STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurcharan Singh Pawar,

4358, Sham Nagar, Rajpura 140401. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No. 895  of 2007

Present: 

None for the complainant.




Shri Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant for the respondent-



department.

Order




Today, this case was fixed for confirmation; nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the complainant. As      such,
 case stands disposed of.









 R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rajesh Jain, B-IX-716,

Gulchaman Street, Ludhiana.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director, Local Government Department, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 957  of 2007

Present: 

None for the complainant.




Shri Jagdish Singh, Junior Assistant  for the respondent-



department.

Order




The information asked for by the complainant  is stated to have been supplied to him.  Nothing contrary is reported on behalf of the complainant.   The case stands disposed of accordingly.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rakesh Jain s/o late Shri Mohan Lal Jain,

R/o House No.175, Phase 3B-1, Sector 60,

Mohali (SAS Nagar)



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Chief Administrator, GMADA,

PUDA Bhawan, Sector 62, Mohali.

________________ Respondent

CC No. 998  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Rakesh Jain Complainant in person.



Shri  Ashok Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the Executive Officer 


for the respondent-department.

ORDER:-



Shri Sukhjit Paul, Executive Officer and Shri Paramjit Singh Public Information Officer, GMADA have not appeared before this Commission inspite of specific directions to this effect.   They are not only avoiding  appearance before this Commission but also have attempted  to misguide the Commission by supplying  wrong information  Last opportunity is being given to EO and PIO GMADA to explain why action should not be taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Information in question has been supplied to the complainant.  If he  feels that Hon’ble Supreme Court’s order has been violated, he is free to seek legal remedy from  court of law.  Shri Rakesh Jain  wanted a copy of the affidavit furnished by Smt. Suman Jain which was not asked
 for in the original application.  As such we do not allow supplementary information to be supplied.  If complainant wants this copy to be supplied, then he should apply afresh.

2.

Cases bearing Nos. CC-559/2007, CC-657/2007 and CC-998/2007 stands disposed of.  However, question of imposition of fine on PIO, the same will be decided on the next date of hearing.  Next date in all three cases is 22.10.2007.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurpreet Singh

Village Garhi Sainian, P.O. Sherpur Bet,

Tehsil Samrla, Distt. Ludhiana.             _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Machhiware (Ludhiana)



________________ Respondent

CC No.  1001 of 2007

Present: 

Shri Gurpreet Singh complainant in person.




Shri Amardeep Singh Gujral, BDPO, Machhiwara for the 



respondent-department.

Order




Heard both the parties.

2.


In the instant case, the information sought by the applicant pertains to the period from the year 1980 on wards and is thus about 27 years old. He also asked for supplementary / additional information to the original application.  It has been explained to him that the information asked for has to be restricted to the original application and should normally be for a reasonable period and not for an indefinite period, which may disturb the working of the public office.  In normal cases, the official record has to be preserved and maintained for a specific period after which it is weeded out. On the other hand Shri Amardeep Singh Gujral, BDPO, Machhiwara states that the information has been supplied from the year 1982 onward.  There may be inconsistency but it is very difficult to hold the present incumbent responsible.  He has to supply the information as per the record available and not to reconstruct the record.  

3.


In view of the above, the case stands disposed of.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurmukh Singh Benipal,

Benipal Vegetarian Dhaba (Dawat),

Malerkotla Chowk, G.T. Road, Khanna. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Local Government, Punjab,

SCO 132-133, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


The Public Information Officer,

o/o Municipal Council, Khanna.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  1018  of 2007

Present: 
Shri Charanjit Singh Benipal for the complainant.



Shri Harmel Singh, Supdt.-cum-APIO alongwith Shri Sunil Verma,



PIO, Municipal Council, Khanna for the respondent-department.

Order



The information asked for by the complainant relates to third party which is specifically prohibited under Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 



In view of the above, case stands disposed of.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Dilbagh Chand s/o Shri Ramji Dass,

Vill. Hiyatpur, P.O. Hambowal Bet, Tehsil Samrala,

District Ludhiana.



 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 1022  of 2007

Present: 

Shri Dilbagh Chand complainant in person.




Shri Amardeep Singh Gujral, BDPO, Machhiwara for the 



respondent-department.

