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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

S/o Sh. Kuldip Raj Mahajan, Opp. 

Water Tank, Municipal Market, 

Mission Road, Pathankot.  



--------Appellant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, PWD B&R,

Provincial Division, Jalandhar. 



____   Respondent  





AC No-1000-2009    
Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Som Nath Verma, SDO for the PIO/XEN, PWD B&R Jalandhar.



Sh. Naresh Kumar, Divisional Accounts Officer for the PIO.
 

ORDER:


Shri Yogesh Mahajan’s complaint dated 21.11.09 in respect of RTI application dated 9.9.09 made to the PIO/XEN PWD B&R Prov. Div. Jal;andhar and First Appeal dated 14.10.09 made to the First Appellate Authority SE, PWD B&R, Jalandhar was taken up today in his absence. From the papers accompanying,  it is seen that Yogesh Mahajan is claiming that the information is required to be supplied  free of cost, but the PIO has demanded  Rs. 1000/- for supplying the information  which was invalid as per the application as the time of 15 days demanded had lapsed. However, he had not added the demand letter from the XEN dated 9.11.09 quoted in his letter addressed to SE. The decision of the First Appellate Authority dated 25.11.09  however attached by him, shows that the SE had upheld demand of Rs.  910 for ACC/827 and Rs. 1000/- for ACC-1561 dated 9.9.09.
2.
It is observed that Sh. Yogesh Mahajan who is a serial applicant and further Appellant for Engineering Departments where he is asking for the same type of voluminous information, in specially devised proformas on annual, and now on quarterly basis, in respect of projects implemented by them and expenditure incurred thereon, has starting giving his own dispatch numbers 
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preceded by the title ACC (no doubt, representing Anti Corruption Council). However, this is very confusing since AC is nomenclature of the Appeal Cases and AC numbers have been given to all Second Appeals pending in  the State Information Commission. For example, the present complaint is titled AC-1000/09 but Sh. Yogesh Mahajan has given the number of Second Appeal made to the Commission by him as ACC-1813 dated 21.11.09 with respect to his RTI application ACC/1561 dated 9.9.09 and First Appeal to the First Appellate Authority no. ACC-1728 dated 14.10.2009. It would be seen that this is most confusing. Shri Yogesh Mahajan should have, and is now directed to find some other nomenclature, for reference number of his own organization so as not to confuse the RTI applications/Ist Appeals/Second Appeals filed by him with the official numbers of given by the Staet Information Commission designated under the RTI Act.  Perhaps he could use ‘YM’ for Yogesh Mahajan, instead of ACC. Such authorities should also quote only the date of the RTI applications instead of the number given by Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, so as not to cause confusion in future. 
3.
Today, Sh. Som Nath Verma, SDO for the PIO/XEN, PWD B&R Jalandhar and Sh. Naresh Kumar, Divisional Accounts Officer have filed  written statements on behalf  of PIO/XEN, PWD B&R Jalandhar, in which the amount demanded and fee has been explained, that the amount being demanded  from the Appellant  pertains to two different applications, including for a previous one where the money due from him had not yet been paid by him. The XEN has explained that against his previous RTI application dated 4.12.08, upon Appeal to First Appellate Authority, the fee was reduced from Rs.  41,000 to Rs. 900 only.  In spite of the reduced amount, Sh. Mahajan did not pay the fee for the documents, which were nevertheless supplied to him in good faith without insisting on advance payment. Now, for the present case also he has been asked  to pay Rs. 1000/- for the present application + previous amount due from him i.e. total  
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Rs.1900/-, for which the information  had earlier been supplied to him on payment basis. 
4.
In the present case, his RTI application is dated 9.9.09. Upon asking,  the Div. Accounts Officer has stated that  the fees for the documents in application dated 9.9.09 was demanded on 9.11.09. Clearly, this was a much delayed response. Sh. Yogesh Mahajan has stated that  the fee has not been asked for within 15 days time period, therefore the documents are to be supplied free of cost.  (He is wrong, as there is no stipulation of 15 days laid down in the Act). In this particular case, however, there is a clear delay of more than one month even in asking for the fee, the information is therefore required to be provided free of cost.  The PIO is directed to give information to Sh. Yogesh Mahajan as per the provisions of the Act.  
5.
As for recovery of the amount due from Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, in case he does not pay, the PIO may consider to call Sh. Yogesh Mahajan and sort out the matter with him regarding the payment for the previous dues. The Commission is sure that he will pay, since the amount of Rs. 900/- was upheld by the First Appellate Authority and was accepted by him, since he did not file further appeal in the matter. 

