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

Shri Sartej Singh Narula, Advocate,

# 23, Sector 10-A, Chandigarh.




--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.



& 
2. Appellate Authority, Addl. M.D.,

Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.

--------Respondent 

AC No-366-2009 & AC-365-2009

Present :
Ms. Sarpreet Kaur, Counsel for the Appellant.



Sh. R.K.Goyal, APIO-cum-Senior Law officer,



Sh. G.S.Sandhu, Manager Legal-cum-APIO.

Order:


Ms. Sarpreet Kaur, Counsel for the Appellant has not given any letter detailing deficiencies in the information supplied rather she has filed written submission giving para wise objections. In short, she has explained that replies have not been provided to item no. 2, 4, 5, 6, 10, 15 and 21.  For the remaining points, information has been received.  It was considered fit to go through the replies of the PIO with respect of each of the points posed in the RTI application.  With respect to item no. 2, PIO should give a specific reply that there is no document in his custody/record where any advertisement has been placed by PSIEC or Udyog Sahayak and neither it is prescribed in the procedure already provided.  With respect to items no. 4, 5, 10, 15 and 21 these are stated to be related to Third Party information. However, objection by a third party is not required to be taken but is to be specifically accepted or ignored through a proper order which should be self speaking.  For this, the PIO has sought some time which is given.  That leaves us with point no. 6 where the reply of the PSIEC is 
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 “this point does not relate to PSIEC”.  This is not correct.  PIO should specify that there are no records in his custody which are with respect of any scrutiny which might have been conducted by the Udyog Sahayak before allotment of any such record.  

2.

PIO to give necessary replies to the Appellant and also bring on record the orders of the PIO with respect to the third party claim, on specific points where the claim of the third party has been accepted.    


Adjourned to 08.10.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Sulakhan Singh,

Q No. T-2/599, RSD/Colony Shahpur Kandi Township,

Teh. Pathankot , Distt. Gurdaspur-145029. 


--------Appellant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Public Const. Sub Div.

RSD-Shahpur Kandi Township,




 

Teh. Pathankot , Distt. Gurdaspur-145029.


&
2.   Appellate Authority-cum-SE, Admn. & Disposal Circle

RSD-Shahpur Kandi Township,




 

Teh. Pathankot , Distt. Gurdaspur-145029. 


Respondent.





AC No-371 -2009  
Present :
Sh. Sulakhan Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Chander Kant, APIO-cum-AE O/o XEN, Personal Division, 


RSD-Shahpur. 

Order:


The Second Appeal of Appellant dated 26.05.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 02.03.2009 was considered by the Commission in its hearing dated 26.08.2009 in the presence of both the parties and detailed instructions given to the PIO for compliance.  Today, PIO states that the seniority list of the regular workmen of Ranjit Sagar Dam as well as lists of persons who have been regularized on 13.03.1996, 10.03.2001, 01.05.1997 and 10.02.2007 have been provided to the Appellant which have been confirmed by the Appellant.  However, Appellant gave another letter dated 30.09.2009 to the Commission today in which he has stated that the PIO has not given him the information asked for.  It has been clarified to the Appellant that PIO not answer to the question but to provide copies of the documents held in his custody and, therefore, the documents have been provided as per the orders of the Commission to enable him to reach his own conclusions.  

2.

However, after hearing him it appears necessary that the instructions which form the basis of regularizing the workmen with effect from 
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13.03.1996, 10.03.2001, 01.05.1997 and 10.02.2007 should also be provided to Sh. Sulakhan Singh, Appellant. 
3.

APIO states that these instructions will be provided to the Appellant upon returning to headquarters Shahpurkandi within two days.  With this assurance, the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Mohinder Pal Singh,

President, TA Nandpur Coop. Labour &

Construction Society Ltd., Tarn Taran.


--------Appellant 






Vs. 

1. PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply &

   Sewerage Div. No. 1, Amritsar.



&

2. S.E. cum-Appellate Authority,

    Water Supply &Sewerage Div. No. 1,

     Near Waryam Singh Hospital, Amritsar.


