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

Sh. Mehnga Ram, M.A.,

# 169, Om Gali, Kiln Area,

Nangal, Distt. Roopnagar.




------Complainant.







Vs. 

PIO, O/O PIO-cum- Registrar, Deptt. of 

Irrigation  and Power, . Pb. Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 





--------Respondent






CC No- 1609-2009  

Present:
 None for Complainant.



Sh. Dilabar Singh, APIO-cum-Senior Assistant holding charge 


of Deputy Superintendent, Pension Branch on behalf of PIO.

ORDER 



This case was considered in the hearing on 04.08.2009 in the presence of Sh. Mehnga Ram, Complainant.  Today, Sh. Mehnga Ram, Complainant is not present but a phone call has been received by Ms. Ravneet Kaur, Receptionist of the Commission whereby Sh. Mehnga Ram, Complainant conveyed that he has not got any information and has also requested that his absence be excused. APIO stated that there are eleven Chief Engineers in the State who are the Competent Authority for their own area of jurisdiction and the said information is to be collected from them.  He states that reference has been made to the 11 Chief Engineers on 25.08.2009 followed by reminders dated 02.09.2009, 23.09.2009 and 05.10.2009.  The Chief Engineers have written to the SDOs and they have sent details of nine buildings for Chandigarh, Mohali, Hoshiarpur and New Delhi.  These are being provided to Sh. Mehnga Ram, Complainant.  The matter will be followed up for provision of the remaining information.  
2.

I am not satisfied with this reply. It is an known-practice in the Government that proposals for hiring of private buildings, fixing of rent, raising of 
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rent from year to year etc. are dealt with at Headquarters and sanctions for hiring payment of rent accorded and budgeted for each year afresh separately in each.  The payment is released only thereafter to the owners. Therefore, full information should be available with the Chief Engineers’ Works, Pb. Chandigarh and/or in the Department at Government Level.  If that is practice, it is not understood why the information is to be gathered from all over the State.  It should be available at Chandigarh Headquarters with the present PIO. The PIO may confirm the above position.
3.

It is pointed out that vide para 4 of the order dated 04.08.2009 notice for penalty had been issued to the PIO under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. In addition, personal hearing had been afforded to him as per the provision of Section 20(1) proviso thereto.  He had also been directed in para 5 of the order dated 04.08.2009 to supply the information forthwith and had also be warned that in case he fails to do so, further action under Section 20(2) for recommending disciplinary action against him could be taken. 
4.

In spite of above, PIO has not sent any written reply to the show cause notice for the consideration of the Commission, neither has he appeared today to avail himself of the personal hearing afforded to him and nor has he taken any action in the matter to provide the information immediately.   The case is being treated in a routine manner by way of normal correspondence which  could go on for years together.  While taking a serious view in the matter, the PIO Sh. Nasib Singh, Registrar Irrigation is given one more opportunity for filing written reply and for personal hearing in case he wishes before imposing penalty. 
5.

It is seen that notice of the Commission proposing penalty has been sent to Sh. Vinod Chaudhary Chief Engineer through Demi Official Letter by 
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Mr. Arun Shekhri, Additional Secretary, enclosing order of the Commission and the Chief Engineer has seen it.  In the Demi Official Letter, the Additional Secretary has emphasized that the show cause notice for penalty up to Rs. 25,000/- proposed to be imposed upon the PIO.  Yet no action appears to have been taken. I have examined the file being carried by the representative of the PIO today in which he has been asked to attend the hearing of the  Commission on 07.10.2009 and there is no mention whatsoever about  show cause  notice for the penalty and/or personal hearing.   


Adjourned to 18.11.2009.  








Sd- 


 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009     
(LS)

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

Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal,

# 15/16, Street No. 3, 
Ferozepur.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Punjab Civil Sectt., 
Sector 1, Chandigarh.




--------Respondent 






CC No-1005-A/2009
Present:
 Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant in person.


Sh. R.R.Sharma, APIO-cum-Superintendent, additional charge, 


R-E-2 Branch with Sh. Didar Singh, Senior Assistant. 

ORDER 



Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant vide his complaint dated 06.04.2009 to the Commission stated that his application under RTI dated 05.03.2009 made to the address of the PIO/FCR, Pb. had not been attended to and information had not been supplied to him.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  

2.