Order




The information is stated to have been supplied to the complainant to his satisfaction.  The complainant expresses his thanks to Shri Amardeep Singh Gujral, BDPO, Machhiwara for supplying him the information to his satisfaction.  The Commission also places on records appreciation for Shri Gujral  for the interest  he took in supplying the information.

2.


Case stands disposed of accordingly









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kuldeep Kant s/o Shri Jawahar Lal,

St. No.378/379, Guru Nanak Pura, Sangrur. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director, Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 1040  of 2007

Present: 
Shri Kuldeep Kant complainant in person alongwith Shri Devinder 


Pahuja, Advocate.



Smt. Avtar  Kaur, Junior Assistant for the respondent-department.



Order



We have observed that the Respondent-department has  mislead the Commission by supplying wrong information.  It was  specifically ordered that  Shri Des Raj Bhagat, PIO should be present in person before this Commission today. However,  Smt. Avtar Kaur, Junior Assistant who  appeared on behalf of the respondent-department states that Shri Bhagat is busy in one of the meetings and she has been asked  to represent the department on his behalf.  We take a serious note of this.  Shri Bhagat is fined @ Rs.250/- per day from 10.8.2007 till the next date of hearing.  He should also explain why action should not be taken against him for trying to mislead the commission and for not supplying the information.  It will be the responsibility of the Director, Rural Development and Panchayat, Punjab to recover the amount from the salary of Shri Bhagat in two installments and report compliance.  As regard recommendation about taking departmental action against Shri Bhagat, matter will be decided on the next date of hearing. 

2.

Case stands adjourned to 8.10.2007.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri S.S.Jaspal, 

#762, Phase 3-B-1, Mohali. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Estate Officer,

GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, Mohali.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  729  of 2007

Present:-

Shri S.S. Jaspal complainant in person alongwith Major J.S. 



Gujral.




None for the respondent-department. 

ORDER




None has appeared on behalf of the respondent-department. Before we take  punitive action against him, a last chance is given to PIO to supply the requisite information.  He has not only  committed delay in  supply of the information but has also disobeyed the orders of the Commission by not appearing before the Commission.  He should explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act for not supplying the information.

2.


A copy of this order may be sent to Shri Krishan Kumar, IAS, Chief Administrator, GMADA who will ensure that PIO should appear on the next date of hearing and also the information in question will be supplied.

3.


Case stands adjourned to 22.10.2007. 








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Tejinder Singh, Post Box No.361,

Head Post Office, Ludhiana.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.


________________ Respondent

CC No. 625 of 2007

Present:-

Shri Tejinder Singh complainant in person.



Shri K.S.Kahlon, PIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER:-
 




Complainant can visit the office of the PIO Mr. K.S. Kahlon on 17.9.2007 at 11.00 in his office so that he can help him in seeing the record of the respondent-department and provide the asked for information.

2.


Case stands adjourned to 22.10.2007.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rakesh Jain s/o late Shri Mohan Lal,

#175, Phase 3B1, Sector 60, Mohali. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Additional Chief Administrator,

PUDA Bhawan, Sector 62, Mohali.

________________ Respondent

CC No. 657  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Rakesh Jain Complainant in person.



Shri  Ashok Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the Executive Officer 


for the respondent-department.

ORDER:-



Shri Sukhjit Paul, Executive Officer and Shri Paramjit Singh Public Information Officer, GMADA have not appeared before this Commission inspite of specific directions to this effect.   They are not only avoiding  appearance before this Commission but also have attempted  to misguide the Commission by supplying  wrong information  Last opportunity is being given to EO and PIO GMADA to explain why action should not be taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Information in question has been supplied to the complainant.  If he  feels that Hon’ble Supreme Court’s order has been violated, he is free to seek legal remedy from  court of law.  Shri Rakesh Jain  wanted a copy of the affidavit furnished by Smt. Suman Jain which was not asked
 for in the original application.  As such we do not allow supplementary information to be supplied.  If complainant wants this copy to be supplied, then he should apply afresh.

2.

Cases bearing Nos. CC-559/2007, CC-657/2007 and CC-998/2007 stands disposed of.  However, question of imposition of fine on PIO, the same will be decided on the next date of hearing.  Next date in all three cases is 22.10.2007.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rakesh Jain s/o late Shri Mohan Lal,

#175, Phase 3B1, Sector 60, Mohali. _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Chief Administrator,

GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, Sector 62, Mohali.
_______________ Respondent

CC No. 559  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Rakesh Jain Complainant in person.



