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

Lt. Col. J.S.Paul(Retd.)

President PLF 11, Leather Complex, Jalandhar.

--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O MD, PSIEC Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, 18 Himalaya Marg, 

Secvtor 17-A, Chandigarh..




____   Respondent  






AC No. 319--2010       

Present:
Lt. Col. Dilbagh Singh, authorized rep. of the complainant 
                      Lt. Col. J.S.Paul(Retd.)

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


Shri Baljit Singh, Coordinator, O/O Udyog Sahayak.


Shri Kewal Krishan, Sr. Asstt. O/O PSIEC.

ORDER:


In accordance with the directions given by the Commission in its order dated 1.6.10,  Shri J.S.Randhawa, PIO has filed 2 pages affidavit stating that full information as per record of the PSIEC has already stand correctly supplied. Lt. Col. Dilbagh Singh has requested for one adjournment as he was expecting further information today and was required to make his submissions accordingly. Since the Corporation has now stated that there is no other information, the request for one adjournment to enable him to submit is case properly is accepted. He is directed to make the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the definition of ‘Information’, ‘Record’ and  ‘Right to Information’ as contained in Section 2(f),(i) and (j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

Adjourned to 8.9.2010.

                                                                                           SD/- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 
29.06. 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.Narinder Singh Saggu,

Hostal No. 45, Shahpur Kandi Township-145029.

--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Gurdaspur Div. UBDC. Gurdaspur.

____   Respondent  





AC No-298-2010     

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Rajiv Kumar, Superviser, O/O  UBDC Malakpur, on behalf of the PIO.
 

ORDER:

On the last date of hearing the PIO had been advised to fix up a specific date, time and  place for inspection of the said record, after segregating it for each point of his application, which should be shown to him on consecutive dates as may be convenient to both the parties. It appears that the PIO has not gone by the advice, but has sent him further information vide his covering letter date 8.6.10 (with copy endorsed to the Commission) enclosing copies of 10 work orders as well as details of the LOC. The information has been received by Shri Narinder Singh on 28.6.10, as per the receipt given by him on the face of covering letter, photocopy of which has also been placed on the record of the Commission.

2.
In the order of the Commission dated 1.6.10, it had been clearly specified that “In case Sh. Narinder Singh has anything to state he should appear in the commission on the next date of hearing. Otherwise it will be presumed that he is satisfied and has nothing further to submit and the case will be disposed of.” Shri Narinder Singh has neither appeared himself nor through representativie, nor has he sent any communication. As such it is clear that he has received the information and has no further submission to make.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 
                                                                                           SD/-     

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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





  REGD POST 

Sh. Tarsem Lal, Sub. Mejor(Retd.)

# 386, W.No. 6,Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhagpur, PO-Bhagpur, 

District Jalandhar (Pb).  




--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, PSEB,

Bhogpur.


&

First Appellate Authority,

PSEB, Tanda Road, Hoshiarpur. 



____   Respondent   






AC No-321-2010       

Present:
Shri Rajinder Gupta, representative of  the complainant.



None for the PIO.
ORDER


In compliance with order dated 8.6.10, the PIO has sent by hand photocopy of the  dispatch register, duly attested,  vide which information has been sent to Shri Tarsem Lal through registered post, photocopy of the proof of registry has also been seen. However, a set of papers sent as reply to the applicant, has not been supplied for the record of the Commission. The representative of the complainant has also supplied a copy  of letter dated 21.6.10, addressed to the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner during the hearing today. In this letter deficiencies in the information supplied, have been pointed out. However, the said letter has not been sent to the PIO at all. The complainant is directed to send a copy of the same to the PIO also.

2.
I have gone through the list of deficiencies. Deficiency pointed out in respect of para 1 is not correct. Only copies of documents on record can be attested. Copies of prepared information given,  are not required to be given as attested. As regards para 2, the representative of the complainant states that they have specified that the information with respect of para 3, regarding the original file of Account No. AB-54/540, belong to Shri Naresh Kumar S/O Sh. Brij 
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Lal, where the PIO has stated that the said file is not available and instead copy of service register is being provided, I agree with the complainant that this answer is not satisfactory. The XEN may make  all out efforts to search the said file. In case, if it had  been on record as missing, appropriate administrative action for fixing the responsibility for the same may be considered and the Commission be informed of the action taken.

Adjourned to 8.9.2010.

SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

Sh. Subhash Ghai, Prop.Ghaison Expo Tech.

