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

Sh. Devendra Singh, Advocate,

Ward No. 19, Guru Gobind Nagar,

Hanumangarh Road Sangaria,

Distt. Hanumangarh Rajasthan.




--------Appellate   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Dy. Director, O/O Director,

 Technical Education & Ind. Trg.,

Tech. Education Bhawan, Sector 36,Chandigarh.


&

Appellate Authority-cum-Addl. Director,

Technical Education & Ind. Trg.,

Tech. Education Bhawan, Sector 36,Chandigarh

____   Respondent  





AC No-742-2009   

Present:
None for Appellant.



Smt. Sangeeta Maini, PIO-cum-Assistant Director with Smt. 


Kamaljit, Sr. Assistant. 
ORDER:



A phone call was received from the Sh. Devendra Singh, Appellant that he has not able to attend the hearing today due to sudden death of his relative and he may be given another chance for hearing.  PIO also has no objection.  The matter is adjourned to 10.02.2010.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009
(LS)

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

Shri Prem Dass,

# 36-G, Beauty Avenue,

Phase 3, Amritsa.





--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply & Sewerage, 

Div. No. 2, Amritsar.


&

Appellate Authority-cum-S.E.,

Water Supply & Sewerage, Div. No. 2, Amritsar
____   Respondent 






AC No-756-2009  
Present:
None for Appellant.


Sh. Ramesh Sehgal, APIO-cum-SDE for PO.
ORDER:



Sh. Ramesh Sehgal, APIO has presented letter dated 18.12.2009 addressed to Sh. Prem Dass, Appellant in which he has been informed that they have not been able to collect the entire record asked by him since they are busy in preparing an important water supply and sewerage project for financing through an international basis through bank of Japan which is a time bound project.  They have requested the State Information Commission to give some more time so that the required record could be collected.   
2.

In view of the above request, an adjournment is granted.  However, it is observed that RTI application dates back to 27.07.2009 and five months are already over, not only no information has been provided to him, but through letter dated 15.09.2009 the information was denied to him altogether under Section 8(1), stating that it is a personal information which has no connection with public interest.  However, in the present letter dated 18.12.2009, no reference has been given regarding the basis on which that letter was issued since the present stand of the department is opposite of what had been stated by it earlier. 
3.

The Commission is of the view that enough time has been taken by the Department already and there is no leeway for further delay.  The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the information to the Appellant.  The  
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information is required to be supplied to the Appellant, with a covering letter addressed to the Appellant, giving reference of the number and date of the RTI application, and containing an index of documents being supplied duly page-marked and attested and free of cost.  The receipt of the Appellant 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. 

4.

In the alternative, if the record is voluminous and bulky and if the information officer has no problem with this suggestion, the Appellant can be invited to the office and the record placed before him for inspection.  He may be allowed to take notes and after inspection to give a list of such selected documents of which he required attested copies (with copy of the said list to be sent to the Commission).  Thereafter, those documents should be provided to him within a week.  The PIO may note that there has already been delay and only one adjournment is being given due to his request.   
5.

In case the information is not supplied atleast 10 days before the next date of hearing, The PIO (Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Executive Engineer or any other person who has remained PIO earlier for their respective periods) may get added their explanations under Section 20(1) to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him/them @ Rs. 250/- per day of delay subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of information.  He/they are required to given the reply in writing.    
6.

The PIO/PIO’s are 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.   
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7.

The PIO(s) may note that in case he/they do not submit the reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also do not avail himself/themselves 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. 


Adjourned to 10.02.2010. 








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Sukhpreet Singh,SAS Accountant,

Settlement Claim Section, 3rd floor,

Shakti Sadan, PSEB, Patiala.



--------Appellate   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Dy. Secy, PSEB, Patiala.


&

Appellate Authority-cum-Secy.,

 PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent 






AC No-759-2009   

Present:
None for Appellant.



Sh. Satnam Singh, APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary.



Sh. Dharam Singh, PIO-cum-Deputy Secretary.



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO. 

