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

Sh. Harbans Singh Brar,

S/o S. Jagdev Singh Brar,

# 20281, St. NO. 16, 

Near Ch. Roshan Singh Hospital,  
Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar,

Bathinda(Pb.).






--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer IR & W,

PSEB, Patiala.






--------Respondent  






MR No. 62/2009 

                                                   In AC No- 579-2008 
Present:
Sh. Harbans Singh Brar, Appellant in person.


Sh. N.S.Dhanoa, PIO-cum-Director Personnel in person.



Sh. Satnam Singh, APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary.



Sh. P.K.Shukla, Superintendent.



Sh. Rajiv Verma, Counsel on behalf of the PSEB, Patiala. 



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO.



Sh. Dharam Singh, Deputy Secretary. 

ORDER:


This case has been taken up for hearing on 07.07.2009, 09.09.2009, 28.10.2009, 09.12.2009 when it was adjourned for arguments on the request of the Counsel for today.
2.

Arguments have been heard orally on behalf of both the parties and they have been directed to give their submissions in writing.  Counsel for PSEB has requested for adjournment for two weeks.  

3.

The PIO, Sh. N.S.Dhanoa who is present in the court today, has also been told that in case the post of PIO in this case was held by any other person, for the purposes of delay from the initial date of submission of the RTI application till today, the explanations of those officials should also be got added under Section 20(1) of the Act, so that in case the Commission considers it appropriate to impose any penalty for the delay the responsibility can be duly apportioned.  It is seen that he has not mentioned any other person was holding the post in his explanation filed vide his letter dated nil, filed on 09th September 
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2009 (through counsel).  This excuse would not later become applicable after the Commission takes any decision in this regard.  


The case is adjourned to 27.01.2010 for written arguments/explanations should be filed atleast ten days before the next date of hearing. 











Sd-   
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

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

Sh. Shiv Kumar, S/O Sh. Ram Chand,

V&PO: Shahpur Kandi,

Teh., Dhar Kalan, Distt. Gurdaspur.



----Complainant   








Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Member,

PSEB(Distribution),Patiala.


       -----Respondent.






CC No-2949 -2008 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Er. N.K.Malik, PIO-cum-XEN Sub Urban Division Pathankot.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO for PIO.



Sh. Dharam Singh, Deputy Secretary RTI.


Sh. Banarsi Dass, Superintendent. 

ORDER:


After considering the explanation of the PIO, it has been found satisfactory. Compensation of Rs. 1000/- has already been provided to Sh. Shiv Kumar, Complainant and information was also provided to him free of cost.   


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010    
(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Kumari Promila,

W/o Sh. Subhash Chander,

R/o W.No. 170, Main Bazar,

Basti Danishmandaan,

Jalandhar. 





--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, 

Jalandhar.


&

PIO, Smt. Brajesh Kaur, 

District Programmer, 

Gandhi Vanita Asharam,

Kapurthala road, Jalandhar. 



____   Respondent 






CC No-1234 -2009 
Present:
Kumari Promila, complainant in person. 


Smt. Brijesh Kaur, PIO-cum- Distt. Programmer in person.


ORDER:

