STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ram Saran Dass,

# 2849, Sector 40-C, 

Chandigarh.






......Appellant






Vs.
PIO/ O/o/ D.P.I. (S), SCO 95-97, 

Sector 17-D, Chd. Punjab




.....Respondent. 

AC No-178-of 2007

Present:
None for the complainant. 


Smt. Kanwaljeet Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O PIO/DPI(S), Pb.



Shri Pawan Kumar, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S).
ORDER:


Shri Ram Saran Dass, complainant has requested in writing that he is unable to attend the Commission today as he is busy in some other Court case at Nabha and requested for adjournment, which is acceded to. 

Adjourned to 2.6.2010. 
 







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh. Amrit Chopra,

U-299, Army Flats,

MDC, Sector 4, Panchkula, Hry.  



--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Pb. Agro. Ind. Corp. Ltd,

Sector 28-A, Chandigarh. 


&

First Appellate Authority-cum-Pb. Agro Ind. Corp.

Sector 28-A, Chandigarh.  
  



____   Respondent  






AC No-991-2009   
Present:
 Sh. Amrit Chopra, Appellant in person.


Smt. Rita Gupta, PIO-cum-GM Accounts.  

ORDER:



On the last date of hearing my Ld. Predecessor Mrs. Jaspal Kaur Hon’ble State Information Commissioner had adjourned the case after giving instructions that the Appellant be permitted to inspect the file and provided attested copies of documents which he may need. Appellant has vide his letter dated 21.04.2010 confirmed that he has not inspected the file on the day and date fixed as he was not well but he had asked for information about the change of name of other three women which has been duly supplied to him vide his letter dated 07.04.2010.  This information sought by him. 
2.

However, he has contended as under :-


“the plea taken by the Respondent that there was no malafide intention in not supplying the information called for vide my letter dated 15.07.2009, is belied by the fact of the delay of nearly six months and harassment caused to the Appellant in supplying the original information sought.

The information was supplied only on the date of the first hearing of this appeal i.e. 09.03.2010, before the Hon’ble Information Commissioner, vide letter dated 09.03.2010 signed by the Senior Manager (P&A) PAIC.

Thus, it is prayed that relief/damages sought in my appeal dated 14.12.2009 may kindly be granted as deemed appropriate, in the interest of justice and for upholding the letter and spirit of the RTI Act.”
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3.

Appellant has not brought out what was the loss or detriment caused to him by non-supply of information in time, other than he has having to follow up the matter through an appeal in the Commission and why the actions of the PIO had not been perceived as inline with the provisions of the Act. He may like to state specifically. 
4.

As for the PIO, she may add her explanation under Section 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon her @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- delay in providing the information.  She is required to given her 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 she does not submit her reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail herself 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. 

7.

In case the blame found to lie at the door of any other person she may bring on record what action has been taken against that other person by the PIO or the MD of the organization. The explanation of that person should also be added in writing.   


Adjourned to 02.06.2010 for    


i)
Action by the Appellant as per para 3.  

ii) Consideration of the written reply of the show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the Act.  
iii) For personal hearing to the PIO u/s 20(1) proviso thereto.  

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  
(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Baltej Kaur,

D/o Sh. Balbir Singh,

Opposite Max Auto, Khalifa Bagh,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D,Chandigiarh.

    
   -----Respondent.






CC No-2153 -2008 
Present:  None for Complainant. 

      Shri Sukhwinder Singh, DPI (SE)


      Smt. Neelam Bhagat, PIO/D&SA Recruitment Cell


      Shri Mohan Singh Dhona, APIO/Superintendent


      Smt. Surjit Kaur, DEO (SE) Mohali  (Ex-PIO)


      Shri Baljit Singh, Sr. Assistant, Recruitment Cell


      Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant


      Sh. Varinder Singh, Clerk

ORDER:



Smt. Neelam Bhagat, PIO/D&SA has stated that in her report dated 09.02.2010 that Sh. Kundan Singh visited the office as a representative of the Complainant. He had been permitted to inspect the record and supplied the interview sheet of Smt. Baltej Kaur prepared by the then Chairman selection Committee Pb., District Sangrur for social science master/mistress. After he had received the information, he stated “I want list of 125 + 13 SCR/SCM/Ladies who are to be considered in general category and not in reserve. Please give me this information at the earliest, so that the case may be settled”, as he states that in case they are considered for recruitment in the general category then there is scope for employment for Smt. Baltej Kaur, Complainant. 
2.