ORDER:



A Second Appeal of Sh. Sukhpreet Singh, Appellant with reference to his RTI application dated 25.07.2006 was considered today in his absence.  APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary Sh. Satnam Singh has presented letter dated 18.12.2009 vide which he has produced the original receipt from Sh. Sukhpreet Singh, Appellant in which he has confirmed that he has received all the documents required by him and does not wish to pursue the case further and has also requested that the said appeal be filed vide his letter dated 17.12.2009.  A set of papers provided to him has also been placed on the record of the Commission.  
2.

Sh. Sukhpreet Singh, Appellant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today vide registered notice dated 20.11.2009 sent to him.  He has neither appeared himself nor through any representative.  In view of this and in view of the letter placed on the file, it is clear that he is satisfied with the information supplied by the PIO.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon,

VPO Laroya,

Via Bhogpur, District Jalandhar. 
 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer, 

PSEB, Bhogpur. 

District Jalandhar.





____   Respondent 






CC No-2936/2009     
Present:
Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant in person.


Sh. Jasbir Singh, APIO-cum-SDO, Kandhala Jattan.  
ORDER:



Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, complaint dated 25th September, 2009 with reference to his RTI application dated 23rd June, 2009 addressed to the PIO/XEN, PSEB, Bhogpur, District Jalandhar was taken up for hearing today in the presence of both the parties.  The complaint of Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant is that although a reply had been received by him from the PIO on all six points of his RTI application but the reply on the last three points was wrong on facts.  Since the reply given for all three points are “nil”.  Three points of his RTI application are reproduced below :- 
“….3. How many Cable Operators are using the Electrical Poles for giving connection of the cables at SDO PSEB, Khandala Jattan.

4.  Please intimate the amount charge from the cable operators w.e.f. 01.01.1999 to 31.01.2009, year wise separately O/o The SDO, PSEB, Khandala Jattan.

5.     Are the Cable Operators using the Electrical Poles with the consent or permission of the competent authority if so, supply the list of Cable Operators to whom this consent or permission has been given.” 
2.

He stated that in actual practice atleast two cable operators are functioning in that area.  APIO stated that it is all a rural area and his office has given the correct information as per record.  
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3.

Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant is hereby advised that armed with the information, he has been able to get under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he should approach the Competent Authority in a representation/complaint in case he has any grievances with the information available with him so that necessary action can be initiated by that Competent Authority on the basis of any concrete information which Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant may provide.  The Commission has no jurisdiction to order any action to be taken by any official/to go behind the information to see whether it is correct as per grounds reality.   


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon,

VPO Laroya,

Via Bhogpur, District Jalandhar. 
 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer, 

PSEB, Bhogpur. 

District Jalandhar.





____   Respondent






CC No-2937/2009   
Present:
Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant in person.


Sh. Satpal Singh, Revenue Accountant with Sh. Bhupinder Pal, 

UDC for PIO.

ORDER:



Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, complaint dated 25th September, 2009 to the Commission (received in the Commission on 08.10.2009) with reference to his RTI application dated 3rd June, 2009 made to the address of PIO/XEN, PSEB, Bhogpur, District Jalandhar was considered today in the presence of both the parties.  Sh. Satpal Singh, Revenue Accountant has presented copy of letter dated 17.12.2009 sent by the Senior XEN operator, Bhogpur to the Complainant by a registered post vide which full information for all accounts from (a) to (g) had been provided with reference to the PSEB commercial circular no. 59/82 as asked for by him.  Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant confirms that he has received the full information.  He however, states that there are certain gaps in the information regarding previous payments mentioned by the PIO.  For that, APIO stated that Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant should visit the office and he will be shown the ledgers from where the information supplied to him had been prepared.  For this, in mutual consultation with Complainant and the APIO, the Commission has fixed 24.12.2009 at 11 AM in the room no. 4 of the Revenue Accountant, Sh. Satpal Singh.  After inspecting the ledgers, in case Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant requires Photostat copy of any of them then they should be got prepared at Complainant’s cost, since this is extra information being provided to him at the  
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behest of the Commission. Sh. Pranav Kumar Gelhon, Complainant will give written list of the documents which he requires and the receipt of the Complainant should be taken on the face of that list and the receipt should be sent to the Commission for its record.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Ashish Kumar,

O/O Director/Civil/Hydel Designs,

Hydel Bhawan, Sector 18-B,

Hall No. 2, PSEB, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/OSE Headquarter(South Zone),

P.S.E.B. Patiala.