Shri  Ashok Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the Executive Officer 


for the respondent-department.

ORDER:-



Shri Sukhjit Paul, Executive Officer and Shri Paramjit Singh Public Information Officer, GMADA have not appeared before this Commission inspite of specific directions to this effect.   They are not only avoiding  appearance before this Commission but also have attempted  to misguide the Commission by supplying  wrong information  Last opportunity is being given to EO and PIO GMADA to explain why action should not be taken against them under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Information in question has been supplied to the complainant.  If he  feels that Hon’ble Supreme Court’s order has been violated, he is free to seek legal remedy from  court of law.  Shri Rakesh Jain  wanted a copy of the affidavit furnished by Smt. Suman Jain which was not asked
 for in the original application.  As such we do not allow supplementary information to be supplied.  If complainant wants this copy to be supplied, then he should apply afresh.

2.

Cases bearing Nos. CC-559/2007, CC-657/2007 and CC-998/2007 stands disposed of.  However, question of imposition of fine on PIO, the same will be decided on the next date of hearing.  Next date in all three cases is 22.10.2007.








( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Lt.Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai,

c/o Ameliorating India,

205-B, Model Town Extension, 

Ludhiana.




 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No.  177  of 2007

Present:-

Shri Rajinder Ghai, brother of complainant on behalf of the  



complainant.




Shri K.S.Kahlon, PIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER:-
 





On the last date of hearing, PIO of the respondent-department  had stated that the asked for information has been supplied.  The case was, therefore, fixed for today for confirmation.  Today, instead of  the complainant himself, his brother Shri Rajinder Ghai has appeared who  says that information has not been supplied to the complainant. He is unable to say about the deficiencies in the information supplied.  If there is any deficiency in the information provided, it should be pointed out to Shri Kahlon who will ensure that the information if available in their office will be supplied, if it is not available then he will give in writing that the information in question is not available.

2. Case stands adjourned to 22.10.2007.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sudarshan Kumar Sharma,

#284-A, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 487   of 2007

Present:-
None for the complainant.



Shri K.S. Kahlon, PIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri K.S. Kahlon states that asked for information is not available with the respondent-department as informed by them vide their letter dated 24.8.2007 to the complainant and copy to the Commission.

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sudarshan Kumar Sharma,

#284-A, Rishi Nagar, Ludhiana.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 480   of 2007

Present:-
None for the complainant.



Shri K.S. Kahlon, PIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri K.S. Kahlon states that asked for information is not available with the respondent-department as informed by them vide their letter dated 24.8.2007 to the complainant and copy to the Commission.

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Yogesh Dewan,

#9-R, Model Town, Ludhiana.





…Appellant.







Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.




…..Respondent.
      





AC No. 111 of 2007

Present: 
Shri Yogesh Dewan appellant in person.

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

  ORDER



Complainant has moved  number of applications in respect of House No.10-L, Model Town, Ludhiana. All his cases on this subject should be listed before one bench instead of  different benches.  Cases were split up  and were listed before the  Benches headed by CIC, Shri P.K. Verma, SIC and also  this Bench.  Cases bearing No. AC-193/2007, AC-194/2007 and CC-277/2006 handled by Shri P.K. Verma, SIC are disposed of.  Similarly another application vide CC-163/2006 was pending before CIC which also stands disposed of.  Similarly one application vide No.CC-1060/2007 before this bench also stands disposed of.  It is multifarious applications, which are not with a view to get the information but cause harassment to various public agencies.  On the last date of hearing i.e. 27.8.2007, complainant has written a note undated received on 10.9.2007 indicates that applicant is more interested in getting the officers fined than getting the information.

2.

It has been explained time and again that Right to Information Act, 2005 is framed by the Law makers with a view to help the citizens to get the information so that their grievances can be redressed or settled by the appropriate administrative/judicial authorities.  If an officer commits any irregularity, appropriate process has been laid down for punishing the delinquent officer. Right to Information Act, 2005 cannot be allowed to use to teach a lesson to the delinquent officer.  In the instant case, in view of the facts already stated, four applications have been disposed of.  We find no reason to keep these pending.  Accordingly file relating to AC-111/2007 and AC-112/2007 stands disposed of.









