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

V&PO Rasulpur(Mallah)

Tehsil Jagraon

Ludhiana (pb) 142035.




--------Complainant.    







Vs. 

1) PIO-cum-Secretary,

PWD B&R, Pb.Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9 Chandigarh.

2)PIO / O/O Chief Engineer-IP

 PWD B&R Punjab,Chandigarh.


3)PIO, O/O Chief Engineer

(NH)PWD B&R, Punjab,Chandigarh.


4)First Appellate Authority-Cum-

Chief Engineer PWD B&R Punjab

Chandigarh






---------Respondent.






AC No-797/10  

 Present: 
None for the complainant

Shri Inderjit Singh Dhanoa, Executive Engineer for Chief Engineer (IP) PWD B&R Punjab, Chandigarh.


ORDER: 



Shri Inderjit Singh Dhanoa, Xen, states that he has appeared on behalf of Chief Engineer (IP), PWD,B&R with Head Quarters at Chandigarh. On a query he states that the case for appointment of  PIO for the office of Chief Engineer(IP) is still to be taken up.

2.

It is rather surprising as the Commission observes that the order dated 19.10.2010 which had been dictated in the presence of Shri Inderjit Singh Dhanoa on the previous date of hearing was in itself a stricture on the office of the PIO/Principal Secretary, B&R as well as the office of the Chief Engineer (IP) (refer to para 3 & 5 of the orders of the Commission). In spite of this,  for the  official now to state that he has come to represent the office of Chief Engineer (IP) is not in order. Only the PIO or his authorized representative may attend the hearing before the 
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Commission and no other. The Principal Secretary, PWD, B&R being the “ Public Authority” has not done his duty which devolves upon him under section 5 sub section (i) of the Act-2005 and it is inspite of the matter being brought to the attention of not only PIO/ Principal Secretary, B&R as well as the PIO office of Chief Engineer (IP) (NH) B&R both in his capacity as PIO as well as in his capacity as First Appellate Authority-cum- Chief Engineer under the Act.

3.

As such the Commission is pleased to appoint Shri Inderjit Singh Dhanoa, Xen, who has been dealing this case throughout with the PIO only, for this case,in exercise of the powers vested in the Commission under section 19, sub section (8) (a)(ii).
4.

The PIO states that in compliance of the orders dated 19.10.2010, for inspection as per the date of the inspection fixed by the Commission, the record was kept ready for inspection on 25.10.2010. However, a telephone call was received from Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur requesting that neither he nor his representative Shri K.S Sandhu, Advocate would be coming for the inspection. He stated that he  he was not interested in inspecting the records, but  that the agreements signed with Toll Plaza relating to Ludhiana District may be supplied to him in full.  It was pointed out to him that this is not in accordance with the orders of the Commission. Thereafter, he stated that he would try to come on next day i.e. 26.10.2010. However on the next day, none came up for the inspection. On 27.10.2010, his representative Shri Kuldip Singh visited the office and asked for full photo stat copies of all the agreements signed for toll plaza for Ludhiana district. He stated that there is only toll plaza functioning in Ludhiana. Since the total pages for the only project in Ludhiana comprising 1951 pages in 4 volumes, he was asked to inspect the same and to give a list of the papers which he needed. But he stated that he has no knowledge of the matte.
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5.
It is observed  that the Commission had already given explicit orders  that all the records required by Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur should be placed before him for inspection. In other words, he was allowed to examine all records for which the dates of 25th & 26th October-2010 had been fixed( to be continued on 27.10.2010, if necessary) for inspection by Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur or his representative Shri K.S Sandhu from 11. a.m, each day.  with a view to providing the  complainant immediate access to the information required by opening  up all records in the interest of transparency. On the last date of hearing, the following orders had been passed:



“I am of the view that it will be more appropriate to take concrete steps to allow the applicant to have access to the information he needs. In consultation with both the parties, the dates of 25-26 October 2010 have been fixed ( to be continued on 27th October 2010 if necessary) for inspection by Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur or his representative Shri K.S Sandhu who should appear in the office of Chief Engineer(IP) SCO No. 341-342 Sector 34-A Chandigarh at 11.00 A.M on each day. The applicant shall be permitted to examine the records required by him and to take notes as well as ask for attested photo copies of any selected documents which he needs. Although this information is to be given to him free of cost, the documents that he needs should still be as though he is paying for it himself. After all Government’s money is Public’s money and the burden is being borne by the Tax payers. After inspection, the applicant shall give a list of documents of which he requires attested copies in writing and the receipt of the applicant should be taken on the same list of documents. A copy of the said receipt be placed on the record of the Commission. Compliance should be reported on 16.11.2010.”   

                                                                   (emphasis supplied)

7.

This order was passed in the presence of Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur’s representative Shri K.S Sandhu, Advocate, who had agreed and in consultation with  whom, the dates  mutually suitable to both  had been fixed for the Commission. The office of Chief Engineer had also  sorted 
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their papers and copy of the papers of all the agreements ( 10 Nos.) were kept ready for the inspection and  the staff associated with the same remained present throughout for the purpose. However, Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur did not show any interest to comply on the above orders of the Commission  or to avail himself of the opportunity afforded to him, but sent his representative who was not familiar with the subject and  who demanded copies of a particular agreement without inspection.

8.

Today also, as also on the previous occasion Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur is not present The  office of the Bench informs informed him  that he had made a telephonic request today at about 10.20 a.m, stating that he would not be attending the hearing as he is busy in some Court case. However, he never sought any adjournment.

9.

In view of the above, the case is hereby disposed of with the observations that Shri Iqbal Singh Rasulpur neither filed a RTI application to the correct PIO nor for specific papers which he required but would ask for all the agreements signed in Punjab.  He may now address a fresh application to the PIO, Office of Chief Engineer(IP), who has been appointed by the Commission specially for this case, so that the required documents can be  given to him within the time frame under the RTI Act. As per his 
The case is hereby disposed of as read with orders dated 19.10.2010.



 





Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.11.2010.

(sood)

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


  
Sh.Amar Nath S/O Sh. Bawa Ram,

#94/2, New Kundanpuri,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.



--------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Nodal Officer-cum-

Dy. Secretary, Punjab Power Com.Patiala.
---------Respondent.






