STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurnam Singh Azad,

B-52, Rose Enclave (Sant Nagar).

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, PWD(B&R),

Mini Secretariat,Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.880/2008
Present:
Shri Gurnam Singh Azad, Complainant, in person.
Shri O.P.Aneja, Supdt-cum-APIO, O/o Chief Engineer and Shri Harchand Singh, Junior Assistant PWD (B&R), Patiala on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions on the last date of hearing on 10.11.2008, the pension case, duly recommended by the office of Chief Engineer, has been forwarded to the Accountant General, Punjab,(Audit), Chandigarh as well as to the Accountant General, Punjab, Chandigarh, vide letter dated 12.11.2008.

2.

Shri O.P.Aneja, Supdt-cum-APIO states that the case has been received back vide Memo No.Pen.14/G-13/08-09/11089-90, dated 4.11.2008 which has been sent back, duly recommended, to the Accountant General, Punjab, Chandigarh, vide Memo No.38GAC-06/6160-66, dated 27.11.2008.

3.

Shri Gurnam Singh Azad, Complainant states that, no doubt, the case has been received back in the office of Accountant General, Punjab, Chandigarh on 27.11.2008 and necessary action is being taken by the Office of A.G.Punjab, Chandigarh.

4.

 Shri O.P.Aneja, APIO further states that after getting sanction from the A.G.Punjab, the other retirement benefits will be released immediately. Shri
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Shri Gurnam Singh Azad, Complainant pleads that the case may be adjourned to at least for a period of fifteen days.

5.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for confirmation of orders on 6.1.2009.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H.C.Arora, Advocate,

S/o Late Shri Sunder Dass,

# 2299, Sector: 44-C, Chandigarh.




    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, 

Punjab Water Resources Management &

Development Corporation Limited,

SCO No.28, Sector: 26, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.481/2008

Present:
  Shri Ramesh Joshi on  behalf of the Appellant.
Shri K.D.Sood, Deputy Chief Accounts Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Ramesh Joshi, who appears on behalf of the Appellant states that some tragedy has struck  the family of Shri H.C.Arora, Appelllant, and therefore, he is unable to attend the today’s proceedings. He further pleads that the case may be adjourned to some other date.

2.

The brief history of the case is that Shri H.C. Arora, appellant filed an application  dated 22.5.2008, along with requisite fee, with  the SPIO on 30.5.2008. Getting no response from the SPIO, he filed first Appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 18.8.2008 which was received in the office of First
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 Appellate Authority on 26.8.2008. Subsequently, the Appellant filed second  Appeal with the Punjab State Information Commission on 13.10.2008. Accordingly, the notice of hearing was issued to both the parties to attend the proceedings today, i.e. 2.12.2008.

3.

The Respondent states that the information running into 33 (Thirty three) pages has been supplied vide Memo No.14231/AP-1, dated 22.9.2008. The Appellant in his Appeal pleads that a penalty may be imposed on the PIO @ Rs.250/- per day for the period of delay and he may be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.

4.

As the information has been delayed for about four months, Shri S.S.Bhatia, Divisional Engineer-cum-PIO is directed to appear in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons as to why  penalty be not imposed upon him for supplying the information late by at least four months.


5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-12-2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Lakhwinder Singh,

President, Boiler Attendants Union(Regd),

Verka, District: Amritsar.






Complainant







Vs

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

17 Bays Building,Sector: 17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2252 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Harbhajan Singh, Additional Director & Director Boilers-cum-APIO and Smt.Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant is not present as the Hearing Notice sent to him has been received back with the remarks  of the Postal Authorities as  ‘incomplete address’.

2.

Shri Harbhajan Singh, Additional Director-cum-Director Boilers-cum-PIO states that the Complainant had filed a complaint on 23.5.2008 and asked the information on the complaint dated 25.3.2008 made against Director Boilers Punjab, Jalandhar. The Complainant has mentioned in the application that he has attached an Indian Postal Order with the application. The Director Boilers states that no application fee has been received alongwith the application

 dated 23.5.2008. He further states that as provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 no
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 action is required to be taken on the application without necessary fee. He pleads that since it is mandatory to send the application fee with the application, the application in the instant case deserves to be dismissed. 

