STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bachittar Singh

S/o Sh. Bara Singh,

# 3, Kacha Threeke Road,

Threeke, District: Ludhiana.


…………….Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. XEN, PSEB,

Opposite Milk Plant, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana.




         ………….......Respondent

AC No.166  of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Bachittar Singh, Appellant  in person



Shri M.L. Chhabra, Assistant XEN Operations, Aggar Nagar



Khas, Ludhiana on behalf of Respondent.



Respondent submits the information in the Court and one copy to the appellant. The appellant will examine the information received and submit  his reply within 2 weeks to the Commission as well as to the Respondent. Information regarding item No.1 will be supplied by the Respondent to the appellant within 2 weeks. The Respondent further states that the Indian Postal Order amounting to Rs. 10 was not received alongwith application. P.I.O. will get it inquired into from the office and Inquiry Report will be submitted to the Commission.

2.

Case is fixed for arguments on 29.3.2007                     
   

3.

Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.







Sd/-

Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Ramesh Kumar

S/o Sh. Budha Mal,

#312/2, Gali Nim Wali, 

Katra Khazana,Amritsar.


…………….Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation

Amritsar.




         ………….......Respondent

CC No.785 and 788 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Ramesh Kumar complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of P.I.O. of Municipal Corporation  Amritsar.



On the last date of hearing  i.e. 30.1.2007 Shri Ishar Singh, Reader, Municipa
l Corporation Amritsar  was present on behalf of P.I.O. On the demand of the respondent,  the original application was given to Shri Ishar Singh in my presence in the Court  and he assured that he would supply the information to the complainant after getting the fee of Rs. 10/- as application fee charges deposited from the complainant.

2.

The complainant states that he visited the office of the Commissioner Municipal Corporation, Amritsar  on 2.2.2007 and he tried to deposit Rs. 10/- towards  fee charges  as per the  directions of the Court given to Shri Ishar Singh, Reader on 30.1.2007,  but the concerned  official  refused to accept the fee of Rs. 10/- and he further states that Shri Shiv Kumar, official of the House Tax Department demanded Rs. 5000/-(Rs. Five thousand) from him for getting copies of  the required documents. He further states that on 19.2.2007 Shri Shiv Kumar alongwith some un-known persons came to his residence   and forced him to sign one affidavit  but he refused to sign. He further states that the persons, who came along with Shri Shiv Kumar to his residence,  used abusive and filthy language on his refusal to sign  the affidavit. He also submits his written statement in this regard today in the Court.

3.

He further states that case No.788 of 2006 may be clubbed with case No. CC-785 of 2006 as the information demanded in both the cases is similar.

4.

As the respondent is not present today, one more chance is given, and it is directed that the PIO of Municipal Corporation Amritsar will attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing in person. It is also 
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CC No.785 and 788 of 2006

directed that the inquiry be conducted by some senior officer to look into the allegations  made by Shri Ramesh Kumar against Shri Shiv Kumar, official of the House Tax Department, who has demanded Rs. 5000/- from him. The Report of Inquiry be submitted on the next date of hearing  which should be completed within 3 weeks’ time.

5.

The Commissioner Municipal Corporation Amritsar will ensure  that PIO  attends  the proceedings on the next date of hearing in person and Inquiry Report be submitted on the next date of hearing . The complainant will submit an affidavit  to prove his allegations against Shri Shiv Kumar

6.

 Case is fixed for further hearing on 29.3.2007.

7.

Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties and to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.   








Sd/-

Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Moti Lal, Partner,

Satiya Sons, Main Bazar,

Mandi Gobindgarh.



     ….

Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director Commissioner, 

Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Ltd.

Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17-A,

Chandigarh.
         






.....Respondent

CC No.795 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Moti Lal, complainant in person.

Shri Jagdish Chand. APIO, Shri R.K. Bhardwaj, S.O., Sh. S. Bawa, Chief General Manager and Sh. Hardev Kumar, Dealing Assistant on behalf of P.I.O.