6.
It has already been observed that Sh. Yogesh Mahajan is a serial Appellant in cases of Engineering departments. However, from the present file  itself it has been noticed that the signature of Sh. Yogesh Mahajan is different on the RTI application filed with the PIO dated 09.09.2009, different in the complaint dated 21.11.2009 on the affidavit duly notarized dated 21.11.09, and is further different from his signatures in the First Appeal dated 14.10.09 addressed to the SE and different as in the 2nd Appeal dated 14.11.09. Even his signature on letter dated 12.03.2010 filed by him before Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, State Information Commissioner is different from all others. Sh. Mahajan appears to have no fixed signature and all his signatures are different from each other. Sh. Yogesh Mahajan is required explain the matter and also to file his specimen signature before the Bench, for which he should come to the Commission himself so that 
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the matter can be got clarified. He never writes his full name but only make some kind of  scribbles, (all different from each other), which appear suspicious.   

Adjourned to 9.6.2010. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
Copy to the Deputy Registrar w.r.t. para 02 of the order.  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.Sukhminder Singh, Retd. Suptd. 

# W2/53, Heera Meha, Colony, 

Nardeep Marg, Nabha.  



--------Appellant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Technical Education & 

Industrial Training, Pb., Tachniki Sikhya Bhawan,

Sector 36, Chandigarh.  



____   Respondent  





AC No-1009-2009
Present:
Shri Sukhminder Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Amrik Singh, APIO-cum- Asstt. Director
Tech. Education



Shri Rashpal Singh, Clerk. 

ORDER:


Shri Sukhminder Singh who is present in person states that he has received the information vide letter dated 30.4.2010 and is satisfied that latest status has been given to him. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Rajinder Pal Sharma,

# B-34, Backside Gurudwara Sahib,

Chander Nagar, Behind Arya College for Boys,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary,  PSEB, Patiala. 


____   Respondent  





CC No-3882-2009     

Present:
Shri Rajinder Pal Sharma, complainant in person.


Shri Gurpreet Mohinder Singh Sidhu, APIO-cum-Sr. XEN, 


PSEB Patiala.

ORDER:


Shri Rajinder Pal Sharma’s complaint  dated 4.12.09 made to the address of PIO/Dy. Secy. RTI, PSEB Patiala was considered today in the presence of both parties. The APIO/Sr. XEN states that full information has since been supplied to him vide letter dated 17.11.09. However, Shri Rajinder Pal Sharma states that the information needed by him was not supplied to him. In fact he requires papers regarding his suspension (noting and correspondence) if any. The APIO present today before the Commission states that he has no objection in bringing the original file on the next date of hearing. He is directed to bring the original file containing noting and correspondence on the subject dealing with the suspension  of Shri Rajinder Pal Sharma.


2.
As for point No. 2 of the RTI application regarding two tier system purportedly adopted in Ludhiana district by the PSEB through a notification, the said information has not been located. In case Shri Rajinder Pal Sharma has any specific details of the said notification i.e. number and date/copy of that notification, they should be provided to the PIO so that he can look for it further.  

Adjourned to 9.6.2010.



Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Rajesh Kumar Aggarwal,

H.No. 1039, Housing Board Colony,

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar. 



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o S.E. Operation Circle,

PSEB, Tarn Taran.

  


____   Respondent  





CC No-3900-2009      
Present:
None for the complainant



None for the  PIO.
  

ORDER:


In the interest of justice one more chance is given to both the parties.