AC 801 /2010 

Present: 
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO

None for the First Appellate Authority

ORDER: 



In the interest of justice last opportunity is given to the PIO for compliance of order dated 19.10.2010 (copy being sent second time) as well as to the complainant. He may appear and or/ inform the Commission whether he has received any information. He may note that if he does not attend the hearing, the case will be decided ex-parte on the basis of the record.




The case is adjourned to 14.12.2010.

                                                                                     Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


16.11.2010.

(.)

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

Sh R.S. Mahe,

17, Friends Colony,Lane No. 1,

Opp. New GTB Nagar,

P.O. Khurla Kingra, Jalandhar-14403



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O M.D., PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh.




 

          --------Respondent 






AC No-784-2009. 

PRESENT:
None for the Complainant

Sh.Swaran Singh, Divisional Head Draftsman, earlier Sr.Draftsman, concerned with said Zoning Map



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

Sh.R.S Mahe’s second appeal had been dealt with during the hearing on 12.10.2010, in which a detailed order was passed with the directions.  The Commission had over ruled the First Appellate Authority-cum- Managing Director, PSIEC, whose ruling was not found to be rational. Shri R.S Mahe has stated that drawing No. 89/08 dealing with ( Leather Complex Jalandhar) had been tampered with and the map supplied to him had several modifications, which were not found in the original PSIEC Drawing No. 89/08 dated 30.8.1989 of ear-marked area for sponsored Leather Units. He stated that earlier the same map had been supplied by him without the said changes. He had asked for the information on two points, i) the date on which the above said drawing was modified/changed (ii) photo copy of lette/approval given by the higher authorities to the Senior Draftsman for such modifications/changes in the drawing No. 89/08 dated 30.8.89. 
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2.
The reply of the PIO was  as under:-

“it is stated that drawing No. 89/08 and modifications therein from time to time have been duly approved by the competent authority”. 

3.
The order of the First Appellate Authority cum M.D PSIEC are as under:

“I have heard the arguments advanced by both the parties and have gone through the relevant record and it is observed that the information as available on the record of the PSIEC has since been supplied to the applicant.  Therefore, nothing survives in the appeal to be adjudicated upon.  Hence the appeal is disposed off and the case is closed.”

4.
The Commission observes that the reply of the PIO as read with the ruling of the MD, do not  make for a satisfactory end to the RTI application. The PIO was asked to give a clear certificate indicating that there was no written approval on record for the modification of the said drawing held in the custody of the PIO.

5.
Today, the concerned Head Draftsman Sh. Swarn Singh  is present himself who was at the relevant time Sr. Draftsman and now APIO in his Division. He states that  it is the Lay out plan which is modified from time to time with the orders of the Competent Authority. The number and date of the order are provided on the Lay -out plan itself. Thereafter  the changes which have been authorized in Lay-out plan are incorporated into Zoning plan accordingly, where necessary. Plan No. 89/8 dated 30.8.89 is a Zoning plan which has been amended as per the orders on the Lay-out plan of Leather Complex Jalandhar (Revised) prepared on 25.1.88, duly signed by  the Competent Authority Sh. S.D.Sandhu, DTP. This contained amendment  mentioned as per letters dated 24.8.88 upto 21.10.94 on the face of the Plan itself. The  Blue print of the said Lay-out plan  
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has reportedly been supplied to him. With this explanation, the Commission is satisfied with the information asked for, has  been made available. 

5.
Sh. R.S.Mahe has not come to attend the hearing today himself or through his representative, although he has sent a letter dated 11.11.201, reiterating  that  records have been tampered with. It would have been better had he been present himself so that he could understand at first hand regarding his apprehensions. 

With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

16.11. 2010 

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


  
Sh. Jit Singh s/o Sh Teja Singh

H.No. 167-C, Focal Point

Rajpura.





--------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, Water Supply 

& Sewerage  Board

Guru Nanak Colony

Rajpura.





---------Respondent.






CC 2879 /2010 

Present: 
Sh. Jit Singh Complainant in person

Shri Aman Kumar, J.E-cum-APIO, Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Rajpura.

ORDER: 



Shri Jit Singh’s complaint in connection with his RTI application dated 15.10.2010 made to the address of SDO, Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Guru Nanak Colony, Rajpura had been taken up in the absence of PIO on the last date of hearing on 19.10.2010. No information had been received by Shri Jit Singh till that date. The case had been adjourned with certain directions to the PIO with respect to various items of the RTI application.  The PIO had also been asked to provide a copy of government notification designating different authorities as PIO/APIO for the period of the RTI application.



Today, the JE present in the Commission, has presented copy of notification of the Government vide which, through circular letter dated 27.2.2006 at Sl.No.44, the SDO Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Rajpura had been designated as APIO and the Xen, Punjab Water Supply Sewerage Board, Division No.1, Patiala had been designated as PIO. However, the J.E present states that in Rajpura was falls under the jurisdiction of Xen, Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Division No.2,Patiala and  Xen of that Division is 
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the PIO. The SE, Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Patiala is the First Appellate Authority. A copy of the notification has been supplied to the complainant.



However, Shri Aman Kumar J.E, who is not  carrying any letter of authority states that the Commission had already been informed vide letter dated 9.11.2010 with annexures that the compete information had been supplied to Shri Jit Singh vide letter No. 1099 dated 15.10.2010. He also produced a copy of the postage register page 163 thereof showing the postage of Rs.5/- having been affixed on the said letter dated 15.10.2010.  The Commission is not satisfied with this reply. It is seen that the notice was issued by the Commission by Registered post on 27.9.2010 for the hearing to take place on 19,10,2010. From the file of the J.E, it is seen that this notice was received by the said office and a note has been given below stating under the signatures of the SDO that the reply may be prepared. It means that the reply had been sent quickly before the date of hearing on 15.10.2010. However, no copy of the same  has been found to be endorsed to the Commission and even though the SDO was very much well aware of the hearing to take place on 19.10.2010, none from that office appeared to produce a copy of the reply sent. Also, no reply was received by the Commission, even after 19.10.2010 stating that the information had already been sent. Therefore, when the applicant states that he has never received letter dated 15.10.2010, the Commission tends to agree with him.