           The respondent states that the information has been supplied to the complainant  on 19.12.2006 and received by the complainant on 21.12.2006. The complainant states that the documents received by him are incomplete and he wants the full contract tender documents submitted by M/s Ashwani Steels, Chandigarh. It is directed that the tender documents submitted by M/s Ashwani Steels Chandigarh be supplied to the complainant within one week. 

2.                   Case is fixed for confirmation of compliance for 19.3.2007. 

3.

   Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bachan Singh 

S/o Shri Gujjar Skingh,

VPO¨Muchhal, Tehsil Babna Bakala,

District Amritsar.






Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Tarsikka,District Amritsar.        




.....Respondent

CC No.831 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Gurdit Singh Bal on behalf of the complainant Shri Bachan Singh.


None is present on behalf of P.I.O. of the office of  BDPO Amritsar.




The complainant states that in spite of repeated requests made to B.D.P.O. and D.D.P.O.,  no information is supplied to him regarding the position of allotment of land to him.  He states that the land was earmarked for allotment to BPL families and list of allottees was issued by BDPO Tarsikka, Tehsil Baba Bakala, District Amritsar through letter No.784 dated 19.7.2006 but no possession has so far been given to the allottees. Deputy Commissioner Amritsar may issue directions to the DDPO to get the encroachment removed and land allotted to the poor residents of Village Muchhal. It is also directed that inquiry may be conducted by some PCS officer as to why the possession of the  land(which is SHAMLAT belongs to Gram Panchayat),  which was earmarked during 1974, has not far been given to the allottees. Inquiry report be submitted  to the Commission office and land be handed over to the original allottees. It is also directed that PIO should attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing in person alongwith Inquiry Report. 


2.

Complainant  further states that penalty be imposed and compensation be given to him. Respondent will also submit the affidavit on the next date of hearing as to why penalty should not be imposed and compensation should not be given to the complainant.


3.

Next date of  hearing is fixed for 29.3.2007

 4.             Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties and to the Deputy Commissioner,Amritsar.








Sd/-






Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bharat Ram,

# 1220, DMC Colony,

38-West, Chandigarh.




……….Complainant






Vs.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Engineer, Public Health(G.W.),

The Mall, Patiala.         





.....Respondent

CC No.838 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Bharat Ram, complainant in person. 


Shri Nirmail Singh, SDE, Head Office Patiala on behalf of PIO. 




The respondent states that the information has been supplied to the complainant through  letter No.682 dated 9.1.2007.  The complainant states that withdrawal of Rs.1000 during 1991-92 may be shown to him. He further states that he wants to see the ledger of his P.F. Account. The respondent states that the complainant can visit the office of Chief Engineer Central Patiala on any working day for inspection of record. Date for inspection of record in the office of Chief Engineer Central, Water Supply and Sanitation Department is fixed as 20.3.2007 at 11 A.M.


2.

 Next hearing is fixed for 29.3.2007 for confirmation of compliance.

 3. 

 Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Inder Raj Bhatia,

# 1041, Gali No. 6, Balsingh Nagar,

Basti Jodhewal, Ludhiana.





Complainant






Vs.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Rural Development & Panchayat,

Punjab, Sector:17, Chandigarh.



.....Respondent

CC No.842 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Sham  Lal Saini on behalf of Shri Inder Raj Bhatia, complainant.


Smt. Avtar Kaur, Junior  Assistant on behalf of PIO.




The respondent states that the information  running into 7 pages has been delivered to the complainant through letter No.5985 dated 22.2.2007 and copy is submitted to the Court. The complainant states that he has not demanded this type of information . He only wants noting sheets of the file and the correspondence made between Director Rural Development and E.O. Panchayat Samiti, Ludhiana-2 regarding his retirement benefits i.e. pension, gratuity, leave encashment. The respondent states that the information demanded will be given to the complainant within 3 weeks

.


2.

Case is fixed for confirmation of compliance on 29.3.2007.


