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

Smt. Sunita

W/o Sh. Vinod Kumar,

W.No. 9, Gali Shivalik School Wali,

Bhucho Mandi, Bathinda.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O DPI(S),

Education Department,

Sector 17-D, Chd.





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2309 -2008 
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director-cum-




PIO(Recruitment Branch) O/o DPI, Pb.


ORDER 



With reference to order of the Commission passed from time to time on 10.02.2009, 22.04.2009, 24.06.2009, 29.07.2009. 23.09.2009, the PIO states that he has addressed Smt. Sunita, Complainant vide letter dated 08.10.2009 with copy endorsed to the State Information Commission that she should come to his office at any working day and see the available record and contact the Senior officers in this regard.  
2.

The Commission does not find it satisfactory.  Where is the question of her examining available record where the same PIO and the earlier PIO have stated in the Commission that the record is not available?  Now then, it is necessary that the PIO should file a duly attested affidavit, before the Commission giving number and date of the sending of the record to the Vidhan Sabha in which it should also be specified whether the said record has been received back and if so on which date once this affidavit if filed, then the case will be considered for whether in view of the facts, the notice for penalty under Section 20(1) against the concerned PIOs for periods relating to them should be dropped or not.  


Adjourned to 16.12.2009.  

SD- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(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.



Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director-cum-




PIO(Recruitment Branch) O/o DPI, Pb.

ORDER 



As the previous order dated 23.09.2009, could not be issued till date, the hearing could not be concluded.  Therefore, in the interest of justice one more opportunities is given to both the parties.  



Adjourned to 16.12.2009.   
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Nirmal Singh,

Circle Supdt. (Retd),

# 788/1, Tibba Sahib,

Hoshiarpur. 
 
 




--------Appellant 







Vs. 

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

    Patiala. 



&

2. Chief Auditor-cum-Appellate Authority

    Pb. State Electricity Board, 

    Patiala. 






--------Respondent






AC-486-2009  

Present:
 None for Appellant.


Sh. Nand Lal, PIO-cum-Deputy Chief Auditor in person with Sh. 

Chander Mohan, AAO O/o Chief Auditor, Patiala. 

ORDER 



In compliance with order dated 29.09.2009, the PIO has vide his letter dated 14.10.2009 with copy endorsed to the State Information Commission informed the Appellant that full information as asked for by him has already been provided to him giving specific number and date of the letter.  Separately, the PIO vide his letter dated 26.10.2009 has informed the State Information Commission that the amount of Rs. 98/- wrongly charged from Sh. Nirmal Singh, Appellant has been refunded to him as per the directions of the Commission.  
2.

The PIO also sent copy of the cheque and the receipt thereof from Sh. Nirmal Singh, Appellant.  Separately, Sh. Nirmal Singh, Appellant vide his letter dated 26.10.2009 received on 29.10.2009 stated that he has received the full information and requested that the case number 486/2009 started on his appeal be closed.  Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  
 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Sh. Rajneesh Madhok,

B-XXX/63, Nehru Nagar,

St. No. 2, Railway Road,

Phagwara-144401. 

 



--------Appellant 







Vs. 

1.   PIO, O/O SDO,  

     Pb. State Electricity Board, Goraya.



&

2. Executive Engineer-cum-Appellate Authority,

    City Sub Division, Pb. State Electricity Board, 

    Goraya(Pb.)





--------Respondent






AC-508-2009 

Present:
Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, Appellant in person.


Sh. Gurchetan Das, AEE on behalf of APIO with Sh. Palwinder 


Singh, AAE. 


ORDER 



Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, Appellant has made a written submission dated 04.11.2009 showing deficiencies numbering 22 (total number of points in his RTI application are 15).  A copy of the same has been supplied to the PIO.  PIO on his part has also given letter dated 03.11.2009 making up the deficiencies on the face of which Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, Appellant has given a receipt of 54 pages.  The entire original file dealing with the application of Sh. Narinder Pal for removing high tension wire from his land, in respect of which the RTI application dated 18.04.2009 has been filed by Sh. Rajneesh Madhok is being carried by the PIO. Appellant is permitted to inspect the said file today and to take any additional papers copies of which are required by him (in addition to photo copies of this file already supplied to him).   