____   Respondent 






CC No-2970-2009   
Present:
Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant in person.


Sh. S.P.Sharma, APIO-cum-Sr. XEN on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:



APIO has presented letter dated 15.12.2009 addressed to the Commission by the PIO-cum-Chief Engineer, South Zone, PSEB, Patiala.  A copy of this has been supplied under signatures of the Sr. XEN to Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant today.  In the said letter, the background of two show cause notice issued to  Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant have been detailed. He states that these meet the needs of the RTI application.  Complainant, however, states that the reply is not to the point. 
2.

The background of the case is that Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant had been issued two show cause notices in respect of two separate court cases which have been decided against the PSEB.  Now, Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant has taken up a clause by clause analysis of the show cause notices and wants to know the rules and regulations of the Board supporting each of these clauses.  In the present application, he has cited a letter of the Deputy Secretary, Law dated 03.08.2009 which runs counter to the contents of the chargesheet issued to him. In other words, this instruction of the Deputy Secretary Law is by way of his defence.   

3.

 Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant is hereby advised to quote this letter by way of reply to the show cause notice, or in the further proceedings, if 
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any, rather than to counterpoise such letters viz-a-viz selected portions of the show cause notice in an RTI application.    


4.

It is observed that the Right to Information Act, 2005, is to promote transparency in the Government working and not to bring home to the administrative authorities the unfairness of show cause notices issued to him.  In the present matter, he is giving information (letter no. 105839/LB 11(90)09 dated 03.08.2009 from the Deputy Secretary Patiala) to the notice of the PIO and asking him to admit that the show cause notice runs counter to the information given by him.  This does not fall within the purview of the RTI Act. In case, Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant wants to inspect any specific record, he may give the details of that record.  



With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 
 








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Ashish Kumar,

O/O Director/Civil/Hydel Designs,

Hydel Bhawan, Sector 18-B,

Hall No. 2, PSEB, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/OSE Distribution Circle, 
P.S.E.B. Patiala.





____   Respondent  





CC No-2972-2009   
Present:
Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant in person.



Sh. Som Nath Gandhi, Divisional Superintendent for PIO.

ORDER:



Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant’s complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 12.10.2009 with reference to his RTI application dated 03.09.2009 made to the address of the PIO/PSEB, Patiala was considered today in the presence of both the parties.  The representative of the PIO Sh. Som Nath Gandhi, Divisional Superintendent has presented a copy of a letter dated 10.11.2009 written to the Complainant, vide which he has been informed that information is ready, and that he should procure it personal level after depositing the fee.  However, since the RTI application was dated 03.09.2009 and the information was not given within the time stipulated under Section 7(1), therefore in terms of the Section 7(6) of the Act, information is now required to be provided free of charge to him.  As such, the information bought by the Divisional Superintendent today with reference to “duties to be performed by the Revenue Accountant/Assistant Revenue Accountants as per the memorandum of the Secretary PSEB, Patiala dated 15.09.1965” has been provided to him during the hearing, duly attested. Sh. Som Nath Gandhi states that his office has approached the SE’s office to find out whether there are instructions other then this circulated.  He prays for an adjournment so that a final reply could be given. 


Adjourned to 14.01.2010.  

Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009 
(LS) 

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

Sh. Vipan Kumar Gupta, Reporter,

B-11/1529, St. No. 7,

Gobind Colony, Barnala.





--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, PWD (B&R), Barnala.


____   Respondent 






CC No-2992-2009 
Present:
Shri Vipan Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.



Shri Rattan Pal, APIO-cum-SDO, Div No. 2, Barnala.



Shri Lajpat Rai, supdt. O/O PWD B&R Banala.