The above does not form part of the present RTI application for which she had been called to inspect the record today but are further questions which perhaps arise from inspection of the record. For this, and for achieving her objective, the Complainant is required to give a representation to the Competent 
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Authority in the Executive, as clarifications or requests by the applicant which could be the outcome of analysis of further results do not fall within the scope of the Right to Information Act, 2005. As such she should file a separate representation to the Executive and not under the RTI Act. Thus, information stands duly supplied to the Complainant in so far as the present RTI application is concerned. 
3.

Smt. Neelam Bhagat, PIO has also presented copy of her report dated 24.04.2010 fixing responsibility for the non action on the orders of the Commission. This has been placed on the record of the Commission. However, this report is not found to be specific as to either the fixing of responsibility or with regard to the action taken thereon in terms of detailed order of the Commission dated 29.07.2009 as followed by the main order on this subject dated 23.09.2009 in which it had been directed that the DPI should carry out the enquiry and fix the responsibility. From the report, no one person can be held responsible for disappearance of the papers. Specifically, he may convey his conclusion as to who is responsible for disappearance of the papers. Since, this has not been done it is now required that the DPI should take the matter in his own hands and inform the Commission of his findings if any, and alongwith action proposed or taken against those held responsible including registration of FIR for the missing papers/files. 



Adjourned to 02.06.2010.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh. Resham Singh, 
S/O Sh. Bishan Singh,

V&PO: Pathrala, 
Distt. Bathinda.





-----Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. XEN, Punjab State Tubewell 

Corporation, Bathinda.




--------Respondent






CC No-1931-2009 

Present:
Shri Gurjaspal Singh, on behalf of the complainant Sh. 



Resham Singh. 


Shri Baljinder Singh, APIO-SDE, PWRMD Corpn. Bathinda.
ORDER:

Shri Gurjaspal Singh confirms that full  information which was required by the complainant has been received. The  APIO  also states that the information which was available on record has been given. He also states that other than this, there is no other record in the custody of the office.

2.
As far as the explanation of the PIO to be filed u/s 20(1) is concerned, it is seen that the Div. Engineer Sh. A.K.Jain has filed his explanation vide letter 20.4.2010 with reference to the notice in which he has stated that entire responsibility of providing the information was of Sh. P.K.Mehta, APIO. He has also stated that the information could not be provided as Sh. P.K.Mehta had been asking for it from the Water Users Association which was not providing it. He has also written that the APIO gave the information on 1.10.09 on all points but the applicant refused to received it as it was in English and he asked for it to be given only in Punjabi. The representative of the complainant who is present today in the Commission, states that in fact, the information which had been provided to him on 3.3.10 point-wise is in English and has been received by him and that he had made no objection. 
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3.
It appears necessary that;

 i) the PIO may file a list of the officers who have held the charge of PIO from the date of the RTI application given by Sh. Resham Singh till supply of information.  
ii)
The explanation of the persons under Section 20(1) who have held the charge of PIO during this period should also be got added.

iii)
In case the PIO is of the view that any person, other than the PIO, is to blame for the delay/not providing the information, the explanation of such persons should also be added so that it may be taken into consideration for apportioning the responsibility.

iv) The PIO may like to add the list of dates and events i.e. various dates of providing partial information etc., if he so chooses.
v) Persons at (i), (ii) and (iii) may also appear for personal explanation, if they choose. 

4.
The PIO may  put in an amended explanation, if he so wants. The AK Jain, PIO may also keep in mind letter dated 2.4.10 written to him by the previous Div. Engineer, Sh. T.C.Sharma, a copy of which has been received by the Commission. 


Adjourned to 2.6.2010 for consideration of the explanations, if any,  along with the personal hearings and for finalization of the case.  On this date it will also considered whether compensation be awarded to Sh Resham Singh for his numerous and fruitless visits for information to the Commission.   









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh. Harinder, 

# 9, Gali No. 1, Sullar Road,

Back Side Sheesh Mehal,

Patiala.   

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO,

PSEB Cantt. 

Sub Division, Patiala.  




____   Respondent 






CC No-2296-2009:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sukhbir Singh, APIO-cum-SDO Cantt. Sub Div. Patiala.
 

