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Shri Bhagwan Singh has asked specific information on the basis of court judgment, i.e. “Number of cases where PUDA has allowed transfer of ownership on the basis of court judgment where PUDA was not a party.”


Mr. Jaspal Singh’s stand that it is voluminous information. Keeping in view the practical situation, the Public Information Officer, PUDA should supply the information to the applicant in record to last five years.


Adjourned to October 06, 2006.


As regards the plea of Shri Bhagwan Singh for penalizing the guilty officers, matters will be decided on the next date of hearing  


For confirmation, the case to come up on October 6, 2006 for confirmation.











Sd/-







    

(R.K. Gupta)







   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

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




__Complainant.




Vs.

PUDA







--Respondent.








Appeal No- 14-2006

Present:
Shri Bippinjit Singth, appellant in person.



Mrs. Raj Kuimari, Assistant, O/o PUDA, Mohali.



Shri Gurdev Singh, Junior Engineer, PUDA.



Order:


Smt. Raj Kumar, Assistant, does not seem to be conversant with the case. She has stated that they deal with the information regarding the allotment and the same information has been supplied. 


About the Mater Plan etc. it has been dealt with by the Town Planner of the Government of Punjab. Under the Right to Information Act, 2005, if the information asked for does not concern the authority to which the application is made, it is their responsibility that within five days of the receipt of the request, the said application is transferred to the concerned authority  with a copy to the applicant.  Otherwise, it is the responsibility of the Public Information Officer concerned to collect the information  from other relevant department also and supply the same to the applicant within thirty days of the receipt of thee application. The same does not seem to have been done.  
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The information asked for is specific and as such the reply should also be in the same manner. It is ordered that the information may be supplied to the applicant within ten days from today. For delay of the information, deterrent action will be decided on the next date when the Public Information Officer, PUDA should be present himself.


The case is adjourned to October 27, 2006.










       Sd/-









(R.K. Gupta)






   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

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




______Complainant.




Vs.

Punjab Mandi Board, Chandigarh

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








Appeal No-22-2006

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Chander Shekhar, Asstt. Public Information Officer.



Order:


Shri Chander Shekhar says that the information is ready but the appellant Shri Inderjit Singh is not present. Shri Chander Shekhar should send the information asked for, by registered post, with a copy to the Commissioner.


For confirmation, case is adjourned to October 20, 2006.










Sd/-









(R.K. Gupta)






   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

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





______Complainant.




Vs.

Pb. State Electricity Board, Patiala


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








CC No.-108-2006

Present:
None for the claimant.





Shri Amrit Mehta, Advocate, for the Respdt-Department.

Order:


The Full Bench of the Commissioon had passed an order on July 13, 2006 that on the next date of hearing, i.e. September 26, 2006, (shifted to 29-9-2006) the Public Information Officer or the authorized representative must attend the hearing.


Today Shri Amrit Mehta Advocate, has appeared on behalf of the Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala, who states that he has been only telephonically instructed today to appear before the Commission. As such, he is not having                  full details with him and seeks adjournment.


This is in violation of the instructions given by the Commission. The Public Information or the A.P.I.O. of the Punjab State Electricity Board should have been present today to supply the information. Alternatively, an authorized representative should have come to brief the Advocate appearing on behalf of the Department in time with all the facts so that he can make a valuable contribution towards the case.  Shri Mehta has assured that the information will be supplied very shortly and a fresh date may be given.


Adjourned to October 06, 2006.


Shri Mehta Advocate, being appearing for the first time requests that a copy of information sought may be provided. The Registry will do the needful .










   Sd/-









(R.K. Gupta)






   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri V.K. Sharma





______Complainant.




Vs.

Mathematical Officer

Water Resources




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








Appeal No.-25-2006

Present:
None for the Appellant.





Shri H.S. Sandhu, Public Information for the



Respondent-Department.

Order:


In pursuance of order dated August 17, 2006, it is informed that Shri Sharma has seen the records and copies of documents, asked for, have been supplied to him after charging Rs. 2/- per page.  Since the information has been supplied, the case is disposed of.











Sd/-







    

(R.K. Gupta)







   State Information Commissioner.

September 29, 2006.