Ordinarily, it is also expected of the PIO to offer his suo-moto explanation for the delay. However, since in the present case Shri Jit Singh never addressed the application to the PIO, but only to the APIO.  Even if it is taken that the letter was sent on 15.10.2010, even then the delay is of more than 2 months, over and above the 
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period of 30 days.. The J.E states that the reason for the delay was because the APIO-cum-SDO proceeded on leave in the wake of a serious & aggravated problem of supply of dirty water in Rajpura and there was an unexpectedly large rain fall which entered in the inlet channel, thus contaminating the water. As a result there was a great furore amongst the residents of Rajpura and all hands were busy looking after the problem on the ground.  In the absence of APIO/SDO and until the new SDO was appointed there were only two J.Es holding the charge.  The dak of the APIO, remained un attended and was slowly cleared after the new Incumbent joined and after the problem at hand regarding drinking water was sorted out. In view of this matter. The explanation for the delay is plausible. Had Shri Jit Singh applied to the PIO, perhaps he could have allocated the matter to some other authority at Patiala in the absence of SDO. 

In the circumstances, it is considered appropriate to close the case.

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj







       State Information Commissioner 


16.11.2010.

(Pkt)

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

S/o Kehar Singh Vill: Bakarpur

PO Hayatpur-Roorkee

The Balachaur, Distt.Nawanshahr.


--------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O

Executive Engineer

Maili Development Division

SCO No. 37/3, Sector 17-E,Chandigarh.








____   Respondent.






AC No-2902/10  

Present: 
Shri Amrik Singh, complainant in person.

Shri Varinder Kumar Goyal, PIO/XEN, Maili Construction Div.Mohali (now at Chandigarh)

Sh. Ram Rattan, PIO-cum-XEN (duel charge) Kandi Watershed Drainage Div. Hoshiarpur.

Sh. Narinder Kumar, Supdt. Kandi Water Shed Drainage Div. Hoshiarpur.

Sh. Amar Singh. Sr. Asstt. O/O PIO/XEN, Maili Construction Div.Mohali(now at Chandigarh)

ORDER: 


Shri Amrik Singh’s Second Appeal was considered in the hearing dated 19.10.2010 and  detailed directions given to the PIO for compliance, including issue of show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, given to both the PIOs concerned i.e. PIO/XEN Kandi Watershed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur as well as PIO/XEN, Maili Construction Division, SAS Nagar (now at Chandigarh). They were directed to supply their replies in writing. An opportunity had also been afforded to both of them u/s 20(1) and proviso thereto of the Act for personal hearing. They were also directed  to produce the concerned record in the Commission  on all 7 points of the RTI application, without fail and to bring the information ready for supply to the applicant in terms of para 9 of order dated 19.10.2010. It had also been ordered that the information was to be  supplied   free of charge.
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2.
Further, the PIOs have been warned that in case  information was not as per directions of the Commission, the PIOs would be further liable for disciplinary action u/s 20(2) of the Act in addition to the penalty proposed.

3.
In compliance with order, both the said officers are present in person.  The XEN Maili Construction Division Mohali (now at Chandigarh) Sh. V.K.Goyal has submitted his reply in writing with annexures (including index of annexures). I have gone through the reply. As disclosed therein, the XEN, Watershed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur is not at all the PIO and in the case the PIO is XEN Maili Construction Division SAS Nagar(now as Chandigarh) who has been designated as PIO of Dholbaha Dam Construction Circle Hoshiarpur vide notification dated 7.9.2005, a copy of which has been supplied today. In view of these circumstances, the show cause notice issued to the XEN, Kandi Watershed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur (Ram Rattan) is hereby dropped. It is seen that the XEN  Kandi Watershed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur has not even been designated as APIO. The APIO is SDO, Maili Construction Div. No. 2 for the purpose of information relating to Dholbaha Dam  Construction Circle/Low Dam etc. The PIO clarified that the Kandi Watershed Drainage Div. Hoshiarpur is a part of the Dholbaha Dam Construction Circle/Low Dam etc.

4.
Be that as it may, it was still not clear as to why the fee therein  was not received  from the applicant at the time he  visited the office to make the payment. The PIO has stated that this was due to the fact that  the XEN, Kandi Watershed Drainage, while directing Shri Amrik Singh  to deposit the amount of Rs. 614/- (Rs. 414/- for documents and Rs. 200/- for postage) has also informed the PIO/ Executive 
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Engineer, Maili Constn. Divn. that Shri Amrik Singh was the proclaimed offender and a copy of this communication  had also been sent to the applicant. The PIO was not able to reconcile his duties as PIO under the Act and his duty as an Executive Officer of the Division in whose jurisdiction the matter lay. From the reply and his personal explanation, it is clear that Shri Amrik Singh had been declared as proclaimed offender in the case of alleged embezzlement made in the year 2002 and declared in 2004 as Proclaimed Offender after which he had gone missing.  The department had not been in a position to serve the charge sheet on him for disciplinary action, nor the police been able to make head-away and the he had been declared as Proclaimed Offender by the relevant court.  

4.

It was observed that under the RTI Act, Section-3 thereof, “ subject to the provisions of the Act, all citizens shall have the right to information”. It is thus seen, that the person applying for the information must be a citizen of India. There are no further clarifications that even a person who was convicted, or in a mental asylum etc. was not qualified to seek information under the 
Act.  The only impediments, which are very selective, are available in Section 8 of the Act dealing with “ Exemption from disclosure of Information”. In this particular case, the PIO wrote back to the Xen, Kandi Water Shed Drainage Division, bringing to  his notice the provisions contained in Section 8(h) of the Act and also asking him whether the matter had been brought to the notice of the Police and the Court that the Proclaimed Offender had not only surfaced but in a manner of speaking, had   the temerity of applying for information under the RTI Act 2005. No reply was received from the Xen/ Kandi Watershed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur.
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5.

The Commission has gone through the RTI application, point by point and is not able to appreciate the apprehension of the 

PIO/Xen, Maili Construction division as to how the information “would impede the process of investigation or apprehension of  prosecution of  offenders”, as per Section 8(i) (h) quoted/stated by him to be. The description of information required according to the RTI application is as under:-

“ Attested copy of attendance register, Branch A&C for the period  2/2- ¾ (2) Cash Book for 2/02 and 6/02 ( Photo copy) (3) Expenditure of establishment 2/02 & 6/02, (4) photo copy of Inspection  of AG report 2002-2003 (5) copy of charge sheet (6) Inquiry report of SE Dholbaha and SE,Patiala with enclosures (7) copy of Chief Engineer No. 845/2KA dated 16//4/2010.” 