ORDER:


The APIO states that vide  his original receipt dated 9.3.2010 submitted on the last date the information had been supplied. Further his vide letter dated 9.3.10, Sh. Harinder Singh states that  now he is fully satisfied with the improvement of electricity supply to his colony as the concerned office has corrected matters and he longer wished to pursue his RTI application. He has requested that it may be filed.
2.
 Thus, there has been a happy outcome of the RTI application. Action has been taken suo moto on the RTI application  itself without waiting for a further representation based on the information received. The SDO has, in fact, cut short the formalities concerned. In view of this not only has the complainant withdrawn his complaint filed against the PSEB in the Commission, but the Commission is also pleased to withdraw the show cause notice issued to the PIO u/s 20(1). In any case, the SDO states that he is neither APIO nor PIO.  

With this the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Gopal Singh Randhawa,

S/o Sh. Achhar Singh,

R/o VPO-Udoke Kalan,

Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.   

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Majitha Division,

UBDC, Amritsar. 






____   Respondent 






CC No-2300-2009 
Present:
Shri Gopal Singh Randhawa, complainant in person.

Shri Gurcharan Singh, APIO-cum-SDO, UBDC Majitha Div. Amritsar.
  
ORDER:


The Complainant has put in a request dated 25.02.2010 addressed to the Chief Information Commissioner for transfer of the case from the Bench of the undersigned. Shri Gopal Krishan has not sent a copy of this transfer application to this Bench, which has been received only through the CIC.  At the same time, he has submitted a two and a half page complaint (separate and different) with annexure before the Bench.  The undersigned would not like to hear the case. It may kindly be transferred from this Bench to any other Bench.   
2.
In view of the application, the next date in this case may be fixed by that Bench should be conveyed to Sh. Gopal Krishan Randhawas.  




Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Er. Baldev Raj,

# 391, Dashmesh Nagar,

Bela Road Part-I, Roopnagar.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Dy. Secretary, RTI, 

PSEB, Patiala.




____   Respondent 






CC No-2404 -2009 
Present:
Er. Baldev Raj, complainant in person.

Shri Krishan Kumar Gupta, APIO-cum-Dy. Secy. Gen., Power Corpn.



Sh. Kamaljeet Singh, Under Secy.  Power corpn.



Sh. P.K.Chawla, AEE Works, GGSSTP Ropar



Sh. Dharam Singh, Nodal Officer-cum-Dy. Secy. RTI, 



Power Com. 
ORDER:

Sh. Dharam Singh, Nodal Officer-cum-Dy. Secy. RTI, Power Com. and Shri Krishan Kumar Gupta, APIO-cum-Dy. Secy. Gen., Power Corpn. have  supplied their explanations vide letter dated 27.4.2010, which has been placed on record. Since the explanation has been give at the last moment they could not be considered today.  

Hence the case is adjourned to 02.06.2010.









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh.J.S.Verma (Talib),

(Under Secretary PSEB Retd.)




 

# B-9/673, Model Town, Hoshiarpur-146001


-------Complainant

Vs 

PIO, O/O, Chief Accounts Officer, 

Pb. State Electricity Board,

The Mall, Patiala.





--------Respondent. 






CC No-3827/2009  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Kumar, -cum-AAo, Power Corpn.



Shri Vikas Popli, SAS Accountant,.

ORDER:

In accordance with the Directions of the Ld.  Predecessor Mrs. Jaspal Kaur in the  hearing dated 9.3.10, the information has been supplied to Sh. J.S.Verma vide letter dated 10.3.10 through registered post. A copy of information supplied and proof of registry have been presented for the record of the Commission. 

2.
I have gone through the original file No. 4058of the office of the CAO Pension Audit Section belonging to Sh. J.S.Verma Under secretary, who retired on 31.10.86. It has been directed that the photocopy of the full noting be made available from page 1-74. This would suffice for the item No. 2.

3.
As for item No. 1, a speaking order passed by the Secretary of the PSEB  dated 23.4.10 has already been sent to him. Based on the papers supplied to him, Sh. J.S.verma may  consider filing his next course of action, as may be advised. The papers supplied should be legible as far as possible and photocopies should be attested.


With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh.Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu,

H # BII/1487, St # 11, W#5,

Tehsil & District Mansa

Pin-151505.





-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Deputy Secretary, RTI Cell,  

PSEB, Patiala. 




--------Respondent. 






CC No-3851/2009   
Present:
None for the complaint.



