STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Pritpal Singh,

H.No. 2/305, Jandiala Road,

Tarn Taran.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation, Amritsar.




Respondent

CC No. 595/2007

RESERVED ON 26.2.2008 AND 

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON  01.04.2008

ORDER

1.

This case has been heard on 3.5.2007, 21.6.2007, 2.8.2007 30.8.2007, 23.10.2007, 29.11.2007, 3.1.2008 and 26.2.2008.

2.

On 3.5.2007 the Complainant stated that he had filed an application with Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation, Amritsar alongwith  a Bank Draft of Rs. 50/- but the S.E. had returned his draft  with the observations that the information asked for related to different PIOs and therefore fees be deposited with the concerned PIOs.  The Respondent was directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within one month. The case was adjourned to 21.6.2007.

3.

On 21.6.2007, the Respondent stated that the information had been 
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supplied to the Complainant and   the Complainant was directed to submit his response to the information supplied to him within a period of 15 days. The case was adjourned to 2.8.2007.
4.

On 2.8.2007, the Complainant stated that he had submitted his observations to the Respondent on the information supplied to him and the Respondent stated that he had sent his response to the Complainant on the observations submitted by the Complainant. The Complainant stated that he was still not satisfied   with the response of the Respondent. The Complainant was again directed to submit his observations/comments in detail on the information supplied to him and the case was adjourned to 30.8.2007.

5.

On 30.8.2007 the Complainant again stated that he was not satisfied with the response of the Respondent. Accordingly, it was directed that the Complainant would visit the office of S.E. Water Supply and Sanitation, Amrirtsar on 11.9.2007 at 11.00 A.M.  for inspection/identification of record required by him and the Respondent was directed to supply the requisite information/documents to the Complainant  on the spot after inspection/identification of record by him. The case was adjourned to 23.10.2007.

6.

On 23.10.2007, it was informed to the Commission that the Complainant did not visit the office of  S.E. as was directed on 30.8.2007. Accordingly, the Complainant was directed to give a list of documents required 
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by him to the Respondent by 1.11.2007 and the Respondent was directed to keep these documents ready for inspection by the Complainant  and handing over the same to the Complainant after inspection on 7.11.2007. The case was adjourned to 29.11.2007.
7.

On 29.11.2007, it was brought to the notice of the Commission that the Complainant supplied a list of required documents to the Respondent on 29.10.2007. The PIO submitted that the information running into 1391( One thousand three hundred ninety one) pages is ready for delivery to the Complainant. The PIO was directed to deliver the requisite information running into 1391 pages duly authenticated to the Complainant on 4.12.2007 free of cost. The case was adjourned to 3.1.2008.

8.

On 3.1.2008 it was brought to the notice of the Commission that a meeting was arranged between the Complainant and the PIO on 28.12.2007 at Amritsar to sort out the matter and during the  meeting, the Complainant raised 6(six) points. The information regarding two points was provided on the same day. The information regarding remaining four points was provided to the Complainant during the hearing on 3.1.2008.  The Complainant was directed to submit his observations/comments on the information supplied to him regarding 6(six) points raised by him during a meeting with the PIO at Amritsar. The Complainant requested that action may be taken against the PIO under Section 19 and 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for imposing penalty upon  the PIO and granting
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 compensation to him. The case was adjourned to 26.2.2008.

9.

On 26.2.2008, the Complainant stated that he was not satisfied with the response of the Respondent regarding Point No. 6. The Respondent made it clear that Point No. 6 related to a complaint regarding tenders and an inquiry is

 being conducted  in which the Complainant is also participating. 
10.

In the facts and circumstances of the case , it is clear that the PIO has tried his level best to satisfy the Complainant  and at no stage delayed the information deliberately/intentionally . A meeting was specially arranged with the Complainant for the purpose. Therefore, no penalty is considered to be imposed upon the PIO for the delay in supplying the information and also no compensation is considered to be granted to the Complainant.

11.

It is also noted that the Complainant has attempted to use the provisions of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 to discomfit the PIO and his staff with whom he appears to have some personal grudge.  Though The PIO                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     has furnished the information sought by the Complainant, yet the Complainant is not feeling  satisfied and putting up vague plea that the information provided is not complete and is mis-leading/incorrect. He has sought certain explanations rather than information, and he is not feeling satisfied with the explanations provided by the PIO. In a nut shell, it can be concluded  that the Complainant wants to simply  harass the PIO and his staff with the only plea  that he is not satisfied with the information provided to him. He just wants to linger on the 
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matter and wants to  put  unnecessary  stress on PIO and his staff.

12.

I am fully satisfied that the information, available on record, has been provided to the Complainant and every possible effort has been made by the PIO to satisfy the Complainant. 
13.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the PIO is directed to supply a copy of the Inquiry Report to the Complainant as and when it is completed. 