6.
It is noted that the reply, that the information cannot be provided to him in terms of Section 8(i) (h) of the Act was by way of a suggestion to the Field Officer by the PIO in the letter dated 17.9.2010, thereafter vide letter dated 24.9.2010. The PIO has in para 2 thereof stated “

“ Further as reported by your office, that applicant is a  “Proclaimed Offender” therefore under sub clause (h) of rule 8 under title “ Exemption from disclosure of information” of RTI Act 2005 which describes that “Information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offender” can be refused to disclose the information.


This fact may be informed to the applicant at your own level. Documents as received vide your office letter under reference are returned in original for your further necessary action at your end, a photo coy of these documents have been retained in this office for record.”

7.
Upon this direction, further a letter has been sent by the field officer to Shri Amrik Singh, rejecting his RTI application, because he 
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has been declared a Proclaimed Offender by the Court. In the letter, it is stated that a postal order of Rs.10/- is being returned to him in lieu

of the Postal Order of the same amount deposited by the applicant, (which as  explained by the Superintendent of the Office had already been encashed). 

8.
The Commission is of the view that the PIO is not correct in refusing to give the said documents to the employee. In view of the directions made by the Commission, on the previous date of hearing, it was incumbent on him to bring the full record with him during the hearing, so that the Commission can decide which of the documents, if any, could have caused any impediment in the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of the Offender as per Section 8(i)(h) of the Act. However, he has not done so and states that  the papers are still with the Xen, Kandi Watershed & Drainage Division, neither has the  Xen brought the papers with him . In doing so both of them have flouted the order of the Commission. The PIO states that the Xen, Kandi Watershed Division had been directed to bring the papers with him. However, the Xen, Shri Ram Rattan present in the hearing today states that he has been given the charge of this Division for a few days only in the absence of Shri Kulwant Singh, who is the actual incumbent of the Post, for the period of his leave only. 

9.
At this stage, Shri Amrik Singh, complainant stated on oath that he is no longer a “Proclaimed Offender” and order has been passed by the relevant court in his favour, in which the status of proclaimed offender has been removed, since he has appeared in the Court. In addition he states that this fact was brought to the notice of the Head Office/ Office of Chief Engineer, Lining and  he has been permitted to rejoin his service and has been reinstated and posted in 

AC No-2902/10                                                                     -6

BBMB, Nangal Township under Senior Design Engineer, Water Regulatory Cell, BBMB Nangal T/ship. He states that the office of 

Xen, Kandi Watershed Division is very much aware of this fact, since, the Sr. Design Engineer has officially asked the said office for a copy of  his LPC and Service Book.  He showed me a copy of the said letter addressed to the office of Kandi Watershed Division. The Superintendent of the Office acknowledges  that this letter has been received. However, he states that  there are no details of the said  Amrik Singh, whose Service Book, LPC.,Leave Account etc. has been asked for, i.e. no parentage designation or copy of order vide which said Amrik Singh has been posted or joined that Division. Now  they have only learnt today in the hearing that this letter from the Senior Design Engineer, Water Regulations Division, BBMB Nangal T/ship, was in the context of Shri Amrik Singh, the present complainant, who was earlier Assistant in their office. The said letter has been placed in the record of the Commission. 

10.
It has been clarified for the information of PIO that whether Shri Amrik Singh has been allowed to join, after keeping all the facts in view or not, has nothing  to do with the requirement of disclosure of documents under the RTI Act, as sought by him. In view of the above discussions, the PIO Maili Construction division, SAS Nagar ( now at Chandigarh ) is hereby directed to supply full documents asked for by the applicant free of charge, with a covering letter duly indexed with annexures, page marked and attested and the receipt of the applicant be placed on the record of the Commission. These documents may be brought for supply to the applicant on the next date of hearing on 22/11/2010 at 11 AM. In case there is any 
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deficiency in the information, in that case, a proper hearing will take place on 23/11/2010.



Adjourned to 22 & 23.11.2010.

                                                                         Sd/-

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


16.11.2010.

(ptk.)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Village Mallha,

P/O Kang,

Distt. Tarn Taran.





         --------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer/HQtrs.

Guru Gobind Singh Super Thermal Plant,

Roop Nagar, District Ropar.  




____   Respondent 






CC No-2708-2009      

PRESENT
None for the complainant.

Sh Uttam Kumar Chawla, Addl.S.E – cum- APIO, Thermal Plant, Ropar

Shri Gurbir Singh, LD.C, O/O Labour Welfare Office,Patiala,

Smt.Sharan Kaur, Steno to APIO.

ORDER:



Full information available had been supplied to Shri Saroop Singh as recorded in order dated 12.10.2010 except as observed in respect of 2 documents mentioned in item No. 7, where certain particular notification had been supplied and the other was not available and in respect of item No.8, where again said documents dated 1.6.1995 has been stated to have been already destroyed.. Today the original file has been produced, in which file number 4089 is stated to have been destroyed. The said file number is stated to have been destroyed. However, it has not been mentioned on which date or the authority with whose approval and in whose presence it had been destroyed, and no subject matter of the file has been indicated either. It is not at all clear therefore as to whether this is a proposed list for destroying papers, or the list of papers actually destroyed. Thus, this is not in accordance with the instructions.

2.
 In respect of these documents, Shri Saroop Singh has given only numbers and dates in his application without indicating the subject matter or by which authority, it has been issued. Thus a search had 
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been conducted by numbers and dates and whatever information has become available, has been  provided to Shri Saroop Singh.  

This is the sixth notice of hearing which has been conducted in this case, in order that all papers asked for should be made available to Shri Saroop Singh. Now, full papers  available stand supplied to Sh. Saroop Singh.

In these circumstances, it has been found  fit to close this case.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

       State  Information Commissioner





      

16.11. 2010 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB 

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

Sh. Surjit Singh 

S/o Balwant Singh, Ward No.2

41,SJS Avenue Ajnala Road

Gumtala, Amritsar.                              
  


--------Appellant    







Vs. 