With reference to Kumari Promila’s application dated 10.2.09 full information with 74 pages had been provided to her on 16.3.09, by the then PIO Smt. Charan Kaur, who has since retired on 30.6.2009. Thereafter the new PIO Smt. Brijesh Kaur joined on 21.7.09. Kumari Promila’s complaint to the Commission  on 21.4.09, in which she complained that  full information had not been provided to her. However, she never gave details of the left out information. In the first hearing of  the Commission on 7.7.09 where both parties were present, she pointed out that the voting list appears to have been purposely tampered with. She also stated that that the pages in the voter list  had not been attested. The case had been adjourned to 9.9.09.  It was only on 9.9.09 that she pointed out deficiencies in the information provided to her, in addition to the above mentioned flaw, which were detailed in para 4 of the order of the Commission dated 11.9.09.  With reference to this, the PIO had stated  that the information  had already been supplied regarding joining report of Smt. Suman 
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Bala at Basti Danishmandan as per item No. 2(4). With reference  to item No.  4 the said instructions of 1983-85 have not become available even from the Head office i.e. Director Social Welfare from where all efforts had been made to get it. The concerned file had also been got inspected by Kumari Promila. Certain other files were also produced, where she had made complaint to other authorities regarding the same matter, which she stated that she did not wish to inspect. 
2.
However, while  acknowledging that she has received full information, Kumar Promila pointed out that pages numbering 41-42 of the information supplied to her which were required to be  attested, were not available on the file. For this the PIO had been issued notice u/s 20(1) of the Act for delay and non supply of information and she was required to give her explanation in writing. Thereafter, the case had been adjourned to 11.9.09 and 9.12.09 for her explanation with regard to the missing papers. She was also told that in case  the delay  concerns the previous PIO, then the explanation of that PIO should be got added, never mind that she has since retired. 
3.
Smt. Brajesh was also ordered to make payment of Rs. 500/- by way of compensation to Kumari Promila for her fruitless visits  for attending the hearings in the Commission, which was paid to her immediately, against due receipt on 11.11.09. Smt. Brajesh also filed her explanation in which explanation with reference to  para 4 to 6 of order dated 11.9.09  and for para 5 of order dated 9.9.09 had not been added. She had requested for some time which was given. Thereafter he filed her additional explanation on 9.10.09 which was again did not contain any explanation with reference to 3 earlier order of the Commission.
4.
Today, Kumari Promila pointed out that there appears  to be some tampering in these voter lists since page 41-42 provided to her have been tampered with, with respect to Voter List of 2007, which has been made Voter list as 2001. Also, she states these papers are not attested which may be got done now.  
5.
Smt. Brajesh Kauar pointed out Kumari Promila had been given the full information within the stipulated time on 16.3.09 with regard to her application dated 19.2.09. 
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However, she has not paid the amount till today. She had at that time stated that she would deposit the amount of the fee for the same the next day but had not deposited it till today. She also pointed out that the deficiencies were pointed out by the complainant on 4.9.09 for the first time, and the PIO made good the deficiencies on 22.9.09. 

6.
Smt. Brajesh has stated that  that pages 42-43 of the record, which  is available with Kumari Promila, are not available on the  file of the PIO and therefore cannot be attested and she also states that these papers have never been part of the file. However, she has produced today the original  Voter List of the year 2007 for Ward No. 46, from which copies are available  on the record of the Commission and also with Kumari Promila. She has procured these papers from the Electoral Officer. This depicts that Ward No. 46 has got 11 parts, each with respect to separate mohallas, which constitute the same ward.  Mohalla Kot Sadiq numbered II (eleven). The other is Basti Danishmandan, which is part 2. Both parts belong to the same ward No. 46. A point has been made by Kumari Promila that some tampering has been made to show that the selected person belongs to Kot Sadiq, whereas she belongs to  Basti Danishmandan. The PIO explained that all persons who belong to Ward No. 46 and all Mohallas comprised therein, were eligible for consideration of the post and therefore there would  be no necessity of any tampering with the record with respect to the same, had it been available.  
7. 
After considering the matter, I am of the view that the full record files as available with the PIO have been inspected and shown to Kumari Promila and she has taken attested copies of the full file.  The demand that these two pages (voter list) should be attested now, so that she can prove that these have been tempered with, cannot be met since they cannot be attested now, because they are not available on file. The Commission is not required to make any factual enquiries with respect to alleged tampering of the record, in view of the fact that these papers are not available on the original record and are purported to have been supplied to her in an 
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unattested form. The representative of the PIO at the relevant time had stated that they were not in position to attest the copies of the information supplied to her as the original file was admittedly with the Director Social Welfare with respect to the complaint of Kumari Promila in the same matter. Now when the full information has been received by her and these papers are not on the file, it cannot be ordered that they should be attested.  In any case, the original voter lists produce by Smt. Brejesh Kaur, have shown convincingly that there was no need to make the alleged tampering or to make the papers disappear since residents of both the Mohallas Kot Sadiq as well as Danishmandan were equally eligible to be appointed. 
8.
With this, the explanation of the PIO has been found to be satisfactory and is accepted. Kumari Promila  should make the payment for the information she had already received. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(Ptk)


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

Sh. R.P.Gosain, President,

Dr. Kitchlu Nagar Welfare Assocn(Regd.)