2.

After going through the RTI application point by point, Item no. 3 would be covered once the original file is seen by Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, Appellant.  Answers to item no. 9 to 15 do not qualify as ‘information’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, since, they are more in the nature of ‘Jawab Talbi’ and asking for assurance for future action which are not 
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included in the definition of ‘information.   These are more by way of asking the official to indict themselves for their various acts of omission and commission in dealing with the case.  

3.

Armed with the information he has been able to get with the help of the Right to Information Act, 2005, Appellant should file a separate representation for redressal of his complaints to the Competent Authority in the Executive.  Since, information has been exchanged by both parties today, the matter is adjourned for consideration.



Adjourned to 16.12.2009.   
    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Sh. Labh Singh,

S/o Sh. Barkha Singh,

R/o Wariach Colony, 

Samana, Patiala.  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-

Deputy Secretary, 

RTI Cell, Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.    






____   Respondent 






CC No-1456-2009
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Dharam Singh, PIO-cum-Deputy Secretary, RTI in person.



Sh. Rajinder Singh, Nodal Officer-cum-PRO O/o PSEB, Patiala. 

ORDER  


In compliance with order dated 25.08.2009 and 30.09.2009, the PIO-cum-Deputy Secretary, RTI Cell, PSEB Sh. Dharam Singh has filed letter dated 03.11.2009 addressed to the State Information Commission.  It has been stated that the remaining information has been asked for by the Complainant on point no. 3 and 4 regarding particulars of property of Sh. Harbajan Singh, SDO Rural, PSEB, Samana, at the time of joining service and at present.  The PIO approached the Under Secretary, Secret Cell who held the custody of the said information.  He has clarified that there is no Harbajan Singh, SDO posted at Rural, Samana.  He has in fact asked the PIO to specify the name of the father as well as code number of the officer so that the matter could be considered further and wrote to the Deputy Secretary accordingly.  The PIO further addressed the Complainant to ask him for the code number and the name of the father, of the said officer.  There is no proof that this letter ever addressed to the said Complainant Sh. Labh Sigh.   
2.

Now, the PIO has further taken a plea that information with regard to item number 3 and 4 cannot be parted with terming the requisite information as personal information of third party.  The Under Secretary has also taken a 
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stand that there is no such person named Harbajan Singh posted as SDO at Samana.   
3.

I have gone through the case as well as the reply.  It is observed that as provided in Section 6(1) of the Act, it is essential that the Complainant must specify the particulars of the information sought by him or her.  In this case, specific information is being sought about an officer but the very name of the official is incorrect.  It cannot be expected that the PIO concerned should understand that actually he is requesting for information of an officer with a different name.  (Although, for the purpose of item no. 1 and 2, the PIO did supply the information after understanding the correct name).  If that has been done, it is a good thing for the Complainant.  However, no complaint against the PIO can be entertained by the Commission against the PIO because the RTI application does not give the correct particulars.   
4.

Complainant is advised to be careful and give particulars of the person regarding whom he wants information in his application.  The notice under Section 20(1) issued to the PIO for not supplying the information is hereby dropped.  With this, the case is hereby rejected on this technical ground. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Sh. Bakshish Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Balak Ram,

R/o Samgoli, Tehsil Dera Bassi,

District Mohali.
 




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sr. Executive Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board, 

Lalru, Tehsil Dera Bassi,

Mohali.

  




-------Respondent 






CC No- 1963-2009 

Present:
 Sh. Bakshish Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Bhupinder Singh, UDC for the PIO/XEN, PSEB, Lalru.
ORDER 



In compliance with order dated 29.09.2009, Sh. Bhupinder Singh, UDC has stated that he had visited the house of Sh. Bakshish Singh, Complainant yesterday with full information and waited for four hours from 3 to 7 p.m. but neither the wife of Sh. Bakshish Singh, Complainant nor Sh. Bakshish Singh, Complainant received the papers and he had returned after five hours with great frustration.  The papers have been handed over to Sh. Bakshish Singh, Complainant today during the hearing against the receipt.  I am satisfied that the full information has now been given.  The efforts of Sh. Bhupinder Singh, UDC to deliver the information personally are appreciated.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

Retd. Admin Officer,

# 50/30-A, Ramgali, N.M. Bagh,

Ludhiana.
 