1. PIO, O/O 

Executive Engineer No.1

Water Supply & Sanitation Board

Amritsar

2. First Appellate Authority-cum-

Superintending Engineer




____   Respondent  

Water Supply & Sanitation Board

Amritsar






AC No-859-2010       

Present:
Sh Surjit Singh, Complainant in person.

Shri Sham Lal-SDO, Water Supply & Sewerage Board with letter of Authority on behalf of Jagtar Singh- Superintendent, Water Supply & Sewerage Board- Khanna

ORDER:



Shri Surjit Singh’s second appeal to the Commission dated 25.9.2010 with respect to his RTI application dated 4.11.08 with due payment of fee and proof of deposit of application( Proof of Registery) made to the address of the PIO O/O Superintending /Monitoring, Head Office, Public Health, Patiala ( Water Supply & Sanitation Board) was taken up today in the presence of both the parties. Shri Surjit Singh had requested for information on the following two points in his RTI application:

A
“Is mahikme bich kam karde pump operatran nu jo aap ji ne aapne daftar de pattar number JS/BCh/A-2 11348 miti 01-03-2001 nu technician grade-I, grade-2 banaye han, ohna 1731 pump operatoran di is pattar mutabix tasdiksuda photo copy diti jave.

B
Ehe vi dasia jave ki 31-12-1995  nu aap ji de pattar mtabik 950-1800 de scale bich kehre pump oprator san photo copy diti jave, 1200-2100 de scale bich kehre pump operator san ( 1365-2410), ( 1410-2480) de scale bich kehre kehre pump operator san vakh vakh thain name tasdiksuda photo copy diti jave.”

3. Surprisingly, he states that inspite of item No., he has given a copy of letter supplied by him in Item No.1 & 2 of his RTI application. The letter quoted has been supplied to him, but without annexure mentoned to be attached threto which  contained the lists of Pump Operators mentioned in the main letter. Thereafter, he states that a copy of the letter dated 2.12.2010 had also been sent to all circles in Punjab, and  they had been directed to supply the information immediately, so that it canbe passed on to the applicant. Thereafter, he was supplied information in respect of 3 Divisions out of 44 Divisions in the state.

4.          On behalf of the PIO/S.E, who is S.E Watr Supply & Sewerage Board Circle Ludhiana, has presented a covering letter of letter dated 19.10.2010 giving the same information. He states that this application had been made originally by the applicant to the PIO-SE( Monitoring) Water Supply & Sewerage BVoard, Patiala vide his application dated 4.8.2010 which has been transferred under section 6 Sub Section (3) (ii) to the present office of PIO/ SE Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Circle Ludhiana on 12.11.2008. He stated that information was available  in that office was supplied on 2.12.2008 for remaining all 11 circles in Punjab had been addressed to supply the information, when he stated information had become available from 4 circles which was supplied to the applicant to day. He also states that all the remaining circles had been reminded  not once, but four times during this period, but to no avail. However, he stated that now all the circles have been addressed to supply the information directly to the applicant, The Commission is not satisfied with the reply of the PIO.  This information is not required to be collected from whole  the state, but is very much available on the file from which these two relevant  letters have been issued. After going through the letters supplied to the applicant, the PIO,  would have  only wild goose chase. Although the inforamtion is required to be available in his office, the Commission, therefore, directs that the file from which letter dated 19.5.1998 has been obtained to provide it to Shri Surjit Singh had produced in the Commission along with  seniority list which by all reasoning should be available on the same file.  Since the SDO before me states that this letter dated 19.5.1998 has been obtained from the same file,  where the said promotions were made and from which this letter was issued. By its very nature, the said leter dated 19.5.1998 is required to be read in conjunction  with seniority list. Otherwise, it would not make any sense.

5. The PIO is hereby also issued  a notice under section 20 Sub Section (i) of the Act to show cause, why the said information has not been provided for two years and why penalty as provided in the Act should not be imposed upon him @ Rs.250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs.25000/-.

6. The PIO is also hereby directed to come in the Commission, in terms of Section 20 Sub Section (i) and to avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing. The PIO is also hereby direct that in case, he does not give his reply to the show cause notice and also failed to himself to avail of the opportunity  for personal hearing, the Commission shall go ahead  and impose the said penalty  upon him ex-parte

7. The different PIOs should also place on record, who have held the charge of the Office of Superintending Engineer, Water Supply & Sewerage Board Circle Ludhiana  from the date of RTI application to date. In case, the present PIO is not the only one, who has been  holding the charge of office, the remaining / previous PIOs may be sent a copy of this order and they also require to place written explanation on record  avail themselves of the opportunity for personal hearing. It shall remain the duty  of the present PIO to send the notice to them by name to comply with the orders of the Commission.

8. The PIO is now once again directed to locate the file forthwith and to supply the full information asked for by Surjit Singh  atleast one week before the next date of hearing  under due receipt of the application with proof of registry of posting to reach at least one week before the hearing.

9. The PIO may also produce the original file on that date. In case the file does not become available, the PIO may state that what efforts have been made by him to locate the said file and to fix responsibility on the official concerned for the “Missing” file and or reconstruct the file from all sources.

10. The PIO should also note that in case the information is still not supplied the Commission will have no recourse, but to recommend the initiation of disciplinary action against him in terms of the  Service Rules applicable to him for the extreme delay/ non supply of the documents asked for under the RTI Act.

To go to appropriate Place:  The PIO also presented a covering letter dated 19.11.2010 vide which full papers supplied from time to time including all the four circles of Jalandhar, Sangrur,Patiala  & Gurdaspur for  which they  have become non available,  have been supplied by Shri Surjit Singh to the Commission today. Shri Surjit Singh also presented a letter recapitulating the trial and tribulations  in getting the information. 

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(sood)

The file may be sent to the Registry to request the CIC to pass it to another SIC

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amrik Singh 

S/o Kehar Singh, PO Hayatpur-Rurkee

Tehsil Balachaur Distt Nawanshahr.                        

--------Appellant    







Vs. 

11. PIO, O/O 

Executive Engineer  

Maili  Development Division,

SAS Nagar Mohali now at Chandigarh

SCO No. 37/3, Sector 17-E

Chandigarh.