# 28-E, Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/ORegistrar of Firms and Societies,

O/O Director of Industries, Sector 17, Chd.


____   Respondent 






CC No-2499-2009   
Present:
Sh. R.P.Gosain, Complainant in person.



Smt. Pushpa Devi, Sr. Asstt. for PIO.

ORDER:


Smt. Pushpa Devi, Sr. Assistant states that they are holding vast records containing lacs of files. The present file has been tied up with some other file.  She stated that there are only two records keepers looking for the record and they have been systematically searching for this record.  However, this file relates to the year 1982 and has not been located so far.  She has asked for further more time. 

2.

It is observed that in case the file has not become available by now the PIO should have taken steps to fix the responsibility for missing file and in case it does not become available to reconstruct the same from all available sources.  In case it appears that the file has been deliberately misplaced even registration of FIR could be considered by the Competent Authority.  In any case, the Commission would like to have a concrete report of the efforts to locate the said file.  
3.

In the meanwhile there is discrepancy in the statement of the Registrar Firms and Societies in which he states that information at serial no. 3, 5 and 6 has been supplied and copy of registration certificate constituted for amendment file/muster register has also been supplied.  Whereas in another letter dated 09.11.2009 it is written that information with reference to item no. 1, 3 
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and 5 has been provided and information regarding 2, 4, 6, 7 and 8 will be provided on the location of the file.  The discrepancies should be reconciled immediately.  Adjourned to 17.02.2010.       
      








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(LS)

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

Sh. Gurdev Singh Grewal,

T-37, Rajouri Garden,

New Delhi-110027.





--------Complainant   






Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.






____   Respondent.






CC-1979/2009 in

AC No-226-2009
 
Present:
Sh. Gurdev Singh Grewal, Complainant in person.



None for PIO.

ORDER:


With reference to order of the Commission dated 10.11.2009 Sh. Gurdev Singh Grewal, Complainant states that no information has been provided to him and the copy of instructions which have been detailed in his RTI application dated 13.05.2008 item no. 6(v) which was once again detailed in the order of the Commission dated 10.11.2009 has not yet been supplied to him.

2.

PIO has not appeared himself or through any representative nor has he sent any communication nor has he sent information directly to the Complainant.  The PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) 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 information.  He is required to given his reply in writing.  

3.

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.  

4.

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.
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5.

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the information to the Complainant.  The information is required to be supplied to the Complainant, with a covering letter addressed to the Complainant, giving reference of the number and date of the RTI application, and containing an index of documents being supplied duly page-marked and attested.  The receipt of the Complainant is required to be taken on the face of the covering letter, and copy of that letter/proof of registry is required to be placed on the record of the Commission. 



Adjourned to 10.02.2010.  

Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(LS)

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

Sh. Ajay Kumar 
S/O Sh. Raj Kumar,

Teacher Colony, 
Maur Mandi, Distt. Bathinda.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Nagar Council, Maur, Distt. 

Bathinda.






--------Respondent






CC No1930-A-2009 
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Bhupinder Singh, PIO-cum-Executive Officer in person.
ORDER:


In compliance with order dated 11.11.2009, full information had been supplied to Sh. Ajay Kumar, Complainant through registered post on 07.12.2009 and proof of registry produced on the last date of hearing on 09.12.2009.  

2.

The case had been adjourned only for consideration of the reply of the PIO to the notice under Section 20(1) issued to him on 11.11.2009 for the delay as well as for giving opportunity for personal hearing.  Today, the PIO is present in person and has also earlier filed his explanation vide his letter dated 27.10.2009. In support thereof he has produced photo copy of the receipt register of his office showing the receipt of 32 applications from the same applicant, only for the month of December, 2009.  I have seen the said record and considered the reply of the PIO which is as under :- 

“The undersigned, PIO, in this case most humbly requests that in this particular case, the complainant has been provided with all the relevant record which he has demanded and a copy of the same was sent to your worthiness through officer clerk Pal Chand on the said date.  Sir, it is requested that the M.C. office MAUR received about thirty applications under RTI Act from the same complainant and so the staff is engaged in making replies to this particular complainant itself.  The same  
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happened this time also so therefore a little delay occurred in supplying information this time.


Sir, I assure you that in future the undersigned would be extra careful in providing information. Kindly give me chance and do the needful to file this notice.”      
3.