Manufacturers of Cycle & Auto

Parts C-236, Phase VIII, Focal Point,

Ludhiana-141010.





--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan,

18-Himalaya Marg,  Sec 17-A,

Chd. 







____   Respondent 






CC No-2902-2009    

Present:
Shri Subhash Ghai, complainant in person.



Smt. Geeta Sharma, Advocate, Counsel for the PIO/PSIEC.
ORDER:


Smt. Geeta Sharma, Advocate, Counsel for the PIO/PSIEC, has presented  Power of Attorney dated 29.6.10 given by Shri G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal
, PSIEC, backed by office order dated 3.4.2003, vide which the power delegated to him  for signing Power of Attorney on behalf of the Corporation. She requests that a few days may be given to her to enable her to study the file and prepare the case.
2.
Shri Subhash Ghai, complainant, on his part, has presented a judgment of the Recent Civil Reports 2006(3) RCR (Civil) page 415 and stated that it is not possible to give a date. The RTI application dates back 26.6.09 and the matter is already delayed for more than a year. The PSIEC had been given enough opportunity since the last order had been passed on 26.5.10 in the presence of APIO and the Dealing Assistant. I completely agree.

2.
 I have gone through the record on file as well as judgment cited by the complainant, the head notes of which are as under:-

“A.  Civil Procedure Code. 1908 (V of 1908) Order 11 Rule 14 – Right of Information act, 2005 (22 of 2005) Section 6 – Plaintiff 
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seeking information in respect of record of examination and selection held by public service commission – Plaintiff moved an 
application before civil Court under Order 11, Rule 14, CPC – Mere fact that an application has been filed before the Civil Court, would not take away the right of the applicant to get information in terms of the Statute – It is the matter of fee, which may be  claimed before any such information is supplied – But the information cannot be withheld only for the reason that the  application has been filed before the Civil Court and not before the Information Officer.”
3.
The Counsel for the PSIEC  stated that the  ratio of the judgment appears to be that the applicant can seek information either through Civil Court. However, it is not seen to have been held that the documents can be sought only through the Court, where the case is  sub-judice.

4.
The stance of the PSIEC  claiming exemption from giving the information is based upon the following legal opinion dated 16.3.2010,  given by their Advocate Sh. Sandeep Chopra, which is reproduced in extenso:

“Subject:
Legal opinion in CC No. 2902/09 M/S Ghaison Expo Tech. Ludhiana Vs PIO, PSIEC.

It is not advisable to supply the noting portion of the file of the Plot No. C-236, Phase VIII, IFP Ludhiana as the cases are  sub-judice before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court at Chandigarh, as well as before the National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, New Delhi. Moreover, supply of the noting portion is not in any public interest and as per Section 8(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, the PSIEC is not under any legal obligation to provide the noting portion regarding plot No. C-236, Phase VIII as the matter is already sub-judice.”

4.
After considering the record on file and the stand of both sides, I am of the view that the stance of the PSIEC cannot be upheld in terms of any of the provisions of Section 8 of the Act and particularly not in terms of Section 8(j) of the Act, when the PIO has not shown any larger public interest which justified the non disclosure of such information. The PIO or the Counsel from whom the written legal opinion has been sought had not bothered to go into the specifics of 
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the case or stated what prejudice will be caused, in case the disclosure is made as per the provisions of the Act. While there is no quarrel with the view that in case any records were needed by the complainant, he could have requested the Court concerned to requisition the said record in original from the PSIEC, it does not foreclose his option to seek the information regarding  the authentic record under the RTI Act. Every citizen has a right to fight his battle for his civil rights based upon the authentic record of his case held in the custody of the Public Authority. The apprehension of the PSIEC regarding disclosure of contents of the file appears to emanate from the fear that their case before the Courts may be damaged if the true facts come to light. However, the RTI Act has been enacted to enable the citizens to function in a level playing field and not put to fencing in the dark. 
5.
The Commission is therefore of the view that the concerned  file of plot No. C-236, Phase VIII, Industrial Focal Point, Dhandarikalan, Ludhiana, belonging to the complainant may be made available to him. Shri Ghai has stated that regarding the information as asked for by him in point No. 1 & 2 of his RTI applicant, he should be allowed to inspect the file  in full. After inspection,  Shri Ghai shall give a list of papers of which he needs attested photocopies, which should be supplied to him within two days thereafter. The date of inspection is fixed for 12th July, Monday at 11 AM in the office room of Sh. G.S.Sandhu, APIO-Manager Legal, PSIEC. The Counsel for the PIO may convey the orders which have been dictated in her presence, to the PSIEC. The receipt of Sh. Ghai may be taken on the covering letter containing the list of documents, duly indexed, page marked and attested, which have been supplied to him and a copy of the receipt be placed on the record of the Commission to complete the record.