   
      ------Respondent






AC No2902/2010       

Present:
Sh Amrik Singh, Complainant in person.

Shri Narinder Kumar, Superintendent, Kandi Water Shed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur

Harmesh Chand, Sr. Assistant, Kandi Water Shed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur

Daljeet Singh, J.D.M, Kandi Water Shed Drainage Division, Hoshiarpur

Amarjit Singh, SDC O/O SDO Maili Construction Sub division No. 2, Mohali at Chandigarh

ORDER:


The PIO states that full information  has been given to Shri Amrik Singh with a covering letter duly indexed, page numbered  as per the directions of the Commission.  The Complainant gave his receipt after he  had studied the record. He requested that the there should have been the statement of Smt. Vimla Devi, made before the S.E, Kandi Canal, which had been given by her against him, which was not available in the statement of witness with the said enquiry. The case was adjourned with the directions that it may be checked up that  the statement of all the witnesses have been provided to Sh. Amrik Singh and the case was adjourned to 23.11.2010. Today, Shri Amarjit Singh, Sr. Clerk of the office of Mailli Construction division, Mohali at Chandigarh on behalf of the PIO has presented a certificate  sent by the Xen that Smt. Vimla Devi, Jr. Asstt.  with 

the statement is not appended with the enquiry report and also that her name is not included in the enquiry report. The certificate has been given in original to Shri Amrik Singh.

2.

Shri Amrik Singh also states that the expenditure of establishment asked for by him in point No. 2  has been given without cov erring letter vide which it was sent to the Government I have checked the RTI application, he has not asked for the expenditure of Establishment  of certain month. He has  no where asked f for the  same as  reported officially to the Government.  Thus the information presently given is in accordance with the RTI application. With this  the case is hereby disposed of with today’s orders  read with orders dated 19.10.2010 and 16.11.2010.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(sood)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Ghansham Luthra,

H.No. 3186/21, Street No. 2,
Azad Nagar, Putlighar, Amritsar..             

                                --------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO/ O/O Divisional Engineer No. 2,

PWRM & DC Ltd. 237 Cooper Road, Amritsar.
   
    

------Respondent

AC-839/10
Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Ashwani Kumar Sharma, PIO-cum-Divisional Engineer, Lining Div. No. 2,  PWRM & DC Ltd. Amritsar.
ORDER:


Two RTI applications submitted by Shri Ghansham Ludhra to the address of PIO/Divisional Engineer, Lining Div. No. 2, Water Resource Management and Development Corpn. Amritsar vide separate application dated 18.3.2010, one posted the same day and second on 25.3.2010, come up for consideration today in his absence. Shri Ashwani Kumar Sharma, PIO-cum-Divisional Engineer, Lining Div. Amritsar is present in person.

2.
The applicant states that “the concerned  PIO did not care to supply him the desired information within stipulated period under RTI Act, 2005 and deluge in unnecessary correspondence with him.” Thereafter he applied to the  Appellate Authority-cum-SE, Lining circle No. 1, Faridkot, but the desired information had not been supplied. Neither the Appellate Authority had apprised him about any action taken by him.

3.
The PIO states that although he had mentioned two RTI applications dated 18.3.10, but the present case deals only one out of them and in respect of second application dated 18.3.10, it has been eluded to him in passing since it has not been added to the present papers at all. He states that with reference to RTI application dated 18.3.2010, the said application was addressed vide letter dated 12.4.2010 which was of 2 pages reply point-wise on each of the 18 points of his application. Along with this a calculation sheet of Rs. 78,180/- had been sent to him for the cost of the information and he had been asked to deposit a sum of Rs. 234/- for the information readily available, immediately and the remaining information  was still to be compiled. He has not shown any proof of registry or receipt from the applicant. However,  he has placed on record a letter of Shri Ghansham Luthra in reply to letter dated 12.4.10, which says that he has very well received this letter. There is no dispute raised by Shri Luthra in this letter to the date of receipt of this letter. Thereafter the PIO states that he has once again written a letter to Shri Luthra that the information required by him is too huge and also require compilation also. “As you are a serving Divisional 
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Accounts Officer of the Department and were with this office till 15.11.2009, so you will be provided free access to the record without any hesitation.

4.
This office have no DHD, no Supdt., no DAO and no SDC with any of the APIO’s. So your cooperation in sorting out the desired record is most essential. Request for posting of additional staff is being made separately to the Chairman & Managing Director, PWRM & DC for providing adequate staff in this office for speedy disposal of such requests desiring information under RTI Act.”However, he states that he never deposited Rs. 834/- and Rs. 78,180/- and never wrote back again.

5. The PIO also states today that Shri ghansdham Luthra, who is a serving employee has given 20 applications each of hem asking for same type and volume of information. In  his letter dated 22.11.2010, it is  stated that
 “this office is running with  scanty staff and truck loads of information desired through various applications of the complainant cannot be supplied. The management of this office was requested vide this office letter No. 1141 dated 11.05.10 to post additional staff  for supplying such information but shortage of staff still continues in my office (copy of the letter attached annexure C)


The motive of this applicant is to harass this office and the management to create nuisance and manage his transfer because  thousands of his RTI applications are received  in various offices of this department. On an earlier occasion he continuously searched my files for 3 days and when he was asked to deposit the requisite fee he went away with a letter to this office that he is satisfied with the record(copy enclosed as annexure C)”. 

4.
 I have gone through the RTI application and the reply given as well as the letter of Shri Ghansham Luthra dated 14.3.2010. It is observed that the calculation of Rs. 78,180/- has been made by the PIO on some formula of his  own. Fees to be charged are @ Rs. 2/- per photocopy and not the pay of one Senior Assistant, one Record Keeper and one Peon for a period of one month. No doubt it is necessary  to keep whole the application with themselves, the amount which will have to be spent for compiling the information he wants, even though he should not have to pay for it. So that he can remember that no information is  free, even if it is so provided for under the Act. The “same” information is actually paid  for not by the government by  the tax payers and hence it is very expensive proposition for a common man also. Therefore an amount of Rs. 78,180/- asked for  are not in terms of provisions of the Act. However, the PIO has invited Sh. Ghansham Luthra who is a serving employee of the department to come and examine the record and that he would be provided free excess to the record without any hesitation, which does not appear that any effort to conceal the record, but he information is being offered in another form.  In view of the 
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circumstances explained, it can be considered to be covered u/s 7(9) of the RTI act, where it is stated as under:-

7.
Disposal of Request—


………………………..


