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

Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria,

S/o Mohinder Singh Sarkaria, 
H. NO. 270, B/s Gurudwara Patti Sarkar

Abadi Gali Sarkarian Wali,

PO Khalsa College,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Revenue Officer,

Amritsar.






  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 935-2008  & CC No- 935-A-2008

Present :
Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria, Complainant in person.


Sh. Paramjit Singh, PCS, PIO-cum-ADC, Amritsar.



Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari for PIO/DC, Amritsar.



Sh. H.S.Deol, DRO, Taran Taran.
Order:


The matter had been fixed for consideration of the written reply to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) which had been issued to the PIO/ADC(G) as well as to Sh. H.S.Deol, DRO (by name) with respect to the great delay caused in supply of information.  They had also both been given an opportunity for personal hearing on the next date of hearing i.e. on 28.05.2009.  However, they had not filed the replies on 28.05.2009 and on the request of their representative Sh. Rajinder Kumar Patwari, a fresh date was given for today and they were also asked to file a list of dates and events so that the period of delay could be ascertained separately for CC-935/2008 and CC-935-A/2008.  
2.

Today, the written reply has been filed by ADC(G) for both cases separately, in addition appearing for personal explanation.  Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria, Complainant has separately filed written arguments dated 22.06.2009 separately for both the cases. He has also supplied a set of annexures from (a) to (h).  Both sides had filed applications only today during the hearing, it was thought fit to adjourn the case for consideration of another date.  However, Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria, Complainant stated that he was not interested in 
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pursuing the case further regarding the imposition of penalty and in fact would like to withdraw his request for the same, in view of the fact that the District Administration had now been most cooperative and had given him all the information that he needed.  Separately, ADC(G) informed the Commission that the Deputy Commissioner had ordered an enquiry which had been entrusted to Sh. Puneet Bhardwaj, PCS to look into the matter of the illegalities of the case. 
3.

The information asked for was regarding “Zamin Vakya Rakba Kot khalsa urban ate sub urban Tehsil-2 Malki Guru Granth Sahib, Patti Sarkar Kot Khalsa, Amritsar-II” and the information required was “1990-91 vich Kot khalsa urban, sub urban vich Guru Granth Sahib Patti Sarkar de naam kinni malki zamin si ate is wakt kinni hae ate malki kis-kis naam tae tabdil kitti gayi ate samet registriyaan, lease deed samet Intaqalan da verva”.
4.

No doubt, this information is in the custody of the Department of Revenue and had been sought under the RTI Act after efforts to get the information, by the Copying Branch of the Revenue Department failed, but in the present case it is necessary to appreciate the mammoth task involved. Vide these four lines he is asking for 82 registries in relation to the relevant Jamabandies, the mutation documents related to them from both the Parat Patwar register as well as Parat Sarkar, along with ‘Muths’ of documents attached with Parat Sarkar.  These documents have been supplied to the Complainant but it called for a fact finding enquiry and tracing each piece of land through 19 years involving 4 jamabandies.  The record of Patwari, of the Record Room of Tehsil, as well as in the Record Room of Deputy Commissioner had to be scoured for it.  Each of these registries was further to be related to the relevant mutation and to the Jamabandies.  The Right to Information Act, 2005, does not envisage a fact finding enquiry tracing the history of land from 1990 to the present date. 
5.

Therefore, even otherwise, due to the great volume of work involved, which has been successfully achieved and in spite of the great delay, the Commission would not have considered it in the fitness of things to impose 
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any penalty under Section 20(1) on the officials of the District, being conscious of the fact that in the present matter the interpretations of the Right to Information Act, 2005, have been stretched to the limit.  The explanations of the officials are accepted. Rather, seeing the great volume of work and effort involved on the part of all concerned, it is rather in the fitness of things to put on record the appreciation of the work of the Deputy Commissioner, Sh. Kahan Singh Pannu, IAS, who has  of his own accord also initiated enquiry into the illegalities which came to light. The efforts of the PIO/ADC Shri Paramjit Singh and Sh. Rajinder Singh Patwari are also greatly appreciated.
With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 
   







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(LS)

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

Sh. Maninder Pal,

S/o Sh. Piara Lal, 

Village Kandhwala Amarkot,

Tehsil Abohar,

District Ferozepur.  