3.

On the perusal of the file it has been noticed  that Shri Lakhwinder Singh, Complainant,  while filing the complaint with the State Information Commission, has attached Indian Postal Order of Rs. 20/- in the name of State Information Commission, Punjab, Chandigarh. As no fee is accepted by the State Information Commission, Punjab, therefore, Indian Postal Order  of Rs. 20/- attached with the complaint,  addressed  to the State Information Commission, Punjab, is returned to the Complainant with the directions that the instant case stands  disposed of and he is advised to file a fresh application with the concerned PIO/Public Authority alongwith requisite application fee of Rs. 10/- in the name of the PIO of the concerned Public Authority. 

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties alongwith Indian Postal Order of Rs. 20/- to the Complainant. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raminder Singh Sodhi,

# 584, Street No.14, 

Old Bishan Nagar, Patiala-147003




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Land Acquisition Officer,

Bhakra Main Canal, Drainage Halqa,

Nabha Road, Patiala.






 Respondent

CC No.2290/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.



ORDER

1.

The notice sent to the PIO, O/o the Land Acquisition Officer, Bhakra Main Canal, Drainage Halqa, Nabha Road, Patiala has been received back.

2.

As none is present on behalf of both the parties, one more chance is given to them.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 06-01-2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 




 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajiv Tandon,S/o Shri Kewal Krishan,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

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

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2289/2008

Present:
Shri G.S.Sikka,Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S.K.Gupta, Estate Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Ld. Avocate on behalf of the Complainant states that the father of the Applicant Shri K.K.tandon is admitted to SPS Apollo Hospital, Ludhiana due to c/o pain abdomen for which he has gone through major surgery. He further pleads that the case may be adjourned.

2.

On the request of the Ld.Counsel for the Complainant, the case is fixed for further hearing on 29-12-2008.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kewal Krishan,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

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

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C,Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.1737/2008

Present:
Shri G.S.Sikka,Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S.K.Gupta, Estate Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Ld. Avocate on behalf of the Complainant states that the Complainant Shri K.K.tandon is admitted to SPS Apollo Hospital, Ludhiana due to c/o pain abdomen for which he has gone through major surgery. He further pleads that the case may be adjourned.

2.

On the request of the Ld.Counsel for the Complainant, the case is fixed for further hearing on 29-12-2008.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Com.Joginder Singh, President,

Small Foundry & Engg.Export Corporation,

S- 140. Industrial Area, Jalandhar.




Complainant







Vs

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

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17-C,

Chandigarh.








 Respondent

CC No.2284/2008

Present:
Com.Joginder Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri R.K.Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO and Shri S.K.Gupta, Estate Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that the information along with the lay-out plan has been received, but he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. In this connection, he states that he has given, in writing, the comments/ observations on the information received by him on 11.10.2008.

2.

It is directed that the Complainant will send the photo-copy of the letter dated 11.10.2008, which is addressed to State Information Commission, Punjab.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-12-2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









 Sd/-




Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilant Citizens’ Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

# 3344, Chet Singh Nagar,Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Superintending Engineer,

PWD, Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.




 Respondent

CC No.2281/2008

Present:
Shri Kuldeep Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Rajender Singh, SDE-cum-APIO, and Shri Amar Singh, Supdt., O/o Provincial Division,Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The APIO-cum-SDE, Provincial Division, Ludhiana states that the Application of the Complainant which was received in the office of PIO, SE(B&R) Public Works, Ludhiana on 20.8.2008, was transferred to the Provincial Division,vide No.5126, dated 27.8.2008.The APIO further states that there is no proposal or contract of strengthening the road stretching from village Sarinh to Rara Sahib via Ghawaddi.

3.

The APIO further states that the Complainant has attached a blank IPO of Rs.10/- which is returned back to the Complainant to fill it up properly so that the action for supplying information is taken immediately. The Complainant hands over Rs.10/- as application fee to the APIO.

4.

It is directed that the PIO,O/o of the SE Construction Division, Ludhiana will file an affidavit stating that the said Road for which information is
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demanded by the Complainant, there is no proposal to strengthen the Road and 

no tender has been called for the same and still there is no proposal or contract to strengthen the said road.

5.