Shri Dharam Singh, Dy. Secy. RTI, Powe Corpn.



Shri Chander Kant, Dy. Secy. Estt.I.



Shri Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. Estt. Engg. 

Shri Arun Kumar, Sr. Asstt. I.
ORDER:

On the last date of hearing, the information brought by the APIO for supply to the complainant had been directed to be sent through registered post.  The PIO states that it had been sent  vide letter No. 168 dated 22.4.10 through registered letter. But other than that, the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant vide his letter dated 25.3.10 to the Commission with copy to the  PIO had also been fully removed in the documents now sent to him. A set of papers supplied has been brought  and placed on  the record of the  Commission today. She states that APIO has not brought proof of registry but she is taken at her word.  
2.
Shri Sukhwinder Singh Sidhu was well aware of the hearing to be held today as he had also stated in the letter pointing out the deficiencies that the next date of hearing was 28.4.2010.  He has not come personally or through his representative. Neither has he sent any written communication.  It means that he has received the information to his satisfaction and has nothing further to submit.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh.Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu,

H # BII/1487, St # 11, W#5,

Tehsil & District Mansa

Pin-151505.
 




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Chief Accounts Officer,

PSEB, Patiala.




--------Respondent. 






CC No-3852/2009  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Kumar, APIO-AAO, Power Corpn.

ORDER:


Shri Sukhvinder Singh Sandhu’s complaint dated 1.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 20.9.09 made to the address of PIO/Chief IR&W, PSEB Patiala was considered today in his absence. The PIO states that he had brought his reply  vide letter dated 8.3.10 point-wise  on all 1-7 points for supply to the complainant during the hearing on 9.2.10. Since the complainant did not appear, as per directions of the Commission, the reply was  sent to him through registered post dated 12.3.10. He has also submitted proof of registry.  To this, Shri S.S.Sidhu vide his letter dated 25.3.10 sent detailed point-wise and annotated comments. The PIO has brought reply from the concerned Branch dealing with the firm along with the instructions covering the cases of confirmation in respect of item No. 1-B. For the remaining, the reply should be taken to be the same as given earlier.

2.
The APIO who is present today states that  earlier the information has been given in respect of confirmation of Divisional Accountants/Revenue Accountants as asked for by the applicant and that the information is correct as per the record of his Branch.  The information now supplied by the DP Zone confirms  the sanction of confirmation of persons appointed as LDC, UDC etc.  Since the applicant is not here, I have gone each of his query myself.  I agree with the reply given by the PIO on point 1-5. In so far as point No. 6 is concerned, 
CC No-3852/2009                                                                            -2
the  applicant has “given” some information and is his perspective of the matter. Thereafter, as asked for by the applicant, the PIO is required to state whether  he agrees or dis-agrees with the opinion expressed by the applicant. If he does not agree the PIO is required to prove his view by giving specific case of 10 LDCs/UDCs  !! 
3.
This request of the applicant is not covered u/s 2(f), (i) & (h) of the RTI Act which  defines ‘information’, ‘record’ and ‘right to information’. The applicant perhaps relies upon the words ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ contained in Section 2(f).  This does not refer to ‘opinion’ of the present incumbent of the post of PIO/APIO but refers to ‘opinion’ available on record. For example the Finance Department’s advice, advice of Personnel Department, Legal Opinion etc.  If these are available on record, must be provided. Further, no officer is required to formulate his own opinion or to seek clarifications on matters/ including rules/legal implications. As per the statement of the applicant  that “if any query involved some legal aspect , the same can be furnished after seeking the advice/assistance of the Legal Section of the Board.”
The understanding of the applicant is thus, not correct as no processing of any case is required, nor answers requiring preparation through selective record is required to be made under the RTI Act. Only copies  of record already held under the custody is to be supplied. 
4.
The Commission is, therefore, of the view that full information asked for by the applicant has been supplied to him. However, all RTI applications  should be  attended  to promptly and the PIO is required to give the reply either by providing information or specifically stating that there is no information with him, This must be done within the time window  provided under the Act. PIO is hereby warned to be careful in future. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

                                                                                         Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Er. Bharat Bhushan,

JE/Testing, 

O/o Addl. S.E. Protection Divn.

PSEB, Malikpur. 





-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, SE (Headquarters),

O/o Chief Engineer, Sub Stations, 

PSEB, Patiala. 