With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of. However, the complainant is free to reopen his case with a simple letter to the Bench, if 
CC No-2902-2009                                                               -4
the direction is not carried out. 
SD/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

# Jiwan Niwas, Talhi Mohalla

Ferozepur City, Pb. 152002.



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Superintending Engineer,

Canal Lining Circle, Bathinda. 



____   Respondent 






CC No-3775-2009  

Present:
Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal, complainant in person.

Shri Satinder Pal, SDO, Canal Lining Circle, Bathinda on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:

In compliance of the order of the Commission dated 26.5.10, the APIO states that vide letter dated 25.6.10, a clarification has been given to Shri Singal that other than the appointment order No. 2478-81/3E, dated  18.3.79 issued by the BML Circle Patiala, which is also duly entered in his service book as such, there is no other appointment letter dated 13.5.80 vide  which Sh. Singal had been given any appointment. Upon asking, Shri Satinder Pal, SDO, states on oath that there is no record in his custody containing any such appointment order dated 13.5.80. He also states that as such, the basis for the statement, if any,  made by any officer, before any Police Authority, regarding any such appointment letter dated 13.5.80, in respect  of Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal  is not borne out by the record.
2.
The complainant has submitted a letter dated 21.6.10, which has been received today by the Bench, a copy of the same has been got supplied to the representative of the PIO/SE, Canal Lining Circle and the representative of the Chief Engineer HQ Chandigarh. This application will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.

3.
Shri Narinder Singh, who had appeared in another CC No. 463/10, by the same complainant on the last date of hearing, has also given an application dated 29.6.10, enclosing a copy of the complaint made by Sh. Ravinder Kumar 
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Singal on 23.6.10, copies of which have also been provided to both parties in the present case. Shri Ravinder Kumar states that the said letter be treated as withdrawn. However, he may state so in writing. This will also be taken up for consideration on the same date.

Adjourned to 8.9.2010.

SD/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal

R/o Jiwan Niwas, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City, Pb 152002.




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary, Irrigation & Power,

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chd. 

--------Respondent. 






CC No-463/2010    

Present:
Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal, complainant in person.





Sh. Navdev Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O CE Irrigation, HQ.
ORDER:

Shri Nardev Singh, Sr. Asstt. has presented a copy of letter dated 28.6.10, addressed by the C.E. to Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal with copy to the Commission. He states that the information has been received,  addressed to the  Dy. Director Admn, O/O Chief Engg. Irrigation  from the XEN Field Mechanical  & C.P Div. R.S.Dam, Shahpur Kandi vide  their letter dated  17.6.10, with annexures. The information has further been provided today through letter dated 3063 dated 28.6.10, addressed by the Chief Engineer to Sh. Singal with copy to the Commission and the Secretary, Irrigation, being covering letter of documents made available by the afore mentioned field office. The Commission has not received  the same  and A full set is being provided to Shri Singal through the Commission today. A full set may also be placed on the record of the Commission.
2.
It had been pointed out on the previous date that the papers earlier supplied had not been attested and had not been delivered to him as per the requirement  set out in para 1 of order dated 26.5.10. This may be done immediately. Since the papers are being supplied to Shri  Singal today only through the Commission, the case is adjourned for giving him an opportunity to study them.

3.
On his part Shri Singal has given a letter dated 21.6.10, which has been received today during the hearing. a copy of the same has been  supplied to both 
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Sh. Nardev Singh and Sh. Satinder Pal, SDO, who was present in CC-3775/10. This will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 8.9.2010.
SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

Sh. Balbir Singh Pallha,

# 2413, Sector 35-C, Chd.  




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Industries & Commerce, Pb. Chd.

--------Respondent. 






CC No-449/2010    

Present:
Shri Balbir Singh Pallha, complainant in person.