2.
The complaint  of Shri Rajesh Kumar Aggarwal  to the Commission is dated 16.11.09 but received in the Commission on 15.12.09. It appears from the correspondence enclosed that information has been received by the applicant which has been collected from different sources/offices by the PIO, but  is stated not to be complete. It is possible that  the complainant has already received  some further information/complete information. The complainant should therefore either be present himself or through representative or send a letter, if he is still interested in pursuing the matter. In case he does not come or communicate about whether the information has been received or not, despite being given a chance, it will be presumed that he is not interest in pursuing the complaint and the case will be filed, on the next date of hearing. 
Adjourned to 9.6.2010.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Himmat Singh, 

Sr. Assistant (Retd.),

# 872, Phase XI, Sector 65,

SAS Nagar, Mohali. 




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Industries & commerce,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 
   



____   Respondent   





CC No-3901-2009      

Present:
Shri Himmat Singh, complainant in person.

Sh. Sohan Singh Supdt.  RTI, on behalf of the PIO/Addl. Dir(SSI)

ORDER:


Shri Himmat Singh’s complaint dated 14.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 20.10.09 made to the address of PIO/Addl Director Industries & commerce, Punjab with reference to the information and status regarding his representation  for grant of Ist Prof. Step up(latest application dated 22.6.09) was taken up today in the present of both parties. Shri Sohan Singh Supdt. on behalf of PIO states that full information has been supplied to Sh. Himmat Singh vide letter dated 6.11.09 and once again on 8.12.09 giving full status of his latest representation dated 22.1.09 and finally  on 19.3.10, including copy of noting portion till the date of sending the case to the Finance Department. The Supdt. RTI is carrying the original file with him today. Shri Himmat Singh states that he needed copy of noting only. He would like to take up his case in pursuance of the advice of the F.D, to which Supdt had no objection. The same may be given to him today itself. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 

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

Sh. Subhash Chander,

#29, Sat Kartar Enclave,

Basti Sheikh, Jalandhar.  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary, 

PSEB, Patiala.

 
   



____   Respondent   





CC No-3902-2009      

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Darshan Singh, APIO-cum-Sr. XEN, PSEB, Patiala.
 

ORDER:


The complainant Shri Subhash Chander’s complaint dated  2.12.09 in respect of his RTI application dated 20.7.09 made to the address of the Secretary, PSEB, Patiala was taken up today in his absence. Shri Darshan Singh, APIO-cum-Sr. XEN, PSEB, Patiala, who is present in person has stated that the Commission is already in receipt of the fax sent yesterday by Sh. Subhash Chander, complainant that he has receipt the information and is satisfied with the same. This fax is already on the record of the Commission.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010  
(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Surinder Mahajan,

Lane No. 2, Rampura,

Near SDM Court, Pathankot.   




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, PWD (Construction Division),

Pathankot 


 
   



____   Respondent   





CC No-3904-2009        

Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:


Shri Surinder Mahajan’s complaint dated 15.12.09 with respect to his RTI application dated 7.10.09 made to the address of PIO/XEN PWD B&R Construction Div. Pathankot with regard to Pontoon Bridges in that Division was considered today in the absence of PIO. The complainant states that no information has been supplied to him whatsoever till date although 6 months elapsed.

2.
The Commission issued notice to the PIO vide registered notice dated 9.2.10 for the hearing to be held  on 16.3.2010, later postponed for administrative reasons for today. The Commission is in receipt of a strange communication (copy of which has been supplied to complainant today) in which it is stated that the letter of the applicant is not in conformity with Rule 4.5(4) and Rule 6(f). Therefore the information cannot be supplied !! The PIO is hereby directed to appear personally and explain this letter since the Commission is not able to understand the context or the meaning of the said letter. 
3.
In view of the above, Commission is pleased to issue a notice to the PIO (by name) under section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of/delay in providing the information.  He is required to given his reply in writing well before the next date of hearing.     
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4.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date of hearing. 

.5.

The PIO may note that in case he does not submit his reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing, the Commission shall go ahead and decide the case ex-parte, on merits, in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.



