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

Sh. Parvesh Chadha

# 1273, MIG Flats, Sector 32,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana. 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sr. XEN, 

Sub Urban Division, PSEB, Taran Taran. 

--------Respondent 






CC No-3539-2009. 

Present:
Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gursharan Singh, PIO-cum-Senior XEN, in person. 
ORDER:



Sh. Gursharan Singh, PIO has requested for an adjournment to enable him to give a detailed reply to the show case notice issued under Section 20(1) of the Act, which is granted.


Adjourned to 12.05.2010.   










Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

(LS) 
 ;

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

Sh. Parvesh Chadha

# 1273, MIG Flats, Sector 32,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana. 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sr. XEN, 

Sub Urban Division, PSEB, Taran Taran. 

--------Respondent 






CC No-3540-2009. 

Present:
Sh. Parvesh Chadha, Complainant in person.



Sh. Gursharan Singh, PIO-cum-Senior XEN, in person. 
ORDER:



Sh. Gursharan Singh, PIO has requested for an adjournment to enable him to give a detailed reply to the show case notice issued under Section 20(1) of the Act, which is granted.



Adjourned to 12.05.2010.    


Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Amrit Singla, S/O Shri C.D.Singla,

R/O Kothi No. 410, Phase Iv, SAS Nagar, Mohali

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, PSEB, 

Bhagta Bhai Ka, Distt. Bathinda.


____   Respondent 






CC No-33-2010  
Present:
Shri Kamal Satija, Advocate with Sh. R.P.Darria, Advocate, Counsel for the complainant Sh. Amit Singla.


Sh. Mohan Singh, Addl. A.E. on behalf of the PIO.
 

ORDER:


The complaint of Shri Amit Singla, filed through his Counsel Sh. Kamal Satija, Advocate, in respect of his RTI application dated 20.11.09 was considered today in the presence of both parties. Sh. Mohan Singh, Addl. AE states that vide covering letter dated 5.4.2010 point wise reply on the 11 points contained in his RTI application has been provided to the Counsel today through the Commission. The Counsel states that the reply is not complete. The Commission has gone through the original RTI application and the reply provided. The information has been supplied to the satisfaction of the Commission on point Nos. I, v, vi and viii, even though it may not suit the applicant. 
2.
As for point No. ii, it has been partly replied to. The Addl. AEE has stated that  FIR No. 46 dated 5.11.09 is not related in any manner to notice No. 2706 dated 5.10.09.  This may be considered an additional reply to complete the reply to item No. ii.  
3.
In so far as item No. iii is concerned, the Addl. AE has stated that the notice  was issued in the name of Sh. Manjit Singh S/O Maghar Singh on 5.10.09 but it bore different number. He has been directed to supply the correct number issued in the name of Sh. Manjit Singh S/O Sh. Maghar Singh to the applicant immediately. This will meet the requirement of point No. (iii).
4.
In so far as item No. (iv) is concerned, I agree with the Counsel  that the order provided is not legible and neither is it the order of final assessment. It 
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purports to be only a notice for final assessment containing the provisional assessment (yet to be Finalized). In case there is any further order of final assessment, the PIO is directed to supply it immediately, otherwise to state that  there is no other order of final assessment.
5.
In so far as item No. (viii) is concerned, I agree with the PIO that the information has been supplied. However, circular on the basis of which the amount has been calculated  is stated to be available on the net and the relevant portion can be down loaded  by the Counsel to meet his particular requirements. 

6.
In so far as item No. (ix) is concerned, it does not fall with in the scope of reference of the RTI Act and therefore the reply given by the PIO cannot be faulted by the Commission. In respect of item No. (x), it is stated that there is no practice of making ‘noting’. However, office had addressed a letter through  Sh. Kikkar Singh, JE, on the matter giving detailed instructions. An attested copy of the said letter should be supplied to the applicant immediately.