&

PIO, O/O, Director Personnel, 

PSEB, The Mall, Patiala.



--------Respondents  






CC No-3872/2009   
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Jagjit Singh PIO-cum-SE, Headquarter. 



Sh. Harbans Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the PIO 


(without authority of letter).



Smt. Amrit Pal Kaur O/o PCL Pb. State Corporation Ltd. 

ORDER:



Smt. Amrit Pal Kaur has filed reply dated 23.04.2010 for today’s hearing in which she has stated that Er. Bharat Bhushan, Complainant has sought promotion to the post of AEE (testing) on seniority basis and had wanted a status report regarding his request. She states that he has since been promoted as AEE testing on 05.04.2010.  Now the official has submitted an application dated 09.04.2010 (copy attached) whereby he has requested to with draw his complaint “Tgo'es jtkb/ d/ ;pzX ftu w? nkg ih B{z fwsh 2.12.2009 oKjh w[Zy fJzihBhno/;p ;N/;B gzikp oki fpibh p'ov gfNnkbk tZb'A w/o/ s'A i{Bhno eowukohnK BPz soZeh d/D ns/ w?BPz soZ?eh Bk d/D ;pzXh ;{uBk wjZJhnk eokT[D ;pzXh fpB? gZso fdZsk ;h. fJ; ft;a/ d/ ;pzX ftu nkg ih B}{z ;Pfus eodk jK fe w[Zy fJzihBhno ;p ;N/;B gfNnkbk ih d/ dcso d/ gh nkJh U fBrokB fZJzihBhno  j?v e[nkoNo ns/ vkfJo?eNo gq;'Bb, g, gzikp okki fpibh p'ov gfNnkbk tZb'A i' ;{uBk w?BPz b'Vhdh ;h T[j w?B{z gqkgs j' ueh j? ih. fJj ;{uBk d/D ;pzXh fJBK d'BK dcsoK (vkfJo?eNo gq;'Bb gfNnkbk ns/ w[Zy  
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fJzihBhno ;L ; dcso d/ ghHnkJhH U ew fBrokB fJihBhno j?ve[nkoNo gfNnkbk) dk fttjko s;Zbhpy; fojk j?. fJ; bJh w? T[go'es ft;/ d/ ;pzX ftu j[D e'Jh g?otkNh Bjh eoBk uKjz[dk. fJ; bJh feogk eoe/ w/o/ e/; B{z ckJhb ehsk ikt/ ih.”.  
2.

A happy case where the Complainant has not only been given the status of his representation but has actually been promoted (although asking for action does not within the scope of the Right to Information Act, 2005) !! 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh. Sarwan Singh,

# C-48, Model Town, 

Mundi Kharar, PO-Landran, 

District Mohali.




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Director Industries,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

--------Respondent. 






CC No-225/2010   

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Smt. Parminder Kaur for PIO and Sh. Ravinder Singh for land 


Acquisition Industries department.  
ORDER:



On the last date of hearing on 09.03.2010 my predecessor Mrs. Jaspal Kaur, Hon’ble State Information Commissioner had ordered that the complainant be permitted to inspect the file and be provided attested copies of information he wants from the file under intimation to the Commission. The representation of the PIO states that the Complainant had duly visited the office, inspected the file and also received the entire documents to his satisfaction. In this connection, he has written letter dated 11.03.2009 addressed to the State Information Commission (available on record) and presented once again today by the representative of the PIO in which he has stated “I am fully satisfied and grateful for the kind suggestion with the same.”


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.04. 2010  

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

Sh.Manwinder Pal Singh, MD

M/s D.M.Yarns Pvt. Ltd.

Plot No. 61, Industrial Complex,

Goindwal Sahib. 




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Pb. Small Industrial & Export Corporation

Ltd. 18, Himalya Marg, Udyog Bhawan,

Sector 17-A, Chandigarh.
 



--------Respondent. 






CC No-3875/2009   
Present:
Shri Manwinder Singh, complainant in person.



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





Shri Baljeet SinghCoordinator, Udyog Sahayak.
ORDER:


 The APIO has provided the information in respect of item No. 8 today. With this, full information asked for by the complainant been supplied. He states that this information had already been sent to the applicant vide covering letter dated 12.4.10 by the Director Industries and Commerce a his own level, a copy is which 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 


28.04. 2010  

(Ptk) 