Adjourned to 23.06.2010 for    

i) Consideration of the written reply of the show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the Act. 

ii) For personal hearing to the PIO u/s 20(1) proviso thereto.  









Sd- x
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Surinder Mahajan,

Lane No. 2, Rampura,

Near SDM Court, Pathankot.   




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, Water Supply & 

Sanitation (RWS Division), Pathankot.



____   Respondent   





CC No-3907-2009      
Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, complainant in person.



Shri Vijay Kumar Soni, SDE, Pathankot with authority letter.
 

ORDER:


Shri Surinder Mahajan’s complaint dated 15.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 15.9.09 was considered today in the presence of both parties. Shri Mahajan states that the department needlessly sent back his postal order vide letter dated 12.10.09 stating that “place/name of the Post Office at which the amount was to be encashed had not been filled up on the IPO.” I have considered the grouse of the applicant. It is necessary that the RTI papers be submitted to the office complete in every manner, so the said office  cannot be faulted. Anyway, the RTI application was resubmitted by Sh. Mahajan vide speed post on 30.10.09 after completing the postal order. From the Photostat of his letter dated 30.10.09 which appears to be taken by him from the office of PIO, it is seen that the said application bears the stamp of that office dated 5.11.09.  The information has thereafter been provided to him vide covering letter dated 8.3.10 after the delay of more than 3 months, after deducting one month period permitted to the PIO for giving information.  
2.
The PIO is hereby issued notice u/s 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penalty as prescribed under the Act be not imposed upon him for the delay in giving  the information. One of the consequences of the delay is that the information is to be supplied free of cost to the complainant and at the cost of the State (which  can invite audit objection).  The other is imposition of penalty.  The PIO states that the information was not available at Headquarter/in the Head 
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office, but it had to be collected from three Sub Divisions, though two of them are located in the same building. The third office is located 6 KMs away. The reasons for the delay can be taken into account for determining if the delay was caused by sufficient and reasonable grounds and for deciding the quantum of penalty.  The PIO may give his explanation in writing and also avail himself of the personal hearing under the provision of Section 20(1) proviso thereto at the time of imposition of penalty on the next date of hearing. 
Adjourned to 23.6.2010.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Surinder Mahajan,

Lane No. 2, Rampura,

Near SDM Court, Pathankot.   




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, Water Supply & 

Sanitation (RWS Division No. 1), Pathankot.


____   Respondent   





CC No-3908-2009      
Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, complainant in person.



Shri Vijay Kumar Soni, SDE, Pathankot with authority letter.
 

ORDER:


Shri Surinder Mahajan’s complaint dated 15.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 26.9.09 was considered today in the presence of both parties. Shri Surinder Mahajan states that the department  thoughtlessly returned his postal order  stating that he had not filled up the name of the post office where the IPO was to be encashed. This technical defect was removed by him vide his letter dated 30.10.09 receipted in the office on 15.11.09. In his application he has asked for  copy of office letter No. 5582 dated 15.7.09 both side(back & front). Vide their letter dated 16.10.09, the said office stated that no such letter existed in their record while returning the IPO.  Finally he received letter dated 16.11.09. However, in one letter  two different demands  were given.  The information was provided to him on 2.3.2010 and that too after receiving the notice of the hearing from the Commission. He states that information has been given to him on both counts. However, he states that there is a delay in the matter and he  had to run around to get this information. 

2.
It is seen from Sh. Mahajan’s own letter dated 30.10.09 (received on 5.11.09) that the complainant has himself stated, “please read letter dated 5582 dated 14.7.09 instead of 15.7.09.” Therefore, it can be seen that the applicant had himself given wrong details and the PIO had already given information on 16.10.2009 that there was no such letter.  Thereafter, the applicant changed the demand and gave new details on 05.11.2009. The present RTI application is 
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thus, a fresh amended one, without any fresh fee. The PIO states that the information has been provided vide letter dated 16.11.2009 (within time). However, the complainant states that the information has been provided only on 02.03.2010.   
4.
In view of the above, Commission is pleased to issue a notice to the PIO (by name) under section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of/delay in providing the information.  He is required to given his reply in writing well before the next date of hearing.   