Today, APIO stated that full noting with respect to the complaint against Sh. Hukam Chand Bansal asked for by his RTI application dated 05.03.2009 was supplied to him with covering letter dated 06.04.2009 (complete noting till date).  It was sent through registered post and Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant acknowledges having received it.  The copy of the letter dated 06.04.2009 is placed on the record. The remaining documents which had been placed on the record of the Commission with covering letter dated 20.08.2009 were stated to be information/record provided to Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant on his many RTI applications given from time to time subsequent
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to the present RTI application.  Since that record is not relevant to this case, the covering letter has been retained and the remaining documents returned to the PIO.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









Sd/- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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

Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal,

# 15/16, Street No. 3, Ferozepur.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Sector 1, Chandigarh.


--------Respondent 






CC No-1005/2009
Present:
 Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant in person.



Sh. R.R.Sharma, APIO-cum-Superintendent, additional charge, 


R-E-2 Branch with Sh. Didar Singh, Senior Assistant. 

ORDER 



Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant vide his complaint dated 06.04.2009 to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated 22.10.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/FCR, Pb., had not been attended to properly and the information had not yet been given to him.  In his application he stated “it is submitted that on the complaint of Smt. Karamjit Kaur, Steno-typist office of Commissioner, Feridkot Division, Faridkot, dated 17.08.2007, I have been repatriated to the office of District and Sessions Judge, Ferozepur.  In this connection, copy of office notings/correspondence on the complaint of Complainant, noted down by your office from starting to till today be supplied to me.  Copy of order of Hon’ble Revenue Minister dated 3.1.2008, 15.1.2008 and 13.2.2008 including notings complete in all respects be also supplied to me.”  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.   

2.

On record is a letter of the PIO Smt. Shakuntala Devi, Under Secretary, PIO (covering letter) vide which she has placed on record letter dated 18.11.2008, vide which the PIO has refused to supply the information stating that the matter is exempt under Section 8(h) of the Act.  
CC No-1005/2009








-2- 

3.

Section 8(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, reads as follows:-  


“Exemption from disclosure of information.—
(h) information which would impede the process of investigation or 
apprehension or prosecution of offenders;”

4.

Thus, it is seen that the PIO has dealt with the matter one way or the other within the stipulated period. However, it is seen that while seeking exemption under Section 8 of the Act and thus refusing to give the information, the PIO has not followed the procedure prescribed in Section 7(8) of the Act which states follows :-


“Disposal of request.—

(8) Where a request has been rejected under sub-section (1), the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, shall communicate to the person making the request,--

(i) the reasons for such rejection;

(ii) the period within which an appeal against such rejection may be 
preferred; and  
(iii) the particulars of the appellate authority.” 


Therefore, the action of the PIO was defective to the extent that none of the provisions of Section 8(i), (ii) and (iii) were adhered to. 
5.

Now, that the action has been held to be faulty and the Provisions of the Act found not to have been adhered to by the PIO, he has stated that there is no objection to give the information for the period sought i.e. up to 22.10.2008.  The representative of the PIO stated that information shall be given to the Complainant within a week.  PIO is hereby directed to provide the information to Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant with a covering letter giving reference to the number and date of the RTI application and containing an index of documents being supplied, duly page-marked and attested.  The information 
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shall be given free of charge under Section 7(6) of the Act. The receipt of Sh. Sham Sunder Jindal, Complainant should be taken on the face of the covering letter. 


Adjourned to 22.10.2009.







 



Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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

Sh. Kesar Singh, S/O Thola Ram,  
Vill. Aronala Shah, P.O Mustapur,

Distt.  Hoshiarpur.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Public Health Division,

Garhshankar, Distt. Hoshiarpur.


--------Respondent 






CC No-943-2009. 

Present:
 Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Anil Kumar, SDO on behalf of PIO/Water Supply & 



Sanitation, Garhshankar.  

ORDER 



Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 13.04.2009 to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated 18.03.2009 made to the address of the PIO/XEN, Public Health Division, Garshankar had not been replied to and the information had not been given to him.  In fact, the said application had been returned to him and he stated that it had been done because the department is deliberately withholding the information and harassing him.  He has not filed a revised application thereafter.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  

2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  PIO states that full information has been provided to Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant.  PIO states that both parties had come on 27.08.2009 and copies had been handed over to Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant on that day.  Further, he has sent letter dated 19.08.2009 bringing on record that the applicant himself has muddled upthe application by giving different names of the applicant in two places and he also pointed out that the 
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complaint filed to the Commission also appears to have been signed by a person other then the original Complainant.  However, the complainant confirmed that he has  received the information. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









 Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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

Sh. Kesar Singh, S/O Thola Ram, 
Vill. Aronala Shah, P.O Mustapur,

Distt.  Hoshiarpur.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Public Health Division,

Garhshankar, Distt. Hoshiarpur.