It is also directed that the Complainant will collect the affidavit on 17.12.2008 at 1100 hrs from the office of SE Construction Division, Ludhiana.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-12-2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 02.12. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pawan Kumar Singla,

S/o Shri Sohan Lal,

# 2423, Sector: 70, Mohali.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Finance,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2298/2008

Present:
Shri Pawan Kumar Singla, Complainant, in person.

Smt. Kamlesh Arora, Superintendent-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant states that he has received some information but he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. It is directed that the Complainant will make a submission in writing giving his observations/comments, if any, on the information supplied to him. He further states that the information relating to Points 4, 5, 6,7 and 8 has been refused by the PIO under Section 8(1)(a) of the RTI Act, 2005.

3.

The Respondent states that the Complainant had been  informed to inspect the record on any working day vide Memo. No. 172 dated 12.9.2008. The 
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Complainant states that he visited the office of PIO on 12.9.2008 and he has been supplied some information but  the information relating to points 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 has been refused on the ground and it cannot be supplied under Section 8(1)(a). The Complainant further states that the information supplied is incomplete. He stresses that the information cannot be refused under Section 8(1)(a) as the information demanded by him is available in the public domain of the Department. He further states that he visited the office of the PIO three times but the PIO refused to get the record inspected by him.  

4.

It is accordingly directed that the PIO will appear in person on the next date of hearing to explain reasons as to why information has been refused under Section 8(1)(a) of the RTI Act, 2005.  The Complainant is also directed to make a written submission stating as to why the information relating to points 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 cannot be refused by the PIO under Section 8(1)(a) of he RTI Act, 2005.
5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 08.01.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 

126, Model Gram, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Environmental  
Engineer,
Punjab Pollution Control Board, Ludhiana.



 Respondent

CC No. 2236/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Pardeep Gupta, Executive Engineer and Shri Jagir Singh, Record Keeper,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Pardeep Gupta, Executive Engineer, states that the information as per the demand of the Complainant has been supplied  to him and the Complainant has deposited Rs. 2244/-(Rs. Two thousand two hundred forty four ) towards the cost of documents. He pleads that since the information has been supplied to the Complainant and the Complainant is not present, the case may be disposed of. 

4.

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

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri A. K. Batra,

Resident of 97, Rampur Sani,

Near M P Kothi,

Nangal, District: Ropar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, 

Water Supply & Sanitation(RWS) Division,

Garhshankar, District: Hoshiarpur.




 Respondent

CC No. 2297/2008

Present:
Shri  Naveen Batra, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Bharat Bhushan, S.D.E. and Shri Amrik Singh, Accounts Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the information running into approximately 650(Six hundred fifty) sheets has been supplied to the Complainant. It is directed that since the information has been delayed, the same be supplied free of cost. 

3.

Ld. Counsel for the Complainant pleads since the information has been delayed, action against the PIO under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 , may been taken and the Complainant may be compensated for the detriment suffered by him. 
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4.

Since the information relating to the period June, 2007 to August,2007, December, 2007, January, 2008 to March, 2008 has been supplied in detail, which is rather more than the demand of the Complaint, no penalty is ordered to be imposed upon the PIO and no compensation is ordered to be granted to the Complainant. However, PIO is advised that in future the information  be supplied as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 .  It is further clarified that if the application is not in form ‘A’ even then the information should be supplied.  

5.

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

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms Kanwaljeet Kaur,

D/o Shri Kulwant Singh,

# 53/167, Gali No.2, 

Ujjagar Nagar, Batala,

District: Gurdaspur.






           Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary, Subordinate Services Selection Board,

SCO No.156-160, Sector: 8-C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2230/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. 

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 17.11.2008, when the PIO was directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant by hand at 2.30 P.M. on that day and the case was fixed for today for confirmation of compliance of orders.

2.

The PIO has intimated the Commission vide Memo. No. 3/33/2008-2nl$n;up$1431, dated 17.11.2008 that the requisite information has been handed over to the Complainant. 
3.

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

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagtar Singh,

S/o Shri Dharam Singh,

Resident of Baba Alla Singh Nagar,

H.No. 648, Street No. 3, 

 Patti Sekhwan  Road, Barnala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Technical Education,

Punjab, Sector: 36, Chandigarh.