ORDER:


Shri Vipan Kumar Gupta’s complaint dated 30.9.09 received in the Commission on 12.10.09 with reference to his RTI application  dated 22.8.09 with due payment of fee, made to the address of PIO/XEN, PWD B&R Barnala (with annexures) was considered today in the presence of both parties (copy of the First Appeal based on the RTI application was not available) and has been taken on the record from the file of the PIO. The PIO states that earlier also  an identical  RTI application dated 3.10.08 had been replied to and full information had been provided vide letter dated 8.1.09 to the applicant (both not on record). The complainant explained that he had  put in  a second RTI application dated 22.8.09, identical  with the earlier application dated 3.10.08 because the information provided  for the earlier RTI application was not complete. In this case, he had in his next RTI application  dated 22.8.09, under consideration today, pointed out in the last paragraph that the information provided was deficient and that  he had listed  he points  in his letter which concerns point  No. 1 to 5 and 9. For the remaining points he confirms that the full information has been received by him. When he did not receive full information, he made a complaint to the Commission on  30.9.09. In the meanwhile , he received letter dated 8.10.09 from the PIO with reference to his letter dated 25.2.09  stating  that the information had already been provided to him vide letter dated 8.1.09 and in 
 
CC No-2992-2009                                                                               -2

case he had any clarification to seek, he should come personally to his office for the same.
3.
Today, during the hearing the representative of the PIO states that with reference to the letter dated 8.10.0-9, Shri Vipan Kumar never came to his office. However, Shri Vipan Kumar states that vide registered letter dated 14.10.09 he had replied to their letter dated 8.10.09 and he had told them deficiencies as pointed out earlier vide letter dated 25.2.09. Once again  these concern point No. 1 to 5 and 9 of his RTI application. The representative of the PIO states that  vide letter dated 14.10.09, these deficiencies have also been replied to  stating once again, that “in case you have not been able to understand the information, or want to know something about it, you were advised to come to this  office. However, you did not come, to which you have once again asked for this information. Whatever information had been asked for by you, is complete and correct.  We have deficiency of staff and  are being harassed by you. It appears that you have got some personal agenda. In case you want this information, you should come on any working day and get it from us and not to create hurdles in our work”. The complainant vehemently states that he has not received any such letter. 
4.
The aims and objectives of the RTI Act are to bring about transparency in the government working and  decisions and to made the record of the  government open to the citizens.  However,  in this case it is seen that there is a basic lack of knowledge of the government budgeting procedures which are based on projections, vis a vis release of actual amounts of funds to the field officer, which the applicant is not able to understand. In my view the applicant is not purposely trying to harass or to create hurdles in the functioning of the PIO’s office, as alleged, but basically he has not been able to comprehend the procedures of making funds available in the field to the government functionaries. That is why he has got certain apprehensions and suspicions. However, it is not for the PIO to bridge the gaps of knowledge in the mind of 
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public. Transparency by itself will bring about awareness and appreciation of the implications of government working by the citizens and they would educate themselves in this behalf. 

With these observations, I am satisfied that the information is provided to the complainant. The case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(Ptk) 

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

Sh. Mohinder Singh Mangat,

S/o Late Natha Singh,

VPO Rampur, Patti Chandu,

Tehsil Payal, Distt. Ludhiana. 



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer,

PWD, B&R, Patiala. 




____   Respondent 






CC No-3020/2009    
Present:
Sh. Mohinder Singh Mangat, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gurvinder Singh Bedi, PIO-cum-SDO, Duraha in person.

ORDER:



Sh. Mohinder Singh Mangat, Complainant who is present in the court has vide his letter dated 21.12.2009 confirmed that he has received the information to his satisfaction.  A set of papers supplied to him has also been placed on the record of the Commission by the PIO today.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Amrik Singh,

S/o Sh. Ranjit Singh

R/o Village Dalel Wala,

Tehsil Budhlada, Distt. Mansa.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSEB, Budhlada, 

District Mansa (Pb). 




____   Respondent  





CC No-2943/2009    

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Karnail Singh, JE, PSEB, Budhlada with Sh. Ratan Sharma, 

LDC Court Clerk. 

ORDER:



The complaint of Sh. Amrik Singh, Complainant dated 26.09.2009 (received in the Commission on 08.10.2009) with reference to his RTI application dated 06.06.2009 made to the address of PIO/SDO, PSEB, Budhlada, District Mansa was considered today in the absence of the Complainant. 
2.

Today, JE has presented letter dated 18.12.2009 (covering letter) with a full set of information provided to Sh. Amrik Singh, Complainant on the record of the Commission.  
3.

Sh. Amrik Singh, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.     









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi,

S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

# 455, Adarsh Colony, 

Bhadson Road, Patiala. 




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o PWD, Public Health,

W/S & Sanitation, Punjab, Patiala. 