--------Respondent 

CC No-943-A/2009

Present:
 Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Anil Kumar, SDO on behalf of PIO/Water Supply & 



Sanitation, Garhshankar.  

ORDER 



Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 13.04.2009 to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated 18.03.2009 made to the address of the PIO/XEN, Public Health Division, Garshankar had not been replied to and the information had not been given to him.  In fact, the said application had been returned to him and he stated that it had been done because the department is deliberately withholding the information and harassing him.  He has not filed a revised application thereafter.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  
2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  PIO states that full information has been provided to Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant.  PIO states that both parties had come on 27.08.2009 and copies had been handed over to Sh. Kesar Singh, Complainant on that day.  Further, he has sent letter dated 19.08.2009 bringing on record that the applicant himself has muddled up the application by giving different names of the applicant in two places and he also pointed out that the 
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complaint filed to the Commission also appears to have been signed by other then the original Complainant.  However, Sh. Kesar Singh confirms that he has received the information. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd/- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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 Chief IR & W, PSEB Patiala,

(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell)


--------Respondent 






CC No-1058-2009
Present:
None for Complainant.



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



Sh. Narinder Singh, Senior Assistant O/o CEO. 

ORDER 



Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant vide his complaint dated 02.03.2009 supported by an affidavit dated 02.04.2009 submitted that his RTI application dated 19.01.2009 made to the address of the PIO/Chief IR&W, PSEB, Patiala(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell) had not been attended to and no information provided to him.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant had not appeared on 27.08.2009 or today. 
2.

Today, Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO and Sh. Narinder Singh, Senior Assistant are present.  Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant had not appeared on 27.08.2009 or today. His RTI application dated 19.01.2009 on the reverse side contains the details of three officials (precedents) whose cases are identical to his case.  Thereafter, he has posed four queries.  The queries read :-

“Query No. 1 : When the case of all the three employees are quite identical and the regulations of PSEB are still the same and unchanged then why the same treatment, was not given to all the employees?

Query No. 2 : Why Regulation 3.11 which is not applicable on Divisional Accountants/Revenue Accountants, who have been promoted from LDC’s/UDC’s as per instructions issued by Board’s memo No. 48492/49191/REG-292/Vol.-II dated 26.02.1992 is being imposed unnecessarily on me instead of Regulation 4.14? 
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Query No. 3 : Regulation 3.11 came into force on 26.02.1992.  Why this Regulation was not made applicable, in the case of candidates appearing at serial No. 1&3 ?

Query No. 4 : Regulation 4.14 of MSR Part-I Vol.-I was made applicable in case of Serial NO. 1 & 3.  Is this Regulation 4.14 is not applicable on serial No. 2 ? ” 
3.

After going through his RTI application, it is seen that this is not really an RTI application but a plea/representation regarding his seniority and asking the PIO to admit the falsity or otherwise of various conclusions drawn by him.  This does not fall within the purview of the RTI Act, 2005. Information under the Act is not information as per the perception of Sh. Sukhvinder Singh Sidhu, Complainant but only as defined under the Act.  Section 2(f) defines ‘Information’, Section 2(i) defines ‘record’ and Section 2(j) defines ‘right to information’.  The PIO is not expected to fill up gaps of legal knowledge or to confirm or deny any of the opinions or conclusions expressed by Complainant or to give any interpretations of law or the rules and regulations.  In case, the Complainant requires any information he should specifically state the documents or the record which he wishes to have.   
4.

To achieve the purpose of the present application, he is advised to make a representation to the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances regarding seniority, if any. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd-

 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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 Chief IR & W, PSEB Patiala,

(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell)



--------Respondent 






CC No-1058-A/2009
Present:
None for Complainant.



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



Sh. Narinder Singh, Senior Assistant O/o CEO. 