--------Respondent






AC-418-2009 

Present :
None for Appellant. 



Sh. Harbhajan Lal, SDO-cum-APIO for PIO. 
Order:


The Second Appeal of the Appellant dated 04.07.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 21.11.2008 was considered by the Commission in its hearing on 11.08.2009 where directions were given to the PIO to supply the information immediately and notice under Section 20(1) of the Act for penalty had also been issued to the PIO since he had neither appeared for the hearing himself or through any representative and nor had he sent any communication or copies of papers supplied/given status of the information to the Appellant. On the next date of hearing on 30.09.2009 once again PIO did not appear but the notice issued to the PIO was received back.  It was re-issued. Vide letter dated 31.08.2009 PIO/XEN stated that he had not appeared on 25.08.2009 since both the notices of 03.08.2009 and 19.08.2009 issued by the Commission have received by him only on 26.08.2009.  The file being carried by the ADC has been seen.  On 26.08.2009, the present PIO i.e. XEN has received the papers from the SE who forwarded both the letters dated 03.08.2009 and 13.08.2009 vide which the date of hearing have been fixed for 25.08.2009.  
2.

Today, Sh. Harbhajan Lal, SDO-cum-APIO states that the Appellant had been called to his office.  It had been found that particulars of the 
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information required by him had been found not to concern him with some other contractor.  The correct approval no. 1184 dated 04.03.1991 was traced to a separate agreement concerning the present Appellant.  Full information as asked for him has been supplied to him to his satisfaction vide covering letter dated 04.09.2009 with annexures numbering 250 pages which has been supplied to him free of cost.  He stated that only papers which could not be supplied is regarding supply of “attested copies of the action taken on legal notice under Section 80 CPC, as well as the representation submitted by the society”.  He states that this is not available on record of the said office.  It is seen that no details or clue such as number and date of legal notice and representation and whom they were addressed to when they were receipted in that office have been supplied by the Appellant nor even copies of the said legal notice or representation to unable the office to trace the said papers.  No doubt, it is the duty of the PIO to give all the papers in his custody but it is equal the duty of the Appellant to give all clues about the papers which he requires, particularly when they are 20 years old, to enable the officials presently in position to locate them from all the sources including the receipt register etc.  Where no such information is given which is not possible to except the PIO to conduct a search of entire office in such cases.  It is found that PIO has searched for the information and given him the information even though he has quoted the wrong number and agreement.  Show cause notice is hereby dropped. A copy of the receipt of the registered parcel sent to the Appellant has also been sent in the record of the Commission.   
3.

Appellant had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing and he has received the information sent to him on 04.09.2009 well in time to enable him to point out regarding deficiencies, if any.  It is clear that he has received the information and has no further submission to make.   
AC-418-2009
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With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

[



  
Sh. Gian Chand,

S/o Sh. Hari Chand,

# 28, Guru Ramdas Nagar,

Near Taroma Ward,

Ferozepur City. 
 




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation, Patiala. 


____   Respondent 






CC No-1388-2009   
Present :
 Sh. Gian Chand, Complainant in person.


Sh. Surjit Singh, SDO-cum-APIO for PIO. 
Order:


The complaint of Sh. Gian Chand, Complainant dated 21.05.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 30.03.2009 has been considered by the Commission in its hearing dated 25.08.2009 and detailed order were attested for compliance by the PIO. The information asked for was “copies of muster roll of Harnam Singh Driver”.  The compliance with the order dated 25.08.2009, the PIO has vide his letter dated 24.09.2009 addressed to Complainant provided him information that no muster roll is available and also check from the treasury also that no payment has been made for the period of 1.11.1984 to 8/1988.  In addition, photo copy of the present pass book of State Bank of Patiala has also been provided to him.  (This is not asked for and was not required to be supplied and neither was it necessary to requisition the smart card from the concerned person and deliver it to the Complainant).  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Parminder Singh Jolly,

Prop. Jolly Enterprises,

Shop No. 35, Mahajan Sports Complex,

Basti Nau, Jalandhar.  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Industries & Commerce Deptt.