( R.K.Gupta)








State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)









State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Yogesh Dewan,

#9-R, Model Town, Ludhiana.




… Appellant







Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Secretary to the Government of Punjab

Department of Local Government, Chandigarh.


…..Respondent.

AC No. 112 of 2007

Present: 
Shri Yogesh Dewan appellant in person.

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

  ORDER



Complainant has moved  number of applications in respect of House No.10-L, Model Town, Ludhiana. All his cases on this subject should be listed before one bench instead of  different benches.  Cases were split up  and were listed before the  Benches headed by CIC, Shri P.K. Verma, SIC and also  this Bench.  Cases bearing No. AC-193/2007, AC-194/2007 and CC-277/2006 handled by Shri P.K. Verma, SIC are disposed of.  Similarly another application vide CC-163/2006 was pending before CIC which also stands disposed of.  Similarly one application vide No.CC-1060/2007 before this bench also stands disposed of.  It is multifarious applications, which are not with a view to get the information but cause harassment to various public agencies.  On the last date of hearing i.e. 27.8.2007, complainant has written a note undated received on 10.9.2007 indicates that applicant is more interested in getting the officers fined than getting the information.

2.

It has been explained time and again that Right to Information Act, 2005 is framed by the Law makers with a view to help the citizens to get the information so that their grievances can be redressed or settled by the appropriate administrative/judicial authorities.  If an officer commits any irregularity, appropriate process has been laid down for punishing the delinquent officer. Right to Information Act, 2005 cannot be allowed to use to teach a lesson to the delinquent officer.  In the instant case, in view of the facts already stated, four applications have been disposed of.  We find no reason to keep these pending.  Accordingly file relating to AC-111/2007 and AC-112/2007 stands disposed of.









( R.K.Gupta)








State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai (Retd.)

c/o Ameliorating India, #205-B,

Model Town, Extension, Ludhiana.
 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







________________ Respondent

CC No. 443  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Rajinder Ghai for the complainant.



Shri K.S. Kahlon, PIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri K.S. Kahlon states that when respondent-department took the possession of the road in question it was 40’ if the same was reduced from 80’ to 40’.  Record of the same is available with the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana whom the request of the complainant was made for supplying the information direct to Lt. Col. Ghai under intimation to this Commission as well as to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. Now this case CC-443/2007 will be shown pending with the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana instead of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 22.10.2007.









( R.K.Gupta)
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( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

CC



The Public Information Officer, Improvement Trust,



Ludhiana.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Bippinjit Singh, #2072-C, Sector 70,

Mohali. (SAS Nagar).


 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Chief Administrator, 

GMADA, PUDA Bhawan, 

Sector 61, Mohali (SAS Nagar).







________________ Respondent

AC No. 131   of 2007

Present:-
Shri Bippinjit Singh appellant in person.



Shri J.K. Joshi, APIO for the respondent-department.

ORDER:



Last chance is being given to PIO GMADA, Shri Paramjit Singh, Executive Engineer to explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the correct information and attempting to mislead the Commission by furnishing wrong information.  It is again clarified that inspite of two chances given  by this Commission, PIO of GMADA has not appeared.  No more relaxation will be given .

2.

A copy of the order may be sent to Shri Krishan Kumar, IAS, Chief Administrator, GMADA who will ensure that PIO should appear on the next date of hearing and also information in question will be supplied.

3.

Case stands adjourned to 22.10.2007.









( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)
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September 10, 2007.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Gurdev Singh Grewal,

T-37, Rajouri Garden,

New Delhi-110027.










….Appellant.







Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Joint Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Zone –D,

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana.

.







…..Respondent.

AC No. 88  of 2006

Present: 

None for the appellant.




Shri K.S. Kahlon PIO for the respondent-department.

  ORDER




Today, case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the appellant.  Hence, the case stands disposed of.










( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commission











( P.P.S.Gill)








State Information Commission

September 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Suresh Kukmar

Junior Assistant, PPHC,

#999, Sector 11, Panchkula.

 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Administrative Officer,

PPHC Ltd., SCO 171-172,

Sector 8-B, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No. 1066  of 2007

Present: 

Shri Balwant Raj on behalf of the complainant.




Shri  Karnail Singh, Administrative Officer-cum-SPIO for the 



respondent-departmnet.

Order




Information stands supplied, case stands disposed of accordingly.









( R.K.Gupta)
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