Sh. Sohan Singh, Supdt. RTI Cell. O/O PIO/Director Industries.
ORDER:

On the last date of hearing, Shri Balbir Singh Pallha had vide his letter dated 26.5.10 given a list of deficiencies in the information already supplied to him. The undersigned had gone through the information supplied is respect of  the RTI application. It was seen that some of the deficiencies i.e. item No. 1,2, 5 & 6 are clearly “fresh information” asked for, which are not required to be considered by the PIO.  For the remaining items  No. 3 & 4, it had been ruled that the original file in which Sh. Balbir Singh Pallha  had been charge-sheeted, noting and correspondence, including preliminary inquiry should be produced in the Court, which will be permitted to be inspected by Shri Pallha. The original file has been brought by Sh. Sohan Singh, Supdt. and Shri Pallha is permitted to inspect it. The qualifications of the officer conducting the regular inquiry against Sh. Pallha i.e. who has been idientified by him as Sh. R.D.Sehgal,  should also be provided to him today.


Adjourned  to 3.00 today.

Present

At 3.00 PM:
Shri Balbir Singh Pallha, complainant in person.



Sh. Sohan Singh, Supdt. RTI Cell. O/O PIO/Director Industries.

Shri Pallha has inspected the full file and has been supplied attested photostat copies of the same as per his request. He has also been provided first 
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sheet of the service book of Shri Ramdev Sehgal containing his qualifications and experience.  With this, full information stands  supplied.


The case is hereby disposed of.
                                                                                           SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

S/o Sh. Panna Lal,

# 21, W.No. 3, Moh. Prem Nagar,

Gurdaspur-143521.



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, Pb. State Electricity Board,

Civil Works, Jalandhar Road, Phuhara Chowk,

Batala. 





____   Respondent 






CC No-4065-2009 

Present:
Shri Vinod Kumar, complainant in person.

Shri Perminder Singh, APIO-cum- SDO, Civil Works,PSEB, Batala.
 

ORDER: 


With reference to the order of the Commission dated 31.3.10, the SDO has produced original muster rolls prepared in 4/95, 5/95 (2 sheets), 6/95, 7/95(2 sheets) and 8/95. Attested Photostat copies of the same have also been supplied to Shri Vinod Kumar for figures in 4/95, 5/95(2nd sheets), 6/95 (2 sheets). The name of Shri Vinod Kumar does not occur after 6/95 onwards.  It is noted that 2nd sheet of 5/95 containing the name of Sh. Vinod Kumar is of different size and is a Photostat copy. Therefore, the SDO may give a certificate on the copy provided that it is an attested copy of a Photostat copy. However, as per order given on the last date, the SDO has also produced cash ledgers pertaining to the aforesaid months and in those cash ledger also there is no record of payment of wages after 6/95.  From the cash ledgers page 88, details in the second sheet in 5/95 are borne out by corresponding entry. The SDO has been instructed to give a photo copy of page 88 of the ledger to Shri Vinod Kumar. After inspection of the cash ledger, no payment has been found to be made to Shri Vinod Kumar after 5/95 i.e. from 6/95 onwards. Shri Vinod Kumar requests that  his original service book be supplied.  Shri Perminder Singh states that full search has been made for the service record which had been sent to the Headquarters in connection 
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with the  resignation put in at that time by Shri Vinod Kumar. Thereafter, the service book has not been received back. He is hereby directed to give full details. The matter is also brought to the noticed of C.E. to get the service record traced and in case it is not available, to fix the responsibility for the loss thereof. The SDO also states that he would like to have some more time to make one more all out effort to trace the original papers from the alternative sources.

Adjourned to 8.89.2010.

SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010


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

Sh. J.S.Paui, Lt. Col. (Retd.)

11, Leather Complex, Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.


  



--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O MD, PSIEC Ltd.

Udyog Bhawan, 18 Himalaya Marg, 

Sect. 17-A,  Chandigarh.




____   Respondent  






CC No-1289-2010 
Present:
Lt. Col. Dilbagh Singh, authorized rep. of the complainant Lt. Col. J.S.Paul(Retd.)

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


Shri Sarabjit Singh, SDO, PSIEC.


Shri Baljit Singh, Coordinator, O/O Udyog Sahayak.


Shri Kewal Krishan, Sr. Asstt. O/O PSIEC.