____   Respondent 






CC No-3041/2009   
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Janak Raj Gupta, APIO-cum-SDE, Khanna with Sh. Jagtar 


Singh, Sr. Assistant. 
ORDER:



Sh. Janak Raj Gupta, APIO-cum-SDE states that Complainant has not given the initial fee of Rs. 10/- with his application.  Even then, on receipt of notice from the State Information Commission, information has asked for by him has been provided to him point-wise vide registered letter dated 17.12.2009 of which copy endorsed to the Commission.  He has also submitted proof of registry. 
2.

It is clarified to the APIO that unless an application alongwith the initial application fee of Rs. 10/- is deposited with the PIO it does not qualify as an RTI application under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and as such no complaint lies to the State Information Commission against the PIO who does not respond thereto. Therefore, APIO having supplied the information to the Complainant is appreciated. 
The complaint is hereby dismissed. 
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009

(LS)

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

Smt. Gurmeet Kaur 




 
D/o Sh. Karam Singh,

# 3, Golden Avenue Colony,

Jgirpur Road, Near Chungi,

Tehsil & District Ludhiana. 



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief Engineer,

PWD, B&R, Patiala. 

 


____   Respondent 






CC No-3051/2009   
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurmeet Singh, APIO-cum-Registrar, O/O PWE B&R, 


Patiala.



Shri Sada Ram, Sr. Asstt. O/O PWD B&R, Patiala. 
ORDER:

The complaint of Smt. Gurmeet Kaur  to the Commission dated  nil received in the Commission on 14.10.09  with reference to RTI application dated 12.5.09 with due payment of  fee made to the address of PIO, Secretary, PWD B&R, Chandigarh, was considered today in her absence. The APIO states that her request was for a copy of Draft Rules of Naib Tehsildars of, 1996 in PWD. The PIO states that  a reference had been made to the LAO Jalandhar as well as to the SE Constructions Circle No. I, Jalandhar Cantt for the same.  Both have replied that no such Draft Rules are available in their offices.  The offices of SE as well as LAO have sent copies of the letter addressed to the PIO to Smt. Gurmeet Kaur also vide letters dated 14.9.09 and 2.9.09 respectively.
2.
Surprisingly, it is seen that in her complaint received by the Commission on 14.10.09, she has not mentioned receipt of letters from two offices which had sent reply to her under intimation to the PIO who had made a reference  to them for the same.  
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3.
Smt. Gurmeet Kaur had due and adequate notice for today’s hearing. She has not appeared herself or through her representative, neither she has sent any communication. In fact notice of hearing for today sent to her through registered post by the Commission, had been returned by the post office. The letter was checked and was found to be correctly addressed. Thereafter, the Pvt. Secy. Of the Bench informed Smt. Gurmeet Kaur on 4.12.09 on the telephone number supplied by her in her application. Since she has still not come, it is clear that she has received the information and nothing to submit further. With this the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009 
(Ptk) 

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

Sh.A.S.Sarao, Advocate,

# 48, Mubarak Mahal Colony,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O.Member Secretary,

Pb. Khadi & Vill. Industries Board,

Sector 22-C, Chandigarh.





--------Respondent 

CC No-2398-2009 
Present :
None for Complainant.  



Sh. Paramjit Singh, APIO-cum-State Level Officer Leather, O/o 


Pb. Khadi and Village Industries Board.     
ORDER 



On the last date of hearing on 02.12.2009, full information as sought by Sh. A.S.Sarao, Complainant in his RTI application had been delivered to him.  At that time, the Commission had observed “however, it will be appreciated if the PIO gives the details of the recoverable i.e. details of installments whether paid or unpaid, when paid, rate of interest as well as surcharge or penal interest if any, imposed, so that there may be no grey area.  He has promised to do the same.” 
2.

In compliance with the above orders, Sh. Paramjit Singh, APIO has filed a statement of account.  He states that since the unit has become defunct, the entire amount is required to be treated as a lump sum default and charged accordingly.  Further, since margin money (subsidy) was mis-utilized in place of subsidy it was treated as part of the loan and also charged for accordingly in computing the default.  At this stage Mr. M.D.Dhami, Advocate has appeared on behalf of Sh. H.S.Gill, Adovcate and a copy of statement handed over him today.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


21.12. 2009 

(LS) 