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director, Public Instructions (S), 
Pb, SCO-95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1327-2008  

Present:
Shri Rajinder Kumar, brother of Sh. Maninder Pal, complainant on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Onkar Singh Statistician for the PIO/DPI(S).

ORDER:

Shri Rajinder Kumar states that Sh. Maninder Pal is ill and therefore not able to attend the proceedings today. He also states that no information has been supplied to him after the last date of hearing. 
2.
On the last date of hearing a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- had been imposed  upon Smt. Surjit Kaur, PIO-cum-Asstt. Director Admn.(Recruitment) u/s 20(1) of the Act  for the inordinate delay and non supply of information to the complainant with respect  to his RTI application dated 20.5.2008  till that date, to be deposited by her in 2 months. In addition to it, it had also been ordered a token compensation of Rs. 250/- for each day of hearing when the complainant has attended the Court i.e. 21.10.08, 10.12.08 and 28.1.08 as well as for today i.e. Rs. 1000/- were to be paid to Sh. Maninder Pal Sin as compensation who was required to travel all the way from Abohar to Chandigarh each time. On the last occasion, he was ill.  However, he has not come today still being ill. Therefore Rs. 750/- is required to be paid to him. 
3.
Since none had appeared from the office of PIO, the Private Secretary to the Bench was asked to contact Sh. Onkar Singh, Statistician on telephone who 
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is now the dealing hand in the Recruitment Branch, in place of Sh. Ram Sarup who is on leave.  The case was adjourned to 3.00 PM. 
3.00 PM
Present :
Shri Rajinder Kumar, brother of Sh. Maninder Pal, complainant.



Shri Onkar Singh Statistician for the PIO/DPI(S). 


Sh. Onkar Singh, Statistician stated that he was not aware of this case. He was asked to go back to his office and to send the PIO or any representative not below the rank of APIO, who should be fully conversant with case and should bring the concerned record for supply to the Complainant and some more time was given for the same. After some time, Shri Onkar Singh stated, and also gave it in writing that he had conveyed the instructions of the Commission to the PIO and the APIO and they had not come, but instructed him to attend the hearing. The attitude of the PIO was noted with disappointment.

4.
Shri Onkar Singh, authorized representative of the PIO is hereby now directed to produce the file, on which the representation of Sh. Maninder Pal Singh was dealt in pursuance of the order dated 3.7.08 of Punjab and Haryana High Court in CWP 1742 of 2007, vide which Sh. Maninder Pal Singh’s representation was rejected through a speaking order. In this order, Sh. Jagtar Singh Khatra has talked about the revised merit list in which 3-4 persons were named as selected and in their place names of certain other persons were mentioned who were to be terminated on the basis of that revised list, including one Madan Lal. This revised list is available on that file, since the names in that revised list have been discussed in the speaking order. 
5.

The file should be produced in the Court on 16.7.2009 in Chamber at 11.00 AM and  the PIO (by name) should also bring an amount of Rs. 750/- in cash for payment to the applicant plus Rs. 250/- in case the Complainant attend the court on that day. In the alternative and to avoid the production of the file, a copy of the revised merit 
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list mentioned in the speaking order of Sh. Jagtar Singh Khatra should be supplied duly attested to Sh. Maninder Pal Singh against due receipt.


Adjourned to 16.07.2009.   








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Ajeet Singh,S/o Babu Singh,

Village & PO Rampur Sainian,

Tehsil Dera Bassi,

District  Mohali.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Divisional Commissioner,

Patiala Division, Patiala.  



 




         ---------Respondent 
CC No- 1645-2008
Present :
Sh. Ajeet Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Manohar Lal, Clerk O/o SDM, Derabassi.


Smt. Veena Rani, Senior Assistant O/o Commissioner, Patiala 


Division, Patiala. 

Order:


In pursuance of the directions given during the hearing held on 01.06.2009 Smt. Veena Rani states and the Complainant confirms that he did not wish to inspect the file of the Commissioner’s office.  However, he has been made to inspect the file of the Deputy Commissioner and he has separately visited of the office of SDM and inspected the file of that office.  Now, Sh. Ajeet Singh also confirms that he has got copies of documents that he needed from the file.  
2.