 

ORDER:


In compliance with the order passed on 1.6.10, the PIO Sh. J.S.Randhawa has filed an affidavit stating that the full information has since been supplied to Lt. Col. (Retd.)  J.S.Paul. Lt. Col Dilbagh Singh confirms the same except for information given in respect of para 5 of the RTI application dated 6.11.09 He confirms that the information has not been provided for the part of the query.
2.
 Para 5 of the RTI application reads as follows:-

“Information please be provided if the O & M charges of Ist module of CETP have been charged from Wet Area plots which are lying vacant and no wet unit  have been set up on them for want of permission from PSIEC and PPCB due to lack of treatment capacity of the Ist module of CETP.”
2. The complainant admits that information has been provided as O & M charges of Ist module of CETP from Wet Area plots which are lying vacant. As for second portion, “no wet unit have been set up on them in want of permission from PSIEC and PPCB due to lack of treatment capacity of the Ist module of 
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CETP.” In the view of the undersigned, this question No. 5 is a compound question and seeks to get the PSIEC to admit that the plot holders are being charged O & M charges without any  fault of theirs, since they have not been granted permission. This, in my view is more of a matter of representation to the Competent Authority for redressal of their perceived grievances, than asking for information under RTI application.  Moreover, it is a general statement for all wet units without giving any particular case. It is not necessary to be answered, being non specific.
3.
Lt. Col.  Dilbagh Singh also states that the information has been delayed since it had been asked for on 6.4.09 and it now more than a year and the information has only now been supplied which is not complete and  authentic and therefore penalty should be imposed. I have considered this contention. The information has been supplied for the period of more than 18 years and for the entire Leather Complex,  including wet area plots, and dry area plots, numbering 446. the information had to be gleaned from separate files in respect of each of them and  after the  processing of the cases. The information was not available in the form in which it had been asked for..
In view of the voluminous information and task involved, where the entire history of each plot is required to be traced from 1992 to date, in terms of permissions and recovery of dues etc, I am of the view that no penal proceedings are called for.  The whole information has been supplied, which is a matter of great satisfaction, even though it is not covered by the strict interpretation of the RTI Act,  where in the definition of “information” as contained in Section 2(f) of the Act, it had no where been envisaged that the information should be culled after scouring hundred of files. Moreover, if it is mandatory for the PIO to give information within 30 days, it is also the responsibility  of the citizen  to put in his request for such information  as is possible to be provided within 30 days.  In the present case, the applicant could  perhaps have put in separate for separate RTI application periods. In the present case, different information  has been asked for about 20 years on each point.
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 With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.
SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

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

Sh. Gurpreet Singh, S/O Sh. Dev Singh,

V& P.O. Kahne-ke, Tehsil Tapa, Distt. Barnala.

--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Irrigation (Canal),Sangrur.


____   Respondent  






CC No-1319-201
Present:
Shri Gurpreet Singh, complainant in person.
Shri Bharpoor Singh,Reader to Ziledar,  Irrigation, Dhanoula, on behalf of the PIO.

 

ORDER:


Shri Bharpoor Singh Reader has stated that with reference to the RTI application dated 18.1.10, full information has been supplied to Shri Gurpreet Singh vide covering letter dated 17.6.10 with annexures and duly attested, where necessary. It is found that couple of papers sent to the Commission have not been supplied to the applicant. The representative of the PIO has been directed to  supply the same to the applicant and a photocopy   be placed on the record of the Commission. The applicant states that he has received the full papers, except  in respect of a particular piece of land belong to the Irrigation Department pointed out to the representative of the PIO.  The PIO is hereby directed to make out the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original RTI application and copy of information supplied be sent to the Commission for its record.

Adjourned to 8.9.10.
SD/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

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

Sh. Upkar Singh, Free India Engg.

Industrial Corporation, Kot Mit Singh,

Tarn Taran Road, Amritsar.   



--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Distt. Industrial Centtre, 

Focal Point, Mehta Road,Amritsar.



____   Respondent  






CC No-1329-2010       

Present
None for the complainant.



Sh. Hardeep Singh, APIO-cum-Project Manager, DIC Amritsar.
 

ORDER:


In compliance with order dated 1.6.10, Shri Hardeep Singh APIO-cum-Project Manager has presented letter dated 29.6.10, enclosing copy of letter dated 10.6.10 and 22.4.05, which had been sent to Shri Upkar Singh in connection with his RTI application. Shri Upkar Singh’s signature is available on the face of letter dated 10.6.10.
2.
Shri Upkar Singh had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held on 1.6.l0 given to him through registered notice, as well as of the hearing to be held today.  He has not come himself or through representative, nor has he sent any communication. It is clear that he has received the information and has  nothing further to submit.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.
SD/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

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

Sh. Upkar Singh, Free India Engg.

Industrial Corporation, Kot Mit Singh,

Tarn Taran Road, Amritsar.   