14.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                        Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04.2008



  State Information Commissioner

      ©                        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh,

2525 B, Sector: 47-C, 

Chandigarh.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, 

Punjab Financial Corporaton, 

SCO No. 95-98, Bank Square,

Sector: 17-B, Chandigarh.






Respondent

CC No.298/2008

Present:
Shri Jaswant Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri D.P. Soni, AGM-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO states that a complaint was filed by the Complainant on 24.10.2007 and interim reply was furnished vide letter No. PFC/PIO/07/22194 dated 23.11.2007. The PIO-cum-AGM further states that the information being voluminous, the Complainant was requested to inspect the record and identify the specific documents required by him in the instant case.  The Complainant states that he cannot visit the office of the PIO to inspect/identify the record due to ill health of his wife. The Complainant  further states that he wants specific information mentioned in Annexure P-4 attached with the complaint filed with the Commission. The PIO states that the Annexure P-4 has not been received with the complaint filed with the Department. On the perusal of the Commission file in the instant case,  it is found that two copies of Annexure P-4 are attached with 
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the complaint filed with  the Commission. Accordingly, one copy of Annexure P-4 running into 9 sheets is handed over to the PIO today. 

2.

On the perusal of the Commission file in the instant case, it is also  found that one more complainant was filed with the PIO by the Complainant. The PIO states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant.  The Complainant states that he has received the requisite information and he is satisfied. He assures that the necessary charges will be deposited with the PIO. That  is a separate case regarding which the Complainant has not made any reference to the Commission . 

3.

In the instant case, it is directed that the PIO will supply the information as demanded by the Complainant  as  Annexure P-4 by 20.4.2008.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 29.4.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated:  01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Vihar, Civil Lines,

Patiala.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director,

Industries & Commerce, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.








Respondent

CC No.1941/2007

Present:
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, Complainant, in person.

Shri Jaspal Singh, APIO, Shri Ravinder Singh, L.A., Smt. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant,  office of Director Industries; Shri Jagdish Chand, Manager-cum-APIO, Shri Jagjiwan Singh, A.O., office of PSIEC; Shri L.K. Singla, APIO, Smt. Kanta Devi, Ad.O., office of PSIDC, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard all  the parties.

2.

The APIO of the office of Director Industries states that the information running into 92 pages is ready for delivery to the Complainant and he has been asked to deposit the necessary charges. Since the information has not been supplied in time, it is directed that the information be supplied free of cost. 

3.

Accordingly, the information running into 92 pages is handed over to the Complainant in my presence in the court today. It is directed that the
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 Complainant will go through the information supplied to him today and will furnish  his observations/comments, if any, to all the three Respondents by 8th April, 2008. The Respondents, in turn,  will send their response to the observations/comments of the Complainant. 

4.

The case is fixed for final hearing on 15.4.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated:  01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Karnail Singh,

# 303, Urban Estate,

Dugri, Ludhiana.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, 

Chandigarh.








Respondent

CC No.241/2008

Present:
Shri  S. S. Panag, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Jagdish Chand, Manager-cum-APIO,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The APIO states that the information running into 66(Sixty six) pages, excluding page of covering letter, has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. PSIEC/RTI/16843 dated 10.3.2008. Additional information contained in one page is handed over to the Complainant to day in the court. 

3.

Regarding Point No. 2, the APIO states that full information is not available being 29 years old but as per Balance sheet of Handling agency SAIL Ludhiana a sum of Rs. 8,27,747.02 is recoverable from Shri Baljinder Singh.

4.         
Similarly, regarding Point No.5, the APIO states that full information 
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is not available being 29 years old but as per Balance Sheet of Handling Agency SAIL Ludhiana a sum of Rs. 3,47,318.59 is recoverable from Shri Sardul Singh. 

5.

It is directed that the PIO will intimate whether the amount recoverable from Shri Baljinder Singh and Shri Sardul Singh, Labour Contractors includes  interest/penalty and whether some recovery suites have been filed in the courts. 

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 17.4.2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated:  01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K.K.Tandon,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, 

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC, 

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




Respondent

CC No. 1168 & 1055/2007

Present:
Shri  K.K. Tandon, Complainant in person and Shri S.S.Panag, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Jagdish Chand, Manager-cum-APIO, Shri S. K. Gupta, Estate Officer, Shri Jagjiwan Singh, A.O. , office of PSIEC, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Advocate on behalf of the Complainant submits two applications, a copy of each is handed over to the APIO.

2.

The Respondent states that the information, running into two pages,  has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. PSIEC/RTI/18017-019, dated 28.3.2008 . 

3.

The Complainant states that an affidavit be filed by the competent authority that there is no other case except four cases relating to Focal Point Dhandari Kalan-IV, IV-A, V & VI  during the years 1985-2000,  where earnest money has been forfeited.

 4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 22.4.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan,

126, Model Gram, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Environmental Engineer,

Punjab Pollution Control Board,Ludhiana.