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chd.


____   Respondent 






CC No-1393-2009     

Present :
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Assistant Controller-cum-PIO in person. 
Order:


The complaint of Sh. Parminder Singh Jolly, Complainant was considered in the hearing of the Commission held on 25.08.2009 and detailed directions given to the Complainant and to the PIO for compliance.  Sh. Parminder Singh Jolly, Complainant after inspecting the original file which was being carried by the PIO gave a list of documents required by him.  The PIO states that vide covering letter dated 08.09.2009 addressed to the Commission with copy to Sh. Parminder Singh Jolly, Complainant, a full set of papers asked by him in that list have since been supplied to him through registered post.  The proof of registry has been shown to the Bench in original today and photo stat copy of the same has placed on the record.  
2.

Sh. Parminder Singh Jolly, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today but has chose not to appear.  Obviously, he has received the information which was sent well in time and has no further submission to make.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of as read with order dated 25.08.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

W.F 121, Ali Mohalla,


Jalandhar.  






--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Industries & Commerce Deptt.

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chd. 


____   Respondent 






CC No-1394-2009     

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Assistant Controller-cum-PIO in person. 
Order:


The complaint of Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant dated 15th May, 2009 was considered in the hearing of the Commission dated 25.08.2009 which contains detailed orders passed by the Commission for compliance.  In accordance with that Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant was permitted by the PIO to inspect the original file which was being carried by him on that date.  Thereafter Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant gave in writing a list of papers of which he required attested photo copies.  

2.

PIO-cum-Assistant Controller has stated that vide letter dated 08.09.2009 addressed to the Commission a full set of papers supplied to Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant duly attested and have also been placed on record of the Commission.  A copy of this letter was endorsed to Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant along with full set of papers.  A copy of the proof of registry has been seen and photo copy thereof placed on the record of the Commission. 

3.

Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today but has chose not to appear.  Obviously, he has received the information which was sent well in time and has no further submission to make. With this, the case is hereby disposed of as read with order dated 25.08.2009. 




Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Tanpreet Singh Bedi,

S/o Sh. Narinder Singh,

R/o # 426, J.P.Nagar,

Jalandhar. 
 





--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Industries & Commerce Deptt.

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chd.
 


____   Respondent 






CC No-1395-2009     

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. R.D.Shegal the then PIO O/o Addl. Director of Industries, 


Pb.
 
Order:


The complaint of Sh. Tanpreet Singh Bedi, Complainant dated 15th May, 2009 was considered on 25.08.2009 where detailed directions were given to the PIO including issue of show cause notice under Section 20(1) for penalty due to the delay in supplying of information. Today, none is present on behalf of Sh. Tanpreet Singh Bedi, Complainant.  A letter dated 24th September, 2009 addressed to the Additional Director, Controller of Sources with copy to the Commission has been received yesterday in which he has stated “I am very pleased inform you that I have received my information regarding my letter dated 27.04.2009 which was referred to court of madam Rupan Deol Bajaj.  I am thankful to you for this act of kindness.  I am satisfied from your information so I will not pursue further to the case dated 30.09.2009.  With thanks”.  The PIO has also provided the photo stat copy of the registry with weight of 1460 grams and states that information provided free of cost.
2.

I have gone through the explanation of the PIO.  In the light of the circumstances brought by him, I am satisfied with the reply to the show cause notice has been dropped. With this, the case is hereby disposed of as read with order dated 25.08.2009.   



Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. B.S.Makol, 

S/o Late S. Shamsher Singh Makol,

# 409, Motor Market, Manimajra,

Chd. Pin-160101.




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSEB,

Derabassi, Mohali. 




____   Respondent 






CC No-1430-2009     

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Mohinder Pal, SDO-cum-PIO, Derabassi.  