He stated that the said Sh. Ajay Kumar and his brother Sh. Vijay Kumar both living in the same house have made umpteen applications the whole year around for which the above is a sample and the whole office is busy dealing only with their applications.  



In view of the above, explanation is accepted and the case is hereby disposed of. 
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

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

Sh. Mansa Ram,

S/o Sh. Bakhtaur Singh,

R/o 85-G, Gobind Nagar,

Model Town, Patiala.



 

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Bhakhra Main Line, Circle (Mandal), 

Patiala. 

  
 




-------Respondent 

CC No- 2089-2009

Present:
Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant in person.



Sh. Harinder Pal Singh Bedi, APIO-cum-SDO irrigation, 



Samrala with Smt. Manjit Kaur, Superintendent. 
ORDER:


With reference to the orders dated 04.11.2009 and 09.12.2009 Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant states that the PIO has still not been provided the number of the quarter allotted to Sh. Nand Lal in the Kanal Colony, Patiala.  The APIO states that it will be given to him today itself. APIO also states that he has conducted a thorough enquiry and the responsibility of the delay has been fixed on the then PIO-cum-XEN Sh. G.B.S.Walia, Sh. Hardeep Singh, JE who did not handover the attendance register when he handed over the charge upon transfer as well as on Smt. Manjit Kaur, Superintendent. He has also submitted copy of letter dated 18.12.2009 submitted by Smt. Manjit Kaur to him, and copy of the explanation filed by Sh. G.B.S.Walia, the then PIO-cum-XEN who stated that he did not know about the RTI Act and the duties as PIO.  After going through these explanations, it is seen that present PIO is not in fault; he has immediately gone into the matter and given the information to the Complainant and taken action against persons concerned who were responsible for the lapse. 
2.

However, the Commission considers it necessary to issue show cause notice to Sh. G.B.S.Walia the then PIO now posted as XEN, Ropar Head Works, Ropar through the present PIO.  He may like to submit his explanation under Section 20(1) of the Act, to show cause why penalty as provided therein 
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for the delay in supply of information/non-supply of information be not imposed upon him. He may also give his comments on the explanations supplied by Smt. Manjit Kaur and Sh. Hardeep Singh, so that the responsibility for the delay may be apportioned, if necessary, can be considered.  
2.

Sh. G.B.S.Walia may also give his comments, if any, as to why compensation be not paid to Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant @ 250/- per day of attending the Commission till full information is received by him.   
3.

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.  

4.
 
Sh. G.B.S.Walia should file his explanation atleast 10 days before the next date of hearing. He may also note that in case he does not furnish any written reply and also does not avail himself of the opportunity for the personal hearing, it will be taken that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed ex-parte against him on merits in accordance with the Provisions of the Act.    


Adjourned to 17.02.2010.  
     







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(LS)

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

Smt. Jasbir Kaur, w/o Sh. Mohinder Singh,

# 1004, UT3, Sector 1, 
Talwara Township, Distt. Hoshiarpur.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. S.E., O&M Circle,

P.S.E.B., Talwara, Distt. Hoshiarpur.



--------Respondent 






CC No-2341-2009
Present:
Smt. Jasbir Kaur, complainant in person, with her husband Sh. Devinder Singh.



Shri Chaman Lal, SDO on behalf of the PIO.




ORDER:

Shri Chaman Lal, vide letter dated 4.1.09 with one annexure has now provided full remaining information as spelled out in the order dated 3.11.09. The complainant has also confirmed that they have now received full information. 
Smt. Jasbir Kaur states that this information has been greatly delayed  and the PIO should be duly taken to task under the provisions of the Act and made to pay penalty prescribed therein.  It is seen that the RTI application is dated 23.9.08 and the information has been supplied on 28. 11.09 after 2 months and 5 days. After excluding one month permissible to supply the information, the  information has been delayed by 1 month and 5 days. The complainant pointed out that  actually the information has been delayed by more than a year since it has been supplied only on 4.1.2010, whereas the inquiry for which it was needed had also been completed in 2009. She pointed out that  the PIO in his reply dated  28.11.08 had given wrong and misleading information to point No. 7, for which correct information has been supplied today. At that time it had been stated that information with respect  to casual leave record for  the years 2005 to 2008, had been given as “Nashat Kar Ditta Janda hai”, whereas it has now been produced after one year.
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2.
It is observed that it had been clarified to the PIO in the order of the Commission passed during the hearing on 3.11.09 that in case  record of casual leave for the year 2005-07 had not yet been given because the casual leave record is said to have been destroyed, then this information should  be  gleaned from alternative source i.e. Attendance Register of the concerned period. The detailed order had been passed with regard to this including that in case the Attendance Register is also not available, responsibility be fixed and FIR be registered, if necessary. The information has now been given from the Attendance Register of the concerned period. Therefore,  the representative of the PIO stated that it cannot be stated as  misleading since it has been given from alternative source as per specific directions and clarifications given by the Commission. I feel that had the applicant been more specific and asked for the presence or absence to be verified from the attendance register, specifically the information could have been given earlier. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