Sh. Ajeet Singh, Complainant requests only that the statement given by Sh. Narinder Singh Sanga supplied to him be got attested and I order accordingly.  
3.

Coming to the only remaining point i.e clarification regarding the statement dated 01.06.2009 of Sh. Narinder Singh Sanga, the then SDM, with respect to which I had given directions in para 1 of my order, Smt. Veena Rani states that the Tehsildar had been asked to get the additional clarification required by the Commission from Sh. Narinder Singh Sanga and to produce it today.  However, Tehsildar has not been able to attend today and has sent his clerk with the file, in case any further inspection or documents are needed from it.  
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I have spoken to Sh. Narinder Singh Sanga on telephone and instructed him to send a further clarification on the lines of my previous order,  since, his previous statement is still not completely clear on the main issue. W as there any separate fact finding enquiry on the complaint of Sh. Ajeet Singh, or the decision given in the mutation was itself to be considered the fact finding enquiry ? He states that he will send the information.  The concerned Tehsildar should carry the seal of office with him, so that the statement can be attested and supplied to Sh. Ajeet Singh, Complainant on the same day.  He will be sending an additional statement clarifying the full matter once for all, for which the matter is adjourned to 16.07.2009 in chamber at 12.15 PM.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(LS)


After the hearing was over, Smt. Mohini Arora, Superintendent-cum-APIO has appeared. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Prit Pal Dhindsa,

VPO Lasoi,

Tehsil Malerkotla,

District Sangrur.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2130 -2008

Present :
None for Complainant.


Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, PIO-cum-Deputy Director (School 


Administration).



Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Senior Assistant O/o DPI(SE), Pb.



Sh. Jaswant Singh, Clerk, DPI, Chd. 
Order:


The PIO has not brought any written report regarding action taken by him in connection with orders by the Commission from time to time. He is directed to file it immediately, with copy to Complainant under due receipt/with proof of registry.  

2.

This notice should also be sent to Sh. Prit Pal Dhindsa, Complainant.  If he does not appear on the next date of hearing, it will be presumed that he has received the information and the case will be disposed of.    


Adjourned to 21.07.2009 for consideration.  

 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(LS)

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Ranjit Singh,

# 1043, Kissan Street,

Narendra Colony,

Malerkotla, Sangrur.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Public Instructions (Sec)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2164 -2008

Present:
Shri Jaswinder Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Jagjit Singh Sidhu, PIO-cum-Dy. Director, O/O DPI (S)



Shri Jaswant Singh Clerk,  O/O DPI(S).

ORDER:


Vide covering letter dated 26.6.09, copy endorsed to the State Information Commission, a copy of the order of appointments made in pursuance of the selections made by the Departmental Selection Committee dated 5.7.91 as well as  a copy of the result placed in the ‘Ajit’ newspaper at the relevant time  has been supplied to the complainant and a set  of papers has also been placed on the record of the Commission. It is seen that these papers are not attested. The PIO is directed to get them attested today itself. These have been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is satisfied with this. 


Accordingly, the case is hereby disposed of in terms of this order as read with orders dated 27.01.2009, 15.04.2009 and 11.06.2009. 








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

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

Ms. Kavita Rani, 

D/o Brij Lal,

Civil Hospital Complex, Abohar,

District Ferozepur-152116. 




----Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh.






       -----Respondent.






AC No-419 -2008

Present:
Shri Brij Lal, father of Ms. Kavita Rani, complainant. On her 


behalf.



Sh. Onkar Singh Statistician, on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:


Sh. Brij Lal states that information has not been supplied so far, in pursuance of order dated 6.5.09. Sh. Onkar Singh has also not filed any compliance report or stated the efforts made in providng certificates which are available in the office of DPI(S). The PIO also appears to have ignored the instructions of the Commission  given in para 5, altogether.