 3.

 Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-


Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Teja Singh,Panch,

S/o Shri Hamir Singh,

Village: Bhojo Majri, P.;O. Agoul, 

Tehsil Nabha, District Patiala.



…….
Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer, 

Nabha.







.....Respondent

CC No.843 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
None is present on behalf of the complainant.


None is present on behalf of respondent.




Shri Teja Singh, the complainant confirmed through his letter dated 29.1.2007 that the  requisite information has been received by him.

2.
Case is accordingly disposed of.

 3. 

 Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Shavinder Singh Puri,Propreitor,

M/s Puri Engineering Works,

Office-34, SFS Nagar,Dugri Road,

Ludhiana-141002.





…….
Complainant


Vs.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director, 

PSIEC Ltd., Udyog Bhawan,

Sector:17-A, Chandigarh.



.....Respondent

CC No.845 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Shavinder Singh Puri, complainant in person.


Shri Jagdish Chand, APIO,


Shri S.K. Gupta, Estate Officer and 


Shri R.K. Goyal, Senior Law Officer on behalf of PIO.




The respondent states that the information demanded by Shri Shavinder Singh Puri, complainant  has been delivered to him through letter No.
PSIEC/RTI/16113, dated 23.2.2007 as per his original demand. The


 complainant states that the information supplied by the respondent is not  complete and  legible. The respondent  is directed to supply a legible,  complete and  authenticated  copy of the information to the complainant. The  respondent states that the information is complete as per  original demand of the complainant. He further submits if the complainant wants more information, he can file a separate application with PIO of PSIEC. The complainant has agreed to file a fresh application with the PIO and the respondent has agreed to supply the requisite information as and when it  is asked for by the complainant. 

2.
The complainant further states that much delay has been caused in supplying the  information and he wants that respondent may be imposed penalty and he may also be compensated for the determent suffered by him. The respondent submits that the case is pending in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court due to which information could not be supplied in time and the delay is not intentional and penalty may not be imposed on him. Keeping in view the explanation given by the respondent, imposition of any penalty and grant of compensation is not desirable.

3.       Case is closed and the respondent will supply the information to the complainant as and when it is asked for by the complainant.

4.                  Case is disposed of accordingly.






 5. 

 Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-



Chandigarh



( Surinder Singh )

Dated:27.2.2007.


State  Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Gaurav Gupta,

S/o Shri R.L. Gupta,

640, Aggar Nagar,  Ludhiana.



…….
Complainant


Vs.


Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, 

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Near Sheranwala Gate, Patiala.



.....Respondent

CC No.846 of 2006






  ORDER

 Present:
Shri Gaurav Gupta, complainant in person and 


Shri V.K. Gupta, Deputy Chief Engineer, PIO


Shri H.R. Garg, Additional S.E., on behalf of respondent.



The respondent  P.I.O. states that the   information has been supplied to the complainant on 22.1.2007 through registered letter addressed to the Commission and copy to the complainant. The complainant states that he has not received any information so far. The respondent submits that photocopies of the requisite documents will be supplied to the complainant  today.

2.

 The complainant further states that the Notification issued by the Government of India during December, 2003 for the amendment of the Electricity Act has not been implemented by PSEB in Punjab. The respondent PIO submits the Notification dated 6.12.2006 in the Court which states that the Electricity Amendment Act,  2003 has been extended in the Punjab for implementation with the concurrence of Government of India up to 9.6.2007. A copy of this Notification is given to the complainant in my presence in the Court. The complainant further states that the information as per his original application dated 6.10.2006 be supplied to him. The respondent states that original letter dated 6.10.2006 of the complainant is not available in their office record. On this the complainant assures that he will supply the copy of his original letter to the respondent. Respondent has agreed to supply the information within week’s time to the complainant.

3.                  Case is fixed for confirmation of compliance on 5.3.2007.







4.

 Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh.



(Er. Surinder Singh)

Dated:27.2.2007


State Information Commissioner\