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

Sh. Mukandi Lal, S/O Sh. Lachman Dass,

R/O Vill. Longowal, Patti Zaid,

Tehsil  Distt. Sangrur.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/OPrincipal, Industrial training

Institute, Budhlada, Distt. Mansa.


____   Respondent 






CC No- 2518-2009   
Present:
Shri Mukandi Lal, complainant in person.

Shri Kewal Singh, Clerk, on behalf of PIO/Principal ITI Budhlada.


ORDER:

On the last date of hearing on 10.11.09, it has been noted that  full information had been supplied to Sh. Mukandi Lal and the PIO/ Sh. Jagtar Singh, Principal, ITI Budhlada had also submitted his explanation dated 9.11.09. Since Shri Mukandi Lal was not present, it has been directed that the letter should be sent to him and thereafter Sh. Mukandi Lal may attend the next date of hearing, in case he still wishes to pursue his complaint, in view of the details provided by the PIO in his explanation. 
2.
Shri Mukandi Lal stated that he had not got the letter dated 9.11.09. The representative of the PIO shown him the endorsement of the said letter to Shri Mukandi Lal which he has admitted to have been received by him.  However, he admitted that he had received a letter but the date 9.11.09 was not written on it. Shri Mukandi Lal states that he still has a grouse since he had been insisting that he wanted information by post and he was compelled to visit the office of PIO. The said Principal while communicating to him stated that the papers were ready and the complainant may come to the office, make the due payment and take the delivery from the office. However, the photostats of the papers which were not ready is admitted in the explanation of the PIO.  The complainant states that it is against the rules and also violation of Section 7(1(3) of the RTI Act. Therefore, he requested that the PIO should be punished for the delay. 
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3.
After considering both the explanation dated 9.11.09 and the contention of Sh. Mukandi Lal, I am satisfied that the delay in this matter has been adequately explained and that there has not been any misrepresentation by the PIO, in stating that the record was not available  with him and stating that this record was actually with the Directorate of Technical Education.  This record was admittedly returned to the PIO only when Sh. Mukandi Lal applied to him for the information and the PIO told him to apply directly to the Director Technical Education for the same.  I have myself personally seen the “Khasta” condition of the service book, and am satisfied that the complainant would not have been happy with the photocopy produced and therefore I can understand the factors that weighed in the mind of PIO at that time that  Shri Mukandi Lal  should come himself and see the papers. 
4.
I am satisfied that  the delay which has been caused  has not been caused deliberately and not with any malafide intention, as alleged  by Shri Mukandi Lal. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(Ptk) 

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

Sh. Tara Singh, S/O Sh. Buta Singh,

Vill. Gill, Tehsil & Distt. Ferozepur.

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O S.D.O., PSEB, Mudki

Distt. Ferozepur.




____   Respondent 






CC No-2626 -2009  
Present:
Sh. Tara Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Kans Raj, SDO Mudki O/o PSEB, Ferozepur. 

ORDER:


In compliance with order dated 10.11.2009 representative of the PIO states that information had been sent to Sh. Tara Singh, Complainant vide covering letter dated 08.12.2009 (by hand) but he had refused to receive it.   Thereafter, the full information has been sent to him by registered post.  The receipt of eighteen transformers which includes the number of transformer which had been issued to Sh. Tara Singh, Complainant has been given to him duly attested. 
2.