 

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Principal Secy.,

PWD B&R, Pb. Mini Sectt.

Chd. 


  
 



-------Respondent 






CC No- 2000-2009 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:


In compliance with the directions issued in the orders passed in the hearing on 29.9.09, the representative of the PIO has presented a copy of letter dated 26.10.09 addressed to Shri Sham Lal Saini vide which 15 pages of information have been sent by registered post along with proof of registry dated 27.10.09. a full set of information supplied to him has also been placed on the record of the Commission. 
2.
Shri Sham Lal Saini had due  and adequate notice of   hearing fixed for today, since a copy of the order passed on the last date of hearing had also been sent to him vide covering letter dated 20.10.09, where also next date of hearing had been mentioned. He has neither come himself nor through representative nor has any letter/telephone been received from him. It is clear that he is satisfied and does not have anything further to submit after receipt of the information.

 With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

 
Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Parvesh Chadha,

#1273 MIG Flats,

Sector 32, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana. 
 



 

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Chief Auditor, 

PSEB, Central Zone, Sarabha Nagar,

Opposite Gate No. 1, PAU, Ferozepur Road, 

Ludhiana.  

  
 



-------Respondent 






CC No- 2013-2009 

Present:
 Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant in person.


Sh. Vijay Kumar, APIO-cum-AO O/o Dy. Chief Auditor, Central 


Zone, Ludhiana. 



Sh. Charanjit Kumar, Supdt. 
ORDER 



On the last date of hearing, after going through all the points of the RTI application and the replies received, it had been agreed by all the parties that there was a problem regarding information on point number 9 and 17 only.  PIO states that information with regard to item number 9 has been provided to Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant.  With reference to item no. 17 also PIO has supplied information vide his letter dated 06.10.2009 alongwith instructions issued  by the Chief Engineer Commercial, Patiala vide number 17.11.2006 as read with annexures dated 14th September, 2006.  
2.

However, Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant has pointed out in his letter dated 04.11.2009 presented today with copy to the PIO that his request for information was “what are the instructions issued by CE/Commercial and Board to get verification of the NOC before accepting the application for new electric connection and from which authority of Corporation”.  Further, he has explained that instructions which have been supplied make it compulsory for the Board to seek an NOC from the Corporation in all cases where a commercial connection is sought by any applicant in a residential area (other than area declared as 
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industrial area) with a view to ensure that the corporation checks whether completion certificate of building/approval for change of land use  etc. has been taken for the said building.  Upon asking the officials Sh. Vijay Kumar has stated that other than this, no instructions exists in respect of NOC.  He has been asked to check up the record of his office and to give the certificate in the following form in case there are no such instructions “there are no instructions issued by the Chief Engineer Commercial/Electricity Board requiring that “No objection certificate” received from the Municipal Corporation for release of new commercial connections in residential area should be verified for their authenticity once again before accepting them as genuine”.  On the other hand, in case there are any instructions, a copy of that should be supplied. 
3.

 Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant once again stated that copy of complaint duly signed by Sh. Jaspreet Singh has not been given. I have again seen the copy of complaint available in the custody of the PIO.  No doubt the signature of Sh. Jaspreet Singh is half cutoff in the copy available on record but the letter forwarding the same by the Board does give the complete identity i.e. name and address of Sh. Jaspreet Singh, Complainant and this covering letter has also been provided to Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant.  Now, if he wants copy of the complete complaint with signatures and he should apply to the original source from where the said complaint was forwarded.   
 
Adjourned to 02.12.2009 for compliance of para 2.   









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Sh. Man Mohan Garg,

S/o Sh. Satpal Garg,

Gali No. 1, H.No. 447, Near Geeta

Bhawan Chowk, Moga.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Pb. State Electricity Board,

City Division, G.T.Road 

Moga

  
 




-------Respondent 






CC No- 2020-2009   

Present:
Shri Manmohan Garg, complainant in person.