2.
No reply has been filed to the show cause notice dated 24.03.2009 why  the payment of compensation of Rs. 250/- per day had  not given to the complainant at the cost of PIO in the two hearings already held. Since no reply has been filed and neither has the information been supplied and the father of the complainant had to travel to Chandigarh the 4th time today from Abohar. Now it is  hereby directed that the amount of Rs.250/- per day for four days i.e. Rs. 1000/- be paid to the complainant in cash by the PIO by the next date of hearing. Further, since no reply has been received to the show cause notice for penalty u/s 20(1), issued as far back as on 24.03.2009 for the delay caused, an opportunity for personal hearing u/s 20(1) proviso thereto of the Act is also hereby provided by name to the PIO/Smt. Surjit Kaur, Addl. Dir. Admn. Recruitment Cell. She may note that since she does not file written explanation for which another opportunity is again given 
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to her, nor avails herself of the personal explanation, the Commission shall go ahead and impose the penalty u/s 20(1) for the delay caused.

3.
The PIO is once again directed to carry out the directions given in para 5 of the order dated 6.5.2009.  The order dated 06.05.2009 is modified to the extent that the  certificates  demanded by the complainant should be given  only in the case of 5 persons appointed, since in her application she has asked for  the certificates in respect of persons appointed, and not for the persons recommended for appointment.

4.
The PIO may note that in case the information  is still not supplied to the complainant whose father has had to come from Abohar  each time for it, the Commission shall be constrained to recommend u/s 20(2) of the RTI Act the initiation of disciplinary proceedings against her under the service rules applicable to her, in addition to the proposed penalty. 

Adjourned to 29.7.09.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(Ptk)

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

Sh. S.P.Khariwal,

# 1074, St. No. 3,

Abohar, Distt. Ferozepur. 



--------Appellant   






Vs. 

PIO, O/O, SDO, 

PB. Water Supply & Sewerage Board,

Tehsil Abohar, District Ferozepur.


____   Respondent.






AC No-234-2009

Present :
Sh. S.P.Khariwal, Appellant in person.


None for the PIO.  
Order:


The Appellant vide his Second Appeal dated 30.03.2009 made to the Commission submitted that his application dated 20.10.2008 in form ‘A’ with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/SDO, Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board had not been attended to and no information had been supplied within the stipulated period.  Thereafter, he filed a First Appeal before the Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sewerage Board to the First Appellate Authority vide his appeal dated 20.12.2008.  Hearing was took place, after which he received information on 22.01.2009 from the SDO which was woefully inadequate.  Hence the Second Appeal which contains the details of deficiencies in the information supplied. A copy of the Appeal was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for 26.05.2009 and both parties informed through registered post dated 6th May, 2009.  On 26.05.2009, both parties were not present.  It was noted that both may not have been able to come due to law and order situation and curfew etc. obtaining at many districts of Punjab.  In the interest of justice one more chance was given to both the parties, the case was adjourned to 01.07.2009.  
2.

Today, Sh. S.P.Khariwal, Appellant has come all the way from Abohar and is present.  He states that information with respect to point no. 1 has 
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been given partly, since information regarding December to September, 2008 has not been provided.  The PIO should immediately give schedule of taking samples and test report, if any, for the period.  If no samples were taken, it should be so stated in writing.  In respect of item no. 7, in case there are any records of the depth of silt having been measured, the records/details thereof should be supplied. In respect of item no. 8, attested copies of stock registers showing receipt, issue and balance for the said period should be given to him without fail. For item no. 10, the first portion concerns item no. 9.  For the remaining in respect of the daily schedule of supply of water, it appears to be by way of a complaint and by way of a plea that water should be supplied according to plan and prior intimation to the public giving time etc.  
3.

The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information the Appellant strictly in accordance with the provisions of the Act.  (His attention is drawn to the definition of “information”, “record” and “right to information” as available in Section 2(f), (i) and (j)) immediately and without any further delay under due receipt of the Appellant Sh. S.P. Khariwal and to supply a copy of the information given, as well as the receipt to the Commission for its record.  The PIO should supply the information and where no such information exists, it may be categorically stated. However, in case the information is not given and the Appellant has to come for another hearing and is given the information only in the next hearing and the Appellant is require to come all the way from Abohar, then the PIO is warned that the cost of travel of the Appellant would be imposed upon him. Armed with the complete information, he has been able to get under the RTI, Sh. S.P.Khariwal, may approach the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances, if so advised. 
4.

PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) to show cause why penal action as provided there in under the Act be not taken against him by imposing a fine of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for the delay already caused and up to time the information is not furnished and also 
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to avail himself of the personal opportunity on the next date of hearing.  He is required to give his explanation in writing.  The PIO may note that in case no written explanation is received and he also does not attend the next date of hearing, it will be taken that he has nothing to offer by way of explanation and the Commission shall go ahead and now provisions of the Act and take action against him ex-parte.  



Adjourned to 08.09.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(LS)

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

Sh. Bal Krishan, Carpenter,

O/o Assistant Engineer,

Shimla Sub Division nO. 11,

H.P.PWD Shimla-171002.




--------Complainant  






Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Secretary,

PWD (B&R), Pb. Chd.




____   Respondent.






CC No-809-2009


Present:
None for the complainant.

Smt. Gurbax Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/O C.E., PWD B&R, Pb., on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER:


Smt. Gurbax Kaur states that  vide letter dated 29.6.09 she has sent the necessary notification of revision of pay w.e.f. 1.1.78, 1.1.86 and  1.1.96 to the complainant through registered post. She has also produced  a proof of registry. She has also been told to send a copy of the circular letter of the Punjab Government circulated vide No. 16/88/FP-I/4160 dated 7.4.89 which is available on her file and which relates to the Department of Irrigation and Power, as there is a mention of post of Carpenter in that circular although there is no mention of grade. She should sent this letter within  a week to the complainant under intimation to the Commission.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Nitin Davessar,

S/o Sh. Narinder Davessar, 

Main Road, Prem Nagar Colony,

Bohri Sahib Road, 

Post Office-Fatahpur, 

Amritsar. 





--------Complainant  






Vs. 

PIO, O/o Executive Engineer, 

Sub Urban Circle, 

Maqbul Road, Amritsar.




____   Respondent.






CC No-858-2009


  

Present:
Shri Nitin Davessar, complainant in person.



Sh. Maninder Pal Singh AEE West, Sub Div. Amritsar, for the 


PIO.



Shri Ashok Kumar, JE, on behalf of the PIO.
ORDER:


With reference to the order dated 26.5.09, Shri Nitin Davessar  has duly sent a letter dated 24.6.09 pointing out the discrepancies in the information supplied  by the PIO in pursuance of two separate RTI applications put in by him. The present RTI application dated 16.7.08  is a ful-fledged  RTI application in sequel to the earlier application dated 2.4.08 in which Sh. Davessar stated that full information had not been given but he had he had not filed any complaint with the Commission. Now he had pointed out that in the reply of his 2nd application  the facts given  were at variance with the  facts given to him earlier. He had been asked to spell it out in detail which he did in letter dated 24.6.09, which had earlier been sent to the PIO vide letter dated 17.6.09. As for the PIO he states that he has also sent  the reply giving the detailed explanation for all the discrepancies which had been pointed out by the complainant. The PIO also pointed out  that in item No. 3 of the said discrepancies mentioned by Sh. Nitin Davessar in his letter dated 24.6.09, he is actually asking for fresh information which had not been asked for in his earlier application. The Commission is 
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of the view that this point should be ignored. 
2.
Shri Maninder Pal Singh, SDE  on behalf of the PIO/SE Sh. Amrik Singh had already sent letter dated 24.6.09 containing the explanation u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act for the delay.  He states that the concerned dealing hand never entered the RTI application in the RTI Register at all and therefore it remained out of the monitoring system of the office. Responsibility for the lapse has been fixed and Sh. Manjit Singh, UDC and Sh. Daljit Singh RTI Supdt have been held responsible  for the lapse. The former  has been issued a charge-sheet for major penalty vide Memo No. 319 dated 23.6.09 under the  Punishment and Appeals Rules and  a show cause notice  has been issued to the latter for the same.  In fact it has been mentioned  in this letter that  Sh. Manjit Singh appears to have  done it  purposely in collusion with the present complainant. In fact, Shri Amrik Singh SE had stated on the last date of hearing  and Sh. Maninder Pal Singh SDE has also stated today that the complainant had never met them to make any complaint and they had both seen him for first time in the Commission , although the complainant  was stating  before the Commission that he is being troubled  in all sorts of manners by that office.