The explanation of the PIO under Section 20(1) has not been filed in writing and neither has he availed himself of the personal hearing.  The explanation of he PIO is required to be added.  SDO has shown me various explanations called from other officials but that that is not enough.  It is the final explanation which is required.  Adjourned to 10.02.2010.    









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

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

Sh. Jaswant Singh, S/o Sh. Chet Singh,

# 782, Phase-II, Goindwal,Distt. Tarn Taran.


--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industries & Export. Corpn. Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, 18 Himalaya Marg, Sect. 17-A, Chandigarh.

Managing Director-cum-appellate Authority

Punjab Small Industries & Export. Corpn. Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, 18 Himalaya Marg,
Sect. 17-A, Chandigarh




------Respondent 






AC No-447-2009 
Present:
None for Appellant.



Mr. G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal, O/o PSIEC, Pb.



Mr. M.K.Beetan, Sr. Assistant O/o PSIEC, Pb.

ORDER:


On the last date of hearing on 11.11.2009 certain directions had been given to the PIO in para 2 of the order. Today, APIO has submitted letter dated 06.01.2010 (covering letter) addressed to the Appellant with copy of the Award.  This contains details of objections raised by the land owners and the decision thereon by the Competent Authority as well as rates of different types of land acquired by the PSIEC for the industrial complex at Goindwal in Village Khakh Tehsil Taran Taran, District Amritsar Award no. 3/Amritsar for the year 1991 dated 21.11.1990.    
2.

In addition to this, APIO and the Senior Assistant (dealing hand) states on oath in so far as the further increase in the land is concerned, it depends on the land owners and decisions on further appeals, if any, filed by them to higher court.  He also stated that the same rate of Rs. 194/- per square yard has been charged for all plots sold by the Corporation.  As for the question of providing earlier khasra nos. for each of the plots the APIO states that earlier 
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Revenue Naksha has been replaced by the new sanctioned plan and there is no relationship between earlier revenue numbers and the new plots allotted by the Corporation. APIO states that there is no question being allottees of individual Khasra numbers since the ownership was that of the Corporation which had the carved out the new plan.  With this, they state that the entire information stands supplied.  

3.

As for the delay, the APIO states that previous APIO has retired and he has taken charge two months earlier.  He also states that unfortunately there is no staff available with the PSIEC for handling this work and the RTI work is being handled by the existing staff in addition to their own duties.  APIO is directed to put up a note to the MD bringing out his difficulties and asking for adequate supporting staff so that the RTI work of the PSIEC is handled as per the requirements of the Right to Information Act, 2005, in so far as the time line is concerned. Although the Commission appreciates the lack of staff, it is not possible to take a soft approach on the Violation of the Act unless the Corporation takes same concrete steps to ameliorate the present position.  
4.

At the same time, the Commission is constrained to note that the Appellate Authority has not held any hearing or given any decision on the Appeal dated 22.05.2009 filed in this case and similar cases, which are mostly on the same points. 

5.

It is observed that the Appellant has not appeared before the Commission on any date of hearing despite having due notice of the hearings sent to him well in time.  As has been noted in the last order Second Appeal itself he had indicated that he would not be coming for the hearings and the case be decided on merits.   
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6.
 
The replies now given have been gone through by me and I am satisfied that the full information available on the record has now been supplied, as read with statements made by the APIO and the Senior Assistant jointly as contained in para 2 of this order.   


With this the present case as well as the five identical cases listed below, in which notice had been issued for today, are hereby disposed of.    A copy of this order may be placed on each of the case files listed below :-  
	1
	AC-454/2009
	Sh. Harbhajan Singh   Taran Taran  Vs PIO/Small Industries & Export Corp. Ltd. Sector 17-A, Chd. 

	2
	AC-477/2009
	Sh. Atma Singh       Taran Taran    Vs PSIEC, Sector 17, Chd.

	3
	AC-463/2009
	Sh. Surinder Singh   Taran Taran  Vs  PSIEC, Pb. Chd

	4
	AC-464/2009
	Sh. Amarjit Singh   Taran Taran  Vs 

PIO/PSIEC, Pb Chd.

	5
	AC-541/2009
	Sh. Jaspal Singh    Taran Taran  Vs 

PIO/PSIEC, Pb. Chd. (already D/o)  











Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06.01. 2010   

(LS) 