Shri Jagdish Singh, Revenue Accountant on behalf of the PIO/XEN, City Div. PSEB Moga.

ORDER:


Registered notice of hearing dated 6.10.09 has been received back from the PIO due to wrong/incomplete address put by the office of the Commission. The complainant, who was present  delivered the notice “Dasti” to the PIO in his office. However, Sh. Man Mohan Garg stated that the XEN Jaspreet Singh Saran refused to receive it from him stating that they do not receive the notice of the Commission by hand. He (the Complainant) therefore returned it to the Commission. The notice was sent once again to the PIO vide covering letter dated 10.9.09 in which next date of hearing has been mentioned as 4.11.2009. However, a copy of the order passed in the hearing of 6.10.09 was also sent to both complainant and the PIO/XEN with covering letter No. 3736-3737 dated 23.10.09 in which once again  next date of hearing i.e. 4.11.2009 has been mentioned and copy of order dated 6.10.09 with directions enclosed. Shri Garg also  states that he has not been sent any instruction regarding the inspection of papers with regard to his RTI application as per directions given by the commission in order dated 6.10.09.

2.
Now, therefore, the PIO Shri Jaspreet Singh, Sr. XEN, by name, is hereby issued notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 to show cause why the notice of the 
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Commission has been refused twice, when sent through registered post and once when sent by hand by the complainant. Not only that he may also like to give his explanation for the delay in providing the information with respect to  the RTI application dated 28.5.09. He may show cause why penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be  not imposed upon him. The reply is to be given in writing.

3.
He is also hereby given an opportunity of personal hearing u/s 20(1) proviso thereto of the Act before imposing the penalty. He may note that in case he does not file  any written reply and also does not avail opportunity of personal hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the penalty shall be imposed upon him on the merits of the case ex parte as per the provisions of the Act.

4.
He is now directed to immediately comply with the order of the Commission and to provide information. He may note that still if he does not do so, in addition to the penalty proposed above, action u/s 20(2) of the Act can be considered to be taken against him for recommending to the Competent Authority for initiating  action for disciplinary action under the Service Rules application to him. Shri Jagdish Chand, Rev. accountant O/O SDO Moga has been directed to have a photocopy of the entire file of the Commission in CC-2020/09 and to deliver it to the present PIO/O/O XEN for compliance.

5.
In case Shri Jaspreet Singh, PIO has been transferred to any other place, and an other person posted  as PIO in his place, he may pass on a copy of this to the earlier PIO him to enable him to file his reply immediately.


Adjourned to 2.12.2009. 









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Man Mohan Garg,

S/o Sh. Satpal Garg,

Gali No. 1, H.No. 447, Near Geeta

Bhawan Chowk, Moga.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Pb. State Electricity Board,

City Division, G.T.Road, 

Moga



&

PIO, O/O SDO, 

Pb. State Electricity Board,

Sub Urban Division, Near Rattan Cinema,

Akalsar Road, Moga




-------Respondent 

CC No- 2021-2009  & CC No- 2276-2009 

Present:
Shri Manmohan Garg, complainant in person.

Shri Jagdish Singh, Revenue Accountant on behalf of the PIO/XEN, City Div. PSEB Moga.

ORDER: 

In compliance of the orders of the Commission dated 6.10.09, the representative of the PIO has presented a letter dated 14.10.09  addressed to the Commission by the complainant stating that he has received the full information in CC-2276 and further “I request to please dismiss the case No. 2276-2009, Notice No. 9898.” He has also presented copy of letter dated 11.8.09 addressed to the complainant dated 14.10.09, along with receipt by Sh. Man Mohan Garg, complainant. Shri Man Mohan Garg  also confirmed that he has got full information and does not wish to pursue the case any further. 


With this the case is hereby disposed of. A copy of this order may also be placed on CC-2021, being identical. 
 

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, 

S/O Shri Harpal Singh Sidhu,

# 289, St. No. 11, Ward No. 5,

Tehsil & Distt. Mansa. 


 

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Secretary, RTI Cell,

PSEB, Patiala.
  