Respondent

CC No.246 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Shri S.P.Garg, XEN-cum-PIO and Shri Pardeep Sharma, Law Officer,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO states that the information running into one page in the instant case stands supplied to the Complainant vide No.11753, dated 18.3.2008.

2.

Since the Complainant is not present, one more opportunity  is given to him to pursue the case, if he so desires.   

3.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for further hearing on 13.5.2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs Meen Sharma alias Meena Arya,

# B-114/458-548, Keshav Nagar,

Near Dhobi Ghat, Hoshiarpur.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Social Security Officer,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

CC No. 238 /2007

Present:
Shri Jagat Singh on behalf of Complainant.



Shri Balwant Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The representative of the Respondent is not well versed with the case. The information brought by him for submission to the Commission is handed over to the Complainant. The Complainant will  go through the information supplied to him and will send his  comments/response within a period of one week to the PIO.  The PIO will supply  the information as per the original demand of the Complainant  and as per the response/comments to be submitted  by the Complainant,  further within a period of 15 days.

3.

The PIO will attend  the proceedings in person along with the requisite information,  on the next date of hearing.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 29.04.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amandeep Goyal, Advocate,

Civil Courts,Phul, District: Bathinda.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board,

Patiala.








Respondent

CC No.239 /2007

Present:
Shri Roopinder Garg on behalf of Complainant.
Shri S.P.Garg, XEN-cum-OIO and Shri Pardeep Sharma, Law Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The Respondent makes submission of information running into three sheets along with one letter to the Commission and one copy is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today.

2.

The Advocate on behalf of the Complainant states that the covering letter has been signed by the Member Secretary whereas the information has been attested by the Environmental Engineer, Bathinda.

3.

 The information has been demanded from the Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board, Patiala, so it is directed that the information is to be supplied by the PIO, Office of Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board,Patiala  and  be authenticated by the competent authority of the Board.
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4.

The Advocate on behalf of the Complainant pleads that he will submit comments/response of the information supplied to him within a period of 15 days. The PIO will supply  the  information, if available,  as per comments/response to be submitted  by the Complainant further within a period of 15 days.

5.

The PIO further states that the original application dated 1.10.2007 has not been received in the office of Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board, Patiala and neither the application fees. 

6.

The Advocate on behalf of the Complainant will give proof whether the application dated 1.10.2007 has been received by the Respondent along with Indian Postal Order as mentioned in the application on the next date of hearing.

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 29.04.2008.

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Puran Chand,

Vill: Baluana, Tehsil: Abohar,

District: Ferozepur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Divisional Engineer,

PSTC Lining Division No.1,

Canal Colony, Ferozepur.






Respondent

CC No.270 /2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.


Shri Kishore Chand, SDO-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

SDO-cum-APIO states that Muktsar Construction Circle, Ferozepur has been disbanded and the record has been transferred to Bathinda Construction Circle, Bathinda  now known as PWRM & DC Circle Bathinda.

2.

It is directed that the complaint made to  the Muktsar Construction Circle, Ferozepur may be  transferred to the PIO of the office of PWRM & DC Circle Bathinda as per Section  6(3) (2) of the RTI Act, 2005.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 13.05.2008.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIO of the office of PWRM & DC Circle Bathinda 








Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Inderjit (Vice President),

Dhariwal Coop. Labour & Construction

Society, Dhariwal, Distt. Gurdaspur.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, Majitha Division,

U.B.D.C. Amritsar.







Respondent

CC No.235 /2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Ved  Parkash  Punj, SDO-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant is not present as the notice has been received back from the Postal Department with the remarks  that the addressee is not known.

2.

The Respondent states that the information running into six sheets has been sent to the Complainant through registered letter on 27.3.2008. The Respondent further explains that due to the transfer of Junior Engineer, the information has now been collected and sent to Shri Inderjit, Vice President, Dhariwal Cooperative, Labour & Construction Society, Dhariwal vide office letter No.1410/RTI, dated 27.3.2008. He further states that since the information stands supplied to the Complainant, the case may be closed.

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er Jugal Kishore,

Deputy Executive Engineer (Retd),





         # 858,Sector: 8, Panchkula.  





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary PWD B&R),

2nd Floor, Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector: 9, Chandigarh.






Respondent

CC No.286 /2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant, in person.


Shri Balwant Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of PIO-Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information running into 16 (Sixteen) sheets has been sent to the Complainant vide letter No.3/16/02-ESI (5)/141, dated 14.1.2008. The Complainant has made a submission to the Secretary, PWD B&R Branch, Mini Secretariat, Sector-9, Chandigarh dated 25.3.2008 with a copy to the Commission and a copy thereof is handed over the Respondent in the Court today.

2.
 
It is directed that the information as per the demand of the Complainant may be supplied to the him.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 13.05.2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated: 01.04. 2008


           State Information Commissioner