Order:


The complaint of Sh. B.S.Makol, Complainant dated 1st June, 2009 to the Commission with respect to his RTI application dated 24.03.2009 made to the address of the SDO, Electricity Department of PSEB, Derabassi came up for hearing on 25.08.2009 on which date none of the parties appeared.  In the interest of justice both parties were given one more opportunity and the case adjourned to 30.09.2009.  

2.

Today, none has appeared for Sh. B.S.Makol, Complainant.  However, PIO-cum-SDO has stated that vide letter dated 05.08.2009, a copy of which has been placed on the record of the Commission that full information has been sent to Sh. B.S.Makol, Complainant.  No proof of posting has been produced.  However, he has taken at his word.  He stated orally that his office not received any NOC (this issued by the municipal) has sent any electricity connection to the Shiv Mandir.  He also stated that on checking out the said Shiv Mandir is using through a temporary wire from a neighbour. 
3.

Sh. B.S.Makol, Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing fixed for 25.08.2009 and for today but has chose not to appear himself or through any representative nor has he sent any communication.  It is, therefore, 
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presumed 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 


30.09. 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 Waroach Colony, 

Samana, Patiala.  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-

Deputy Secretary, 
RTI Cell, Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.    






____   Respondent 






CC No-1456-2009

Present :
Sh. Labh Singh, Complainant in person.
 



None for PIO.
Order:


On the last date of hearing on 25.08.2009, Sh. Labh Singh, Complainant was present but none had appeared for the PIO.  A copy of the order passed was sent to the PIO vide covering letter dated 1st September, 2009 in which the fresh date of hearing had also been given.  This envelop has been received back stating that address could not be located.  This rather strange as the initial notice dated 16.07.2009 addressed to the same PIO in this case which was sent through registered post has not been received back.  Also he states that information has also been provided to the Complainant on point no. 1 and 2 of his application.  Let the notice and order be sent once again, alongwith present order also. The PIO should immediately provided the information regarding point no. 3 and 4 of the RTI application dated 30.03.2009, in case it is available in his custody or else state why it cannot be provided/state whether exemption is sought under the provisions of the Act. This may be treated as immediate.  
2.

The PIO is also hereby issued a notice under Section 20(1) to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of/delay in providing the information.  He is required to given his reply in writing.  
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3.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date of hearing.  

4.

The PIO may note that in case he does not submit his reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing, the Commission shall go ahead and decide the case ex-parte, on merits, in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

5.

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

    

Adjourned to 04.11.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Assistant Welder Workcharge,

Mechanical Auxiliary, 

Division No. 1, O&M,

GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Head Quarters,

GGSS Thermal Plant O&M, Ropar. 


--------Respondent 






CC No-1701-2009 

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO for PIO.  
Order:


In compliance with order dated 19.08.2009, the information regarding remaining items no. 2, 3 and 5 have been provided to the Complainant as per the directions given in para 4 of order dated 19.08.2009.  Regarding the term “administrative block” used in respect of the information supplied under point no. 5, Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO stated that there is no “administrative block as such” but office has tried to give information which thinks is required by the Complainant. He states that there are 4-5 buildings in plan where different administrative offices are functioning and no single administrative block.  A set of papers sent to the Complainant by ordinary post, as required by him have been placed on the record of the Commission. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Assistant Welder Workcharge,

Mechanical Auxiliary, 

Division No. 1, O&M,

GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Head Quarters,

GGSS Thermal Plant O&M, Ropar. 


--------Respondent 






CC No-1703-2009  

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO for PIO.  
Order:


In compliance with order dated 19.08.2009, the information asked for by Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant has been provided to him vide letter 332/70B dated 24.09.2009 through office dak.  The letter consists of a covering letter with index and containing 30 annexures supplied to him free of cost.  As usual he has not given his receipt.  However, from many other cases filed by the same Complainant, it has been seen that he is wary of accepting registered letters/notices or to receive any communication where it is necessary for him to append his signatures.  So this is quite normal that he has not given his signatures.  
2.

Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today but he has not come and neither has he sent any communication, it is clear that he has received the information and has nothing more to submit.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


30.09. 2009  
(LS)