 



-------Respondent 






CC No- 2023-2009

Present:
 None for Complainant.


None for PIO. 

ORDER 



In the interest of justice, let the notice of hearing be sent to Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant on the address given in RTI application, since the notice has not been delivered twice when sent to the address indicated by him.  Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant may note that in case he does not appear himself or through any representative or does not send any communication/contact the Commission, it will be presumed that he has received the information and is not interested in pursuing the case.  

2.

PIO should immediately send a set of papers already supplied to Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant/receipt.   


Adjourned to 18.11.2009.  
 








Sd-  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

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 Bedi, SDO, Samrala.


Smt. Manjit Kaur, Superintendent. 

ORDER 



In compliance with order dated 29.09.2009, Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant has sent letter dated nil received on 29.10.2008 with annexures running to 29 pages.  A copy of the same has also been sent to the PIO.  In the covering letter, he has pointed out the deficiencies and in the annexures he is further brought out various communications addressed to him due to which he has suffered great harassment.  The PIO has not filed any comments and should do so, it is not understandable how an empty envelop was received by Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant through registered post dated 22.04.2009 and inspite of his having made a complaint, no action had been taken to rectify matters.  At another place, I find that the XEN has addressed Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant asking him to get the permission from the Head office before information asked for by him could be given to him.  Other letters have also been attached which require explanations from the PIO and the staff dealing with the matter. PIO should add full explanation for these acts and for the delay under Section 20(1) of the Act providing for penalty.   The explanation should be given in writing.  

2.

The PIO states that now full information has been supplied to him.  However, it is necessary that reasons be given in writing for not providing the 
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necessary attendance registers of Sh. Nand Lal for the period for which it has not been given, since Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant alleges that Sh. Nand Lal had actually spent certain period in jail, while availing himself of full pay from the Government, therefore, in case any of the record is missing a valid explanation is to be added.  The information regarding the sanction of earned leave of Sh. Nand Lal from 5th January, 1998 to 30th September, 1999 has already been provided to Sh. Mansa Ram, Complainant.   


Adjourned to 09.12.2009.

    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(LS)

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

Dr. (Mrs.) Sween, 

E-1, 33, Sector 14, 

P.U. Campus, Chandigarh. 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer,

PWD (B&R),

Patiala. 

  
 



-------Respondent 






CC No- 2135-2009       

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:


On the last date of hearing full information has been provided to Dr.(Mrs.) Sween against due receipt. However, it had not been possible to give a copy of the original complaint made by her sister at the relevant time. The PIO had been directed to make another all out search for the original file, but he states that it is not possible to locate that. He also states that Dr. (Mrs.) Sween had been advised orally that the file could not be located despite best efforts and she stated that the case should be closed.

2.
Dr.(Mrs.)Sween had full and adequate opportunity to attend the hearing fixed for today, but she chosen not to do so. It is clear that she is satisfied and does not have anything further to submit. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Manish Bansal,

Taxation Advocate,

Old Mandi Gali,

Sangrur-148001. 

 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO,

Pb. State Electricity Board, Sohina Road, 

Sangur.






-------Respondent  






CC No- 2201-2009   

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:


The complaint of Sh. Manish Bansal dated 9.7.09 with respect to his RTI application dated 3.6.09 was considered in the hearing on 6.10.09 for which both parties had been informed earlier through registered post dated 10.9.09. However none had appeared for the complainant or the PIO. The case was adjourned to 4.11.09 giving another opportunity to both parties in the interest of justice. The complainant was asked to state whether he had received the information. The PIO on his part was directed to send the information to the complainant. The complainant has neither present himself nor through any representative nor has he sent any communication or reply to the order dated 6.10.09. On his part the PIO has sent letter dated 5.10.09 enclosing a copy of letter dated 4.8.09 which he stated has been delivered by hand to the complainant. A copy of the information supplied  as well as photocopy of the peon book has been produced by way of proof.

2.
The complainant had full and adequate notice of the  hearing to be held on 6.10.09 as well as  today, but he has chosen not to appear. It is clear that he is satisfied and does not have anything further to submit. With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 





Sd-
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


04.11. 2009     

(Ptk) 