3.
After going though all these communications, and, giving due consideration to the facts brought before me, I am satisfied with the explanation given by the PIO as also with his strict action to bring to book the persons who have caused the problem and the punitive action taken against them. I am also satisfied with the explanation given for the discrepancies/variations pointed out by the complainant. 
With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









SD- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 
(Ptk)

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

Sh. Jarnail Singh Sandhu,

Tubewell No. 5,

Near Fire Brigade,

Sangrur.





--------Complainant  






Vs. 

PIO, O/O Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Circle, 

Ludhiana.




& 

PIO, O/O Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Circle, 

Sangrur. 





____   Respondent.






CC No-868-2009
Present :
None for the complainant .



None for the PIO.
ORDER:


From the letter dated 4.5..2009 to the XEN, Water Supply and Sanitation, Ludhiana, it is clear that PIO has been wrongly addressed. Even in the RTI application, the name of the PIO is different. Someone in the Registry has wrongly written the address on the file.  Fresh notice should be given to the concerned PIO i.e. Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation Department, Ludhiana and Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation Department, Sangrur. 

Adjourned to 21.07.2009.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.07. 2009 

(Ptk)

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

Dr. K.N.Makkar (Retd.),

CMO Service No. 48,

St. No. 2, Bagh Colony,

Jalalabad (West),

District Ferozepur





--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Health and Family Welfare,

Punjab, Chd. 





  ---------Respondent.

MR No. 61/2009




       In AC No- 257-2008  



The Commission is in receipt of your letter dated 12.05.2009 in which you have requested that the case be re-opened since you could not be present to inspect the files having received the notice with postal stamp on 11.05.2009, whereas the inspection was slated for 06.05.2009.  



A copy of the order passed on 06.05.2009 has also been sent to you vide covering letter dated 19th May, 2009. In that, it was noted that in his reply, (vide letter no. 2398 dated 06.05.2009) the PIO has given a categorical answer to both points on which information was required to be supplied.  In view of the replies, given there appears to be no necessity of inspecting the said files.  The Commission after considering your letter dated 12.05.2009, therefore, does not considers it necessary to reopen the complaint case already decided on 06.05.2009.  A copy of the order of the Commission on 06.05.2009 as well as copy of the letter dated 06.05.2009 produced by the PIO are once again sent to you.  



With this, the matter is closed.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

01.07.2009  

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

Sh. Rur Singh,

S/o Sh. Joginder Singh,

# T-3/193, RSD-Colony, 

Shahpurkandi,

Township, Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.




----Complainant   








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Transport, Punjab, 

Sector 17, Chandigarh.  



       -----Respondent 


MR No. 64/2009 





In CC No-2376 -2008 



Your letter dated 28.02.2009, 31.03.2009 and 30.04.2009 have been received in the Commission in connection with your complaint dated 06.10.2008 made to the Commission (in respect of RTI application dated 26.08.2008).  In this respect your complaint had been considered on 24.02.2009, when you did not appear.  The order dated 24.02.2009 had already been sent to you with covering letter dated 17th March, 2009 by the State Information Commission. You are advised to take further action in accordance with the instructions already given in that order.  Fee including postage is required to be paid by you in order to get the information.  It was not considered necessary to issue notice to the PIO/and or to reopen the case.     


Dismissed in limine.   








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

01.07.2009  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri.  L.S.Gupta

Gupta Eye-Sight Testing Centre,

Opp. Old Bus Stand, Patel Nagar,

College Road, Barnala 










…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions(E) 

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh







.....Respondent
MR No. 59/2009

In CC No- 443 of 2008 



Your complaint dated 19.01.2009 to the Commission in respect of RTI application dated 28.02.2008 addressed to the DPI(E), Pb. has already been considered by the Commission in its hearings on 03.06.2008, 23.07.2008 and on 24.09.2008 and detailed orders have been passed thereon each time.  You are informed that there is no provision of Review of the orders of the Commission under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Moreover, no new fact or plea has been disclosed in your application dated 19.01.2009. It is not considered a fit case in which notice should be issued to the PIO.  Your request dated 19.01.2009 is, therefore, rejected.  









Sd-  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

01.07.2009  