ORDER

Shri Sukhwinder Singh vide his complaint dated 2.3.09 supported by an affidavit stated that his application dated 19.1.09 had not been dealt with by the PIO, O/O Chief IR & W, PSEB, Patiala (Dy. Secy. RTI Cell, PSEB Patiala). The hearing was fixed for 27.8.09 and later postponed to 7.10..2009 due to administrative reasons. On both days the complainant was not present. Shri Narinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O Chief Account Officer, PSEB Patiala, to whom the case had been transferred u/s 6(3) states that his Branch is not dealing with this matter, since Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Sidhu who was revenue Accountant and got voluntary reversion as UDC. The matter was transferred u/s 6(3) to the Chief Accounts Officer, who is now dealing with the matter whose representative states that the said letter received only yesterday.
2.
I have gone thought the RTI application and I find that after giving the background, he raises two queries which are, “My seniority No. 2399 as UDC can be changed subsequently or not under the extant Service regulations of PSEB. (ii)  Is my version regarding my seniority  is correct and according to the Regulations of PSEB?”
3.
It is brought to the notice of applicant that  every citizen has a right to information  as provided under Section 3 of the Act but only “subject to the 
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provisions of this Act.” As such, ‘Information’,  ‘Record’ and ‘Right to Information’ as are defined under Section 2(f), (i) & (j) of the Act must be kept in mind by the applicant while framing his application. Since the information means “any material in any form”, it signifies that the material should already be available with the PIO in the form in which it is to be given to the applicant.  Answering the queries, giving justifications or giving legal interpretation, admitting as correct or denying as incorrect conclusions drawn by the applicant are not covered under the definition of information. Only documents/record in the custody of the PIO can be supplied. Thus the complainant is advised to achieve his objective by submitting his application to the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances as his application does not qualify as ‘information’ under the Right to Information Act, 2005. 

With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-





 




 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 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 Chief IR & W, PSEB Patiala,

(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell)



------Respondent 






CC No-1058-B/2009
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala.

Shri Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. PIO, O/O Estt. Of Non Gazetted-I

Shri Arun Kumar, Sr. Assistant
 
ORDER 


Shri Sukhwinder Singh, vide his complaint dated 2.3.09 supported by an affidavit stated that his application dated 19.1.09 had not been dealt with by the PIO, O/O Chief IR & W, PSEB, Patiala (Dy. Secy. RTI Cell, PSEB Patiala). The hearing was fixed for 27.8.09 and later postponed to 7.10..2009 due to administrative reasons. On both days the complainant was not present. Vide covering letter dated 26.8.09, the information was supplied to Shri Sukhwinder Singh, a copy of which was delivered by hand by Mrs. Chander Kanta APIO-cum-Dy. Secretary to this office containing all the required information and documents. The letter was sent to him by  Speed post on 1.9.09 and proof of speed post has been seen and returned. 
2.
Shri Sukhwinder Singh had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today, but he has chosen not to come  himself or thorough his representative. Neither has he sent any communication. It is presumed that he is received the information and is satisfied. With this the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 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 Chief IR & W, PSEB Patiala,

(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell)


--------Respondent 






CC No-1058-C/2009
Present:
None for the Complainant.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala.

Shri Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. PIO, O/O Estt. Of Non Gazetted-I

Shri Arun Kumar, Sr. Assistant.

ORDER 

Shri Sukhwinder Singh vide his complaint dated 2.3.09 supported by an affidavit stated that his application dated 19.1.09 had not been dealt with by the PIO, O/O Chief IR & W, PSEB, Patiala (Dy. Secy. RTI Cell, PSEB Patiala). The hearing was fixed for 27.8.09 and later postponed to 7.10..2009 due to administrative reasons. On both days the complainant was not present.

On 27.8.2009, although the hearing was not held, Mrs. Chander Kanta APIO-cum-Dy. Secretary Estt.-I had handed over a set of full information to be provided to the applicant with covering letter dated 26.8.09, which she had brought to deliver to him during the hearing. Today, the representative stated that the information has since been sent to Sh Sukhwinder Singh vide speed post on 1.9.09 and proof of speed post has been seen and returned. A photocopy of the same has been kept on record.
2.
 Shri Sukhwinder Singh had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today, but he has chosen not to come  himself or thorough his representative. Neither has he sent any communication. It is presumed that he is received the information and is satisfied.
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With this the case is hereby disposed of.
 