--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Distt. Industrial Centtre, 

Focal Point, Mehta Road,Amritsar.



____   Respondent  






CC No-1330-2010
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Hardeep Singh, APIO-cum-Project Manager, DIC Amritsar.  

ORDER:


With reference to the order of the Commission dated 1.6.2010, the  PIO has written a letter of Sh. Upkar Singh, with copy to the  Commission, fixing the date of inspection of record. However, the PIO has failed to mention in his letter that the notice is being given to him in terms of the directions of the Commission, which should have been done, since the complainant was not present on the last date of hear in the Commission. I found from the copies of the correspondence attached by the PIO to the letter dated 10.6.10 that the said applicant has written back stating that he is willing to pay the fee for 1150 pages, as per the earlier letter dated 15.9.09 of the PIO and would prefer to make the payment and receive the information and was not interested in coming to inspect the registers. As such, there appears to be a communication gap.  However, the order of the Commission dated 1.6.10, in the present case is seen to have been dispatched on 15.6.10 to both parties. The PIO states that he has not received the copy so far. 
2.
In consequence of the letter of the complainant agreeing to pay the fee, the PIO has called for the registers and made a specific demand after segregating the papers. This demand note has been sent on 23.6.10 to deliver the papers , as and when the amount is received.
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3.
Ordinarily, when the supply of information is delayed beyond 30 days, the information is required to be provided free of charge in terms of Section 7(6) of the RTI Act. But in the present case, it is seen that when the demand for the money was made to the applicant within time he has not responded and has accepted it only through his present letter dated 11.6.10. The information should now be delivered to the applicant on payment basis against due receipt and a copy of the said receipt with covering letter giving details of the information being supplied, should be placed on the record of the Commission.

With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                       SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh.Jagjit Singh S/O Sh. Bhagat Singh,

Kisan Agro Industries, Abohar Road,

Opposite Water Works, Muktsar -152026   


--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary, PSEB, Patiala.



____   Respondent






CC No-1269-2010      
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Dharam Pal Dy. Secy. and Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala.



Shri V.K.Loomba, APIO-cum-Dy. Secy. Grievances & Welfare.

Shri Bhushan Kumar Mukheja, Supdt.  Vigilance & Security, PSEB,Patiala, on behalf of the SP Vigilance (to whom the said application has been transferred u/s 6(3). 

ORDER:

Shri V.K.Loomba, APIO-cum-Dy. Secy. Grievances & Welfare, Power Comm. Had presented  copy of letter sent by him to the Dy. Secy. RTI, with copy of Shri Jagjit Singh, complainant, sent through regd. post.(no proof of registry has been produced but the APIO taken at his word vide which the inquiry  got conducted through Chief Engg. Operation (West) Bathinda and his complete report, on the complaint made by Shri Jagjit Singh, with annexures, has been sent to him (14 pages  excluding covering letter). In so far as the S.P.Vigilance and Security is concerned, vide No.685 letter 24.6.10, the said office has informed Sh. Jagjit Singh that they have completed  the preliminary inquiry, according to which it has been decided to launch a regular inquiry after approval of the Competent Authority is obtained.
2.
Shri Jagjit Singh had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held on 1.6.10 as well as the hearing to be held today. He has chosen not to appear himself or through representative,. Neither has he sent any communication. I am satisfied that the information now produced for record is quite clear and up-to-date and Sh. Jagjit Singh has also not made further submission.

Hence, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                                SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

22, Flower Dale Colony,

Barewal Road, Ludhiana.



--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDE, Water Supp. & Sanitation,

Sub Div. Ajnala, Distt. Amritsar.



____   Respondent  






AC No. 297--2010  
Present:
None for the complainant.
None for the PIO.

ORDER:


This case had been considered in the presence of both parties on the last date of hearing on 1.6.2010 and was adjourned for today with the directions for compliance.

2.
Today, none is present for the complainant or the PIO. However, Sh. R.K.Bhandari, PIO-cum-SEN and Sh. Kulwant Singh, APIO-cum-SDE attended the office of the Commission yesterday, as inadvertently in order dated 1.6.10, the case had been shown as adjourned to 28.6.10 in place of 29.6.10. The Private Secretary to the Bench stated that they orally informed him that they have already supplied the full information to the applicant. Today, a fax dated 29.6.10 has been received on the letter pad of M/s Deep & Co.  dated 28.6.10 in the handwriting of the complainant stating that he has received the information and is satisfied. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 
SD/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


29.06. 2010 