5.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date of hearing. 

.6.

The PIO may note that in case he does not submit his reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing, the Commission shall go ahead and decide the case ex-parte, on merits, in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.



Adjourned to 23.06.2010 for     
iii) Consideration of the written reply of the show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the Act. 

Ii
For personal hearing to the PIO u/s 20(1) proviso thereto.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Smt. Sukhwinder Kaur, W/o Sh. Rajpal Singh,

VPO Jodhpur Pakhar, 

Tehsil Talwandi Sabo, District Bathinda.


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, West Zone, 

PSEB, Patiala. 





____   Respondent   





CC No-3911-2009      
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Ashok Kumar singla, APIO-cum-AEE, PSEB, Maur.



Shri Pal Singh, Asstt. J.E., PSEB Maur.

ORDER:


The representative of the PIO stated that vide registered letter dated 21.4.10, a copy of which had been duly endorsed to the Commission vide receipt  dated 30.4.10, has been sent to Smt. Sukhwinder Kaur, complainant with reference to her RTI application dated 2.2.09. Since the said papers were not available on the file, the official collected it from the main office of the Commission and produced it during the hearing for its record.


Smt. Sukhwinder Kaur had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today.  She has chosen not to come herself or through representative. It is presumed that the information sent vide letter dated 21.4.10, copy of which has been received in the Commission also, has been duly received by her and she has nothing to submit further.


With this, the case is herby disposed of.









Sd-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh, S/o Sh. Harbans Singh

Village Jalalkhera, PO Sular,

Bijli Board Sular Cantt. Patiala. 


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary, PSEB, Patiala. 


____   Respondent   





CC No-3915-2009       
Present:
Shri Jasbir Singh, complainant in prson.

Shri Gurmeet Singh APIO-cum-Addl. Asstt. Engg., PSEB, Patiala.



Shri Surinder Kumar, UDC.

ORDER:


Shri Jasbir Singh’s complaint dated  5.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 20.10.09 made to the address of PIO/Secretary, PSEB Patiala, was considered today in the presence of both parties. The representative of the PIO has presented a written reply dated 4.5.10 enclosing letter dated 28.12.09 (covering letter) vide which full information, sought by the complainant, has been supplied to him. This information contains  15 pages and has been supplied to him free of cost as per the provisions of Sect 7(6) of the RTI Act.  It has also been duly receipted on the first page by Sh. Jasbir Singh. Shri Jasbir Singh sates that he has been given only the covering page and not the annexures. Anyway, full set of information, duly attested, has been provided to him once again today  under due receipt and a copy of the same is placed on the record of the Commission. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

 

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Surjit Kumar Sharma,
S/o Sh. Ved Parkash, Village Mahima Sarja,

Tehsil & District Bathinda. 



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o SDO, Water Supply & Sanitation,

Division No. 1, Bathinda. 



____   Respondent   





CC No-3917-2009            

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Rajesh Kumar Clerk on ehalf of the PIO with authority letter.
 

ORDER:


The complaint of Sh. Surjit Kumar Sharma  dated 3.12.09 in connection with his RTI application dated 28,10.09 made to the address of PIO/SDO, Water Supply and Sanitation, Bathinda, was taken up today in his absence. Shri Rajesh Kumar states that vide letter No. 310 dated 16.3.2010 (twelve pages with covering letter), PIO had sent full information to Sh.  Surjit Kumar duly indexed page marked and attested. A copy of the same has  also been placed on the record of the Commission. Today, he has produced the receipt  in which he has stated that he has received the information on 24.12.09 and has also requested that his complaint be filed, which has been taken  on record.

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010  
(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Swaran Kaur, C/o Balkar Singh,

# 739, Gali No. 11, Tripari Town, Patiala. 

--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, PSEB, 

Patran, District Patiala. 




____   Respondent    





CC No-3934-2009  
Present:
Shri Balkar Singh, authorized representative of the complainant Smt. Swarn Kaur.
 