Sd- 


 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 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 Chief IR & W, PSEB Patiala,

(Deputy Secretary RTI Cell)



--------Respondent 






CC No-1058-D/2009
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala.

Shri Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. PIO, O/O Estt. Of Non Gazetted-I

Shri Arun Kumar, Sr. Assistant.

ORDER 


Shri Sukhwinder Singh vide his complaint dated 2.3.09 supported by an affidavit stated that his application dated 19.1.09 had not been dealt with by the PIO, O/O Chief IR & W, PSEB, Patiala (Dy. Secy. RTI Cell, PSEB Patiala). The hearing was fixed for 27.8.09 and later postponed to 7.10..2009 due to administrative reasons. On both days the complainant was not present.

His RTI application contains 4 points. Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala states that this application  of Shri Sukhwinder Singh Sidhu has been transferred u/s 6(3) to the Chief Auditor of the PSEB. He has requested for an adjournment, which is granted. Since Shri sidhu has asked for specific documents, they should be provided to him at least 10 days before the next date of hearing through registered post with covering letter duly indexed, page marked and attested. The receipt of the complainant/proof of the registry should be taken on be face of covering letter  and a copy of the information supplied  alongwith proof of receipt of the applicant should sent to the Commission for its record. 
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Adjourned to 18.11.2009 for compliance.
 










Sd- 

 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Chajju Ram, S/O Nihal Chand,

C/O Gaurav Industries Backside Supreme Motors,

G.T.Road, Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt. Fagtehgarh Sahib.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN (Op), PSEB, 

Mandi Gobindgarh.




--------Respondent 






CC No-1053-2009 
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Ranjit Singh, UDC for PIO. 
ORDER 



Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant vide his complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 23.04.2009 stated that his application under RTI dated 11.11.2008 addressed to the PIO/XEN, PSEB, Mandi Gobindgarh with due payment of fee had not been attended to and information had not yet been given although four months were over.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  

2.

On record is a letter dated nil addressed by Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant to the Commission which was handed over by Sh. Surinder Kumar, Manrow Additional SE, PSEB in which he has stated that he has received the information on 21.08.2009 and he is satisfied with the same.  He has also requested that the complaint case should be dropped as he was satisfied. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.    









Sd/- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009 
(LS)   

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

Sh. Chajju Ram, S/O Nihal Chand,

C/O Gaurav Industries Backside Supreme Motors,

G.T.Road, Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt. Fagtehgarh Sahib.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN (Op), PSEB, 

Mandi Gobindgarh.




--------Respondent 






CC No-1053-A/2009. 

Present:
 None for Complainant.



Sh. Ranjit Singh, UDC for PIO. 

ORDER 



Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant vide his complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 23.04.2009 stated that his application under RTI dated 14.11.2008 addressed to the PIO/XEN, PSEB, Mandi Gobindgarh with due payment of fee had not been attended to and information had not yet been given although four months were over.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  

2.

On record is a letter dated nil addressed by Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant to the Commission which presented by hand by Sh. Surinder Kumar, Manrow Additional SE, PSEB in which he has stated that he has received the information on 21.08.2009 and he is satisfied with the same.  He has also requested that the complaint case should be dropped as he was satisfied. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.    








Sd/-
 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

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

Sh. Chajju Ram, S/O Nihal Chand,

C/O Gaurav Industries Backside Supreme Motors,

G.T.Road, Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt. Fagtehgarh Sahib.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN (Op), PSEB, 

Mandi Gobindgarh.




--------Respondent 






CC No-1053-B/2009
Present:
 None for Complainant.



Sh. Ranjit Singh, UDC for PIO. 

ORDER 



Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant vide his complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 23.04.2009 stated that his application under RTI dated 17.11.2008 addressed to the PIO/Sr. XEN, PSEB, Mandi Gobindgarh with due payment of fee had not been attended to and information had not yet been given although four months were over.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 27.8.2009 and both parties informed through registered post, which was later postponed to 07.10.2009 due to administrative reasons.  

2.

On record is a letter dated nil addressed by Sh. Chajju Ram, Complainant to the Commission which presented by hand by Sh. Surinder Kumar, Manrow Additional SE, PSEB in which he has stated that he has received the information on 21.08.2009 and he is satisfied with the same.  He has also requested that the complaint case should be dropped as he was satisfied. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.    









Sd- 
 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.10. 2009    

(LS)