………………………

(9) “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought, unless it would disproportionately divert the reserouces of the Public Authority, or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation  of the record in question”.
Thus the offer of  the PIO for allowing him  inspection of record and that is free of charge, has not been availed of by Shri Luthra. 

5.
Shri Ghansham Luthra should even otherwise remember that if there is a duty of the PIO to supply the information with 30 days at the risik of  penalty of Rs. 25,000/- which is hanging like a sword on his head, it is equally the responsibility of the citizen to ask for only that much information as can humanly be provided by the PIO with 30 days (which includeds Saturdays and Sundays and other holidays). In case, as in the present matter, he has asked for “tuck loads of information” then there should not be so exiting and ask for his pond of his flesh by this way.

6.
Shri Ghansham Luthra had due and adequate notice  for the hearing to held today, but he has not come personally or through representative. Neither has he sent anything in written about the deficiencies. It means that he has noting to submit further.

With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Prem Kumar S/O Wailaiti Ram
Malarian Street, near Bhawrian Mohalla,

Malerkotla Distt. Sangrur.
                                    -------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO/ O/O Punjab State 

Power Corpn. Patiala.


……………….
Respondent.
CC-3040/10
Present:
Sh. Prem Kumar, Complainant in person with  his son Shri Chander Parkash.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-SDO, Punjab Power Corpn.. Patiala.


Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. Recruitment Cell, Punjab Power Coorpn.. Patiala.

ORDER

The complaint of Shri Prem Kumar dated 27.9.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 21.6.2010 made to the address of PIO/Punjab State Power Corpn. Was taken up today in the presence of both parties. After going through the papers of the complaint it is seen that the PIO admits the same stasnce in the present case as it had done earlier in the case of Shri  H.S.Brar In ME-62/09 in AC-579/08. In that case vide letter dated 23.4.2010, all points contained in the present application had also been dealt witgh and that gudgment dated 23.4.10 is applicable to the present application in toto. The PIO is reminded that in that case not only had the PIO been penalized to the extent of Rs. 25,000/- u/s 20(1) of the Act, but a compensation of Rs. 2,000/- had also been ordered to be paid by Sh. H.S.Brar for the entire harassment caused to him. Finally in that case the Commission had directed thast the information should be excessed from NTPC and provided to the Appellant. It had also been ordered that the full information should be put on the website of the PSEB so that no other candidate is required to file such an application, in so far as the said exemption is concerned. The Commission had also observed as under in the  order dated 23.4.2010 in the said case-:
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“It is also the ganguine hope of the Commission that for the future also the PSEB will adopt practices which encourage openness rather than secrecy and instead of the “confidentiality clause”, proactively introduce a “disclosure clause” in any future contract of the same type with any outsider agency engaged by it so that after the exam is conducted the question paper alongwith model answers/solution shall automatically be provided to the PSEB or directly to the candidates by the service contractor, (NTPC, or any other). This would be more in keeping with the fond hopes and aspirations of the Legislating fathers and the citizens, whose horizon of expectations has justifiably expanded with the new dawn of the coming into force of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 
2.
In accordance with the directions in that case, a blank question paper and the master key are to be provided to the applicant but not the answer sheet , wither his own or those of other candidates are required to be disclosed. The PIO is now required to immediately comply with further details and provide the said information to the candidates. The representative of the PIO and the Nodal Officer both ensured that the information will be given within one month to the applicant against due receipt. On this assurance, the case is hereby disposed of. In case the information is not supplied to the applicant, he is free to get the case reopen with a simple application before the Commission. 

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





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Damanjit Singh 

# 583/3, Khalsa Mohalla,Patiala.
                                    -------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO/ O/O Punjab State 

Power Corpn. Patiala.


……………….
Respondent.
CC-3041/10
Present:
Sh. Damanjit Singh, Complainant in person 

Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-SDO, Punjab Power Corpn.. Patiala.

Shri Mohan Singh, APIO-cum-AO, O/O Chief Cost Controller, Punjab Power Corpn.. Patiala.

ORDER:


The complaint of Sh. Damanjit Singh dated 7.10.2010 to the Commission in  connection with his RTI application dated 17.5.2010 was taken up today in the presence of both parties. Shri Damanjit Singh states with annexures as proof, that his case has been lost around from office to office and from official to official  and no one is willing to own it.  Copies of all letters being exchanged between the different PIOs, have been endorsed to him regularly but the information has not been supplied to him so far. Shri Damanjit Singh’s application contains two points. He wishes to know whether circular number120/699/CC-162 dated15.4.97 issued by the PSEB is valid and in force. Secondly, he wants to know whether any amendment to the same has been  issued . Separately, he wishes to know whether the said circular is being adhered to in the field offices, if not then which orders are being followed in its place.
2.
After going through the RTI application, the firs 2 points are fully squarely with in the RTI Act and the documents are required to be supplied. However, Item No. 3 does not qualify under the RTI Act as it is asking for action and in some form quarterly feed back from the field. Now he admits that vide letter dated 27.10.10, the reply has been given to him. However, in the reply no number and date of specific circular  has not been mentioned and it has also been stated that 
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regarding the compliance of the said instructions, technically audit is responsible for the same who has to give the reply which should be addressed in the matter. 

3.
Shri Damanjit Singh states that he has been grately harassed by the PIO/Cosot Controller since for the last 5 months. They have not been able to decide and say the concerned PIO, although he was not vague in his demand but very specific in quoting the concerned order with number and date, yet the matter has been delayed and he has been given the information only after 6 months.