 Respondent

CC No. 2291/2008

Present:
Shri Jagtar Singh, Complainant, in person.

Shri Sham Goyal, Deputy Director-cum-PIO and Smt. Kanwaljeet Kaur, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant states that he had filed an application with the Government on 3.1.2008 and the Director, Technical Education as per the directions given by the Government supplied information relating to the Government vide Memo. No. 138/Estt., dated 27.2.2008 but the information relating to the Director Technical Educations has not been supplied so far. 

3.

The PIO states that the information demanded by the Complainant is more than 20 years old  and more-over is not available in the record of the
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 Department. He further states that Principal GTB Garh has also intimated that the information is not available on the record .

4.

It is directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit to the Commission  before the next date of hearing stating that the information is more than 20 years old and is not available on the record of the Department and one copy of the affidavit will be supplied to the Complainant. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 6.1.2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Navdeep Kumar Asija,

# 6/118, Baba Namdev Nagar,

Near T.V.Tower, Fazilika,

District: Ferozepur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer,

Construction Division No.1,

Punjab, PWD (B&R), Ferozepur.





 Respondent

CC No.1655/2008
Present:
Shri Navdeep Kumar Asija, Complainant, in person.


Shri Sukhdev Singh, XEN-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 23.10.2008 when it was directed that the PIO will appear in person alongwith an affidavit explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 for the 

delay in the supply of information and compensation be not given to the Complainant under Section 19(8)(b) of the Act ibid for the detriment suffered by him.

2.

Accordingly, Shri Sukhdev Singh, XEN-cum-PIO, Central Works Division, PWD(B&R), Ferozepur is present and submits an affidavit alongwith enclosures. He states  that the information available in the  record has since been supplied,  though late. He pleads that he joined as XEN on 1.8.2008 and   has made available the information at the earliest possible. However, Shri S. K. Grover, the then XEN, Central Works Division, Ferozepur, now XEN 
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Constructions Division Nawan Shahr,  is responsible for the delay in the supply of information. 

3.

The Complainant states that no doubt the information has been supplied to him but it is wrong and incomplete. He further states that on Ferozepur-Ludhiana Railway line,  over-bridge was constructed on Ludhiana-Moga-Kotkapura road where the slope has been taken 1:30 on Crossing C/51-A where the slope on Ferozepur Fazilka road  on Crossing C/88-A,  it has been taken as 1:40. With this ratio the length of the approaches to the ROB on Crossing C/51-A is 950 metres whereas the length of approaches at Moga Crossing  C/88-A is 650 metres. By increasing the slope and the length of approach road,  the Public has to pay more toll tax as per the agreement signed with the Company,  who is carrying out the work of ROB Fazilka on BOT basis. 

4.

Since the case is in public interest, I direct under Section 18(3)(a)(e) of RTI Act, 2005 that Shri Daljit Singh, Chief Engineer,I. P. will appear in person on the next date of hearing  and will give his statement as to why there is difference in the  length of approaches to the ROBs at Crossings 51-A and 88-A.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.12.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and Shri Daljit Singh, Chief Engineer, I. P. , SCO No. 342, Sector: 34, Chandigarh. 
       Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Com. Joginder Singh, President,

Small Foundry & Engineering Export Corporation,

S-140, Industrial Area, Jalandhar.





Complainant







Vs

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

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No. 2284/2008
Present:
Shri  Joginder Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri R. K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO, Shri S. K. Gupta, Estate Officer and Shri S. S. Bhatia, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri R. K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO states that the information has been supplied to the Complainant vide Memo No. PSIEC/RTI/8400, dated 6.10.2008 as per the demand of the Complainant.

2.

 The Complainant states that no doubt he has received the information but he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. He further states that he has sent  his observations/comments on the information supplied to him to the PIO vide letter dated  11.10.2008. A perusal of copy of letter dated 11.10.2008 reveals that it has been addressed to the State Information Commission but the same has not been received in the office of the Commission so far.

3.

It is accordingly directed that the Complainant will supply photo copy of the letter dated 11.10.2008 to the PIO as well as to the Commission at the earliest. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.12.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










  Sd/-
Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  02. 12. 2008

                 State Information Commissioner