None for the PIO.
ORDER:


Smt. Swarn Kaur’s complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 17.12.09 with reference to her RTI application dated 22.7.08 was taken up today in the absence of PIO. Shri Balkar Singh has appeared on behalf of Smt. Swarn Kaur and explained that she is the issueless widow of Sh. Lakhwinder Singh S/O Sh. Dharam Singh of village Dutaal, Tehsil Patran. Her father-in-law late Sh. Dharam Singh owned land in two villages Dutaal and Shatrana both in Tehsil Patran. Her husband  inherited his due share from his father’s property and after the death of her husband Lakhwinder Singh in 1973, she inherited half share of the property held by him. The other half had gone to her mother-in-law who was still alive. The total land is unpartitioned and is joint property till date. Mutation and girdawri has been duly done in her name. Now she has learnt that behind her back her two brothers-in-law had got the ownership of the 3 joint tubewells in their own names. PSEB had also changed the ownership  without taking account her husband’s share, against which her name is very much stands recorded as joint owner and without taking any NOC from her.  She has been shocked to know that the full transactions have already taken place. 
2.
The PIO is hereby directed to produce all the three files in the Commission pertaining to connection No. SA-187 held by Dharam Singh S/O Jagat Singh, SA 295 held by Jagat Singh  S/O Chanda Singh and SA -827 held by Jagat Singh 
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S/O Chanda Singh, which have been changed to the names of Mohinder  Singh S/O Dharam Singh in the First two and Joginder Singh S/O Dharam Singh in the third, as per letter dated 17.2.09, sent to her by Asstt. Engg. Operation Rural Sub Div. Patran. All these three files should be produced in original along with all papers (noting and Correspondence) and full original documents submitted by the parties on the next date of hearing without fail. 
3.
She shall be permitted to inspect the said files and to give a list of papers of which she requires attested photocopies, which should be provided to her free of cost, the same day by the PIO who should carry the seal with him and receipt placed on the record of the Commission.


Adjourned to 09.06.2010.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

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

Sh. Karamjit Singh,

# 94, Sunny Enclave,

Kharar.



 

--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o District Industries office-cum

Registrar of Societies & Firms, SAS Nagar. 

____   Respondent      





CC No-216-2010        
Present:
Sh. Karamjit Singh, complainant in person accompanied by Sh. G.S.Sindra.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:


Shri Karamjit Singh’s  complaint dated 10.1.2010 with respect to his RTI application dated 1.1.09, addressed to the PIO/Distt. Industries Officer-cum-Registrar Societies and Firms, SAS Nagar and First Appeal dated 3.2.2010 made to the address of Appellate Authority-cum- Director Industries Punjab was taken up today in the absence of PIO.Sh. Karamjit Singh states that no information has been supplied so far with reference to the RTI application, in which information had been asked for on 5 points.  Regarding point No. 1, a copy of the Constitution of Gurdwara Sri Guru Arjun Dev Singh Sabha (Regd.) Sunny Enclave, Khara, containing 1-17 pages was given to him free of cost. No information was given  on the remaining 2-5 points.  Today, the complainant stated that however, another person, Shri Nirmal Singh who had separately applied for the same information vide RTI application  dated 14.7.09 was provided  a copy of Constitution of the said Gurdwara, which was different from the copy of Constitution provided to him, and he was startled to find that a new Body had been constituted in place of the previous Body. The information given to Shri Nirmal Singh is about the new body, including the list of members, whereas no such information has been supplied to him so far. 
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2.
After considering the application of Sh. Karamjit Singh, the Commission hereby directs the PIO, that the concerned file  of the office of Registrar, regarding Constitution of Gurdwara Sri Guru Arjun Dev Singh Sabha (Retd.) Sunny Enclave, Kharar (Registration No. 2087 of 2007-08) with noting and correspondence may be produced on the next date of hearing. The two files (in original) on which the RTI application of Shri Karamjit Singh dated 1.1.09 as well as  RTI application of Sh. Nirmal Singh dated 11.12.09 was dealt with, should also be produced in the Commission  with noting and correspondence, if any,  made on the subject with these two applicants on the next date of hearing. On that date Shri Karamjit Singh shall be permitted to inspect the said files and he will give list of papers of which he requires attested photostat copies, for which the official should carry his seal of office with him  so that papers could be attested and given with proper forwarding letter.  The receipt of Sh. Karamjit should be taken on the forwarding letter, which should be placed on the record of the Commission, along with a set of papers provided to the applicant. 
3.
Thereafter, the next course of action can be considered by the Commission. 