4.
He also states that this has increased the mental harassment as he has been presently served a charge sheet for certain action by the authorities, for which he has taken the support of the above said documents. However, the Competent Authority is not  treating the said circular as valid and therefore, it was very essential that the authentic information be made available to him at the earliest to enable him to put it up before the Inquiry Officer. However, he states that the Inquiry is not yet complete. Therefore, the Commission is sure that when he got the authentic documents, the Competent Authority will definitely take a positive note of it.
5.
Shri  Mohan Singh, APIO who is present in the commission states on oath with reference to RTI application dated 17.5.10 filed by Shri Damanjit Singh that circular No. 120//699/CC/CS-162 dated 15.4.97 on the subject of “signing of various documents in operation sub-divisions-staggering of workload for introducing the concept of “First Person Responsibility”, has  not been withdrawn till date as per record of the Cost Controller, PSPCl, who  had issued it. He  also states that no amendment has been issued to this circular till date.  This statement serves to make up the deficiencies in reply provided earlier vide date 27.10.10.
6.
It is seen that  although no doubt the said application has been lost around between many offices, it had finally landed on the table of the Cost Controller on 18.6.10. The applicant states that he has been harassed and therefore he  should awarded compensation. However, I have gone through the file and find that the application  has been on the move through out and does not  question any one 
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authority for wanting to give information but that the application has been lost around from PIO to PIO for non wanting to own it. Finally it has landed back in the Court of the Cost Controller on 13.7.10. Shri Mohan Singh, APIO states that he has been posted as such only on 15.9.10. He states that due to unbundling of the PIOs record from  the main office  building to Phatak No. 22, Shakti Vihar. It is very difficult to locate the said file. He regretted for the great delay.

7.
After going through all the correspondence exchanged between the above PIOs, it cannot be said that any of them have willfully not supplied the information. Also the shifting of office isa factor. In view of the above and now that full information has been given to the satisfaction of the complainant and the flaws have been removed, it deem appropriate to close the case.

With these observations the case is hereby disposed of.
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Yogesh Mahajan S/O Sh. Kuldip Raj Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market, 

Mission Road, Pathankot.                                    -------Complainant. 





Vs. 

1.
PIO/ O/O XEN, PW B&R,

 Div. No. 2, Amritsar..

2. 
First Appellate Authority-cum-

S.E. PWD B&R, Amritsar(B).

……………….
Respondent.
AC-845/10
Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Sucha Singh, JE, Construction Div. No. 2, Amritsar. 

ORDER:

Two cases of Sh. Yogoesh Mahajan have been listed before me today being AC-845/10 and AC-846/10. The main order is being dictated in both these cases.

2.
Vide my order dated 9.11.2010, as read with earlier order dated 29.9.2010 (main order) and 27.10.2010, the undersigned has disposed of 8 cases of Yogesh Mahajan listed below:-

	Sr.No
	Case No.
	Parties 

	1
	AC-452/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, PWD B&R, Provincial Div.Ldh. na.

	2
	AC-453/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs  PIO /Xen, PWD,B&R
, Const Div. No. 2, Kapurthala. 

	3.
	 AC-454/10
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Drainage Div. Gurdaspur. 

	4
	AC-455/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Div.No.2, Sewerage Board, Patiala 

	5
	AC-456/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Div.No.2, Sewerage Board, Patiala 

	6
	AC/457/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 6, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 

	7
	AC-458/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 3, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 

	8
	AC-459/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 2, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 


AC-845/10                                                           -2

2.
After these cases have been disposed of, the complaint dated 7.11.2010, addressed to Shri R.I.Singh, Chief Information Commissioner was received on 10.11.2010 through post. Separately copy of the same was received by speed  post bearing stamp of Commission dated 10..1.10. In these letters, which are identical Sh. Yogesh Mahajan again scrabble are signatures and different as stated earlier.  The above stated cases were disposed of on 9.11.2010 and copies  three orders passed from time to time were endorsed to the CIC for his information.
3.
In view of that the present case pending before me  as well as  any other case of Sh. Mahajan pending for hearing or issue of notice are being sent to the CIC for necessary action.  The PIO has been informed that he shall received other order of the Commission for the next date of hearing.
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)

Copy of this order is  sent to the following  for necessary action.

1. Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission.

2. The State Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab.
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Yogesh Mahajan S/O Sh. Kuldip Raj Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market, 

Mission Road, Pathankot.                                    -------Complainant. 





Vs. 

1.
PIO/ O/O XEN, PW B&R,

 Construction Division,Muktsar.

2. 
First Appellate Authority-cum-

S.E. PWD B&R, Faridkot.

……………….
Respondent.
AC-846/10
Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Sant Singh, APIO-CUM-SDE,

Construction Sub Div. No. 1. PWD B&R Muktsar.

Shri Kuldeep Singh UDC, Construction Sub Div. No. 1. PWD B&R Muktsar

ORDER:


Two cases of Sh. Yogoesh Mahajan have been listed before me today being AC-845/10 and AC-846/10. The main order is being dictated in both these cases.

2.
Vide my order dated 9.11.2010, as read with earlier order dated 29.9.2010 (main order) and 27.10.2010, the undersigned has disposed of 8 cases of Yogesh Mahajan listed below:-

	Sr.No
	Case No.
	Parties 

	1
	AC-452/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, PWD B&R, Provincial Div.Ldh. na.

	2
	AC-453/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs  PIO /Xen, PWD,B&R
, Const Div. No. 2, Kapurthala. 

	3.
	 AC-454/10
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Drainage Div. Gurdaspur. 

	4
	AC-455/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Div.No.2, Sewerage Board, Patiala 

	5
	AC-456/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/XEN, Div.No.2, Sewerage Board, Patiala 

	6
	AC/457/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 6, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 

	7


	AC-458/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 3, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 

	8
	AC-459/2010
	Yogesh Mahajan Vs 

PIO/Dy. Director of Factories, Circle No. 2, Kartar Singh Market, MC Building, Ludhiana. 


2.
After these cases have been disposed of, the complaint dated 7.11.2010, addressed to Shri R.I.Singh, Chief Information Commissioner was received on 10.11.2010 through post. Separately copy of the same was received by speed  post bearing stamp of Commission dated 10..1.10. In these letters, which are identical Sh. Yogesh Mahajan again scrabble are signatures and different as stated earlier.  The above stated cases were disposed of on 9.11.2010 and copies  three orders passed from time to time were endorsed to the CIC for his information.

3.
In view of that the present case pending before me  as well as  any other case of Sh. Mahajan pending for hearing or issue of notice are being sent to the CIC for necessary action.  The PIO has been informed that he shall received other order of the Commission for the next date of hearing.
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)

Copy of this order is  sent to the following  for necessary action.

3. Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission.

4. The State Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab.
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 


23.11 2010  

(ptk)