Adjourned to 09.06.2010. 








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Ajaib Singh, President,

108, Sant Baba Nidhan Singh Ji,

ITI Nadalo, Hoshiarpur. 



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Technical Education & Industrial

Training, Tachniki Sikhya Bhawan, Sector 36, Chd. Pb.
____   Respondent 






CC No-08-2010       

Present:
Shri Ajaib Singh complainant in person  with Sh. Inder Singh, Principal of the Institute.



Sh. Amrik Singh, APIO-cum-Asstt. Dir. Industrial Trg.



Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Dealing Asstt.
 

ORDER:


Detailed orders have been passed with directions on the last date of hearing on 31.3.2010. In compliance thereto, the APIO Sh. Amrik Singh has brought the original file on disaffiliation of the said Institute with him today (with noting and correspondence). Full file has been inspected by Sh. Ajaib Singh along with Inder Singh.  They have confirmed that they have taken all the papers which they required, duly attested. A copy of the receipt has been placed on the record of the Commission. The required CD has also been produced and supplied and Sh. Ajaib Singh is fully satisfied.  The signature of Sh. Ajaib Singh has been taken on the first page of the covering letter dated 3.5.2010 and  has been placed on the record of the Commission.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   
(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Sartej Singh Narula, Advocate,

# 23, Sector 10-A, Chandigarh.




--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.



& 
2. Appellate Authority, Addl. M.D.,

Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.

--------Respondent 





AC No-366-2009, AC-365-2009 & AC-550/2009  
Present:
Ms Sarpreet  Kaur, Advocate, on behalf of the complaint Sh. 


Sartej Singh Narula. 


Shri G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal, PSIEC.



Sh. Dinesh Goyal, Advocate for the PIO/PSIEC.



Sh. Rajwinder Singh, Advocate for Shri Anish Sharma.
 

ORDER:


In compliance of para 4 of the order dated 23.4.2010, the Counsel for the Appellant has presented an application dated 3.5.10 today during the hearing. No copies of the application have been supplied to other parties. It was observed that  filing of only during the hearing was not in order in this case, since  the matter involves transfer of three pending cases from this Bench. Ms Sarpreet, Counsel for the Appellant stated that she had earlier filed a copy of the application and copy of the Criminal Original Contempt Petition No. 08 of 2010 (filed in the Punjab and Haryana High Court against the undersigned by way of PIL in an unrelated matter in the main office of the Commission located in a different building.  No such copy has been received from that office so far. Counsel has now provided copies of the transfer application dated 3.5.10, as well as of the COCP petition no. 8 of 2010 dated 10.3.10 which is pending for consideration in the Hon’ble High Court, to the Bench, as well as to the other parties. She states that no notice has been issued in the said case so far, although the matter has been considered 3-4 times by the Hon’ble High Court. 
AC No-366-2009, AC-365-2009 & AC-550/2009 



-2 
2.
Counsel for Sh. Anish Sharma, who has given an application for being impleaded as the vitally affected third party in the cases which are on the anvil for decision, states that he would like to file a reply in the matter and prays for an adjournment. A very short adjournment of one week can be considered.  The APIO states that an case each of the present PIO/department is already listed for hearing in the Bench on both 18th and 19th May and these cases may also be fixed for reply on any of these dates.  

All the three cases are adjourned  for 19.5.2010. The Counsel for the applicant Sh. Anish Sharma is directed to file his reply within one week definitely duly receipted by to Counsel for Appellant and APIO. (The fourth case AC-253/2010 will also be considered for transfer the same day). 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