7.
In so far as item No. (xi) is concerned. A copy of the instructions should be supplied. In case there is no such policy, it should be categorically stated. 
8.
These directions should be complied at the earliest. Since the case has been dictated in the presence of both parties, it is not necessary to wait for the receipt of the written order. With the compliance of these directions, case shall be considered as disposed of. A copy of the letter/further documents given, should be placed on the record of the Commission. 
9.
Shri Kamal Satija, Counsel for the complainant states that since the RTI application  is dated 20.11.09 and the information has been given only today,  
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penalty should be imposed on the PIO. This will be considered after the full information has been supplied. 

Adjourned to 12.5.2010. 








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Satish Malik,

# 518, J.P.Nagar, Jalandhar.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

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

____   Respondent 






CC No-146/2010    

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Dharam Singh, PIO on behalf of SP/Vigilance, PSEB. 



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer.


Sh. Bhushan Kumar, Superintendent O/o DGP, Vigilance, 


PSEB.

ORDER:



The complaint of Sh. Satish Malik, Complainant with respect to his RTI application dated 22.09.2009 was considered in his absence.  Sh. Satish Malik, Complainant had requested for a copy of “fact finding report of inquiry conducted by Mr. Baljinder Singh inspector intelligence PSEB, Patiala”.  The PIO states that the inquiry being conducted by the vigilance of the PSEB has not yet been concluded and therefore, the information cannot be given. Upon enquiry, however, it was confirmed that the fact finding inquiry of Mr. Baljinder Singh had been completed and submitted to the PSEB, Chairman who had ordered to get the matter inquired into further in detail by Chief Engineer Technical Audit and Inspection, PSEB, Patiala. However, the Commission directs that an attested copy of the enquiry already conducted and finalized by Mr. Baljinder Singh may be supplied to the Complainant straightway through registered post. A copy of the same has also been placed for the record of the Commission and a proof of registry should be placed on the record of the Commission.   


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010    

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

Sh. Amarjeet Singh,XEN (Retd.)

# 720, Sector 43-A, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O MD, PSIEC, Udyog Bhawan, 

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




____   Respondent 






CC No-135/2010    

Present:
Sh. Amarjit Singh,XEN (Retd.), Complainant in person.


Mr. G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal, O/o PSIEC, Pb. 
ORDER:



Sh. Amarjeet Singh’s complaint dated 11.01.2010 made to the address of the PIO/PSIEC, Chandigarh was considered today in the presence of both the parties. Vide covering letter dated 05.04.2010 “in continuation to the reply already supplied dated 11.03.2010, more requisite information as available on the record of the Corporation, in respect of your above said application, containing 98 pages including covering letter and information supplied by SO (Salary) dated 01.04.2010 is sent herewith. Please acknowledge the receipt.” Complainant acknowledges having receiving the full information on every points contained in his RTI application. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 
 








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Nirmal Singh, Circle Supdt(Retd.),

# 788/1, Mohalla Tibba Sahib, Hoshiarpur.


--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief, IR & W(RTI Section)

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent 






CC No-129/2010  
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer.  

ORDER: 


A telephonic message was received from Sh. Nirmal Singh, Complainant requesting for an adjournment in view of his wife and son both being ill today. Accordingly, the case is adjourned to 12.05.2010.  








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Harbans Singh, S/O Sh. Bhag Singh,

C/O Akal Khal Feed Store, near Sh. Pavittar Singh,

Di-Workshop, By-pass Road, 

Lehra Gaga, Tehsil Lehra, Distt. Sangrur.


--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, PSEB (HQ), Patiala.




__   Respondent 






CC No-126/2010    

Present:
Sh. Harbans Singh, Complainant in person with his son Sh. 


Bhag Singh. 


Sh. R.K.Goyal, Senior XEN, PSEB, Budlada. 

ORDER:



Sh. Harbans Singh’s complaint dated 18.12.2009 with reference to his RTI application dated 01.10.2009 made to the address of the PIO/PSEB, Headquarter, Patiala was taken up today in the presence of both the parties. PIO states that with reference to letter dated 16.09.2009 a reply had already been given to the Complainant vide letter dated 23.12.2009. In this, it had been explained to them that the matter being agitated by them is a policy matter and therefore, their complaint had been considered and filed. However, this reply has been given by the PIO by filing the complaint at his own level in his capacity Senior XEN and not on the basis of the action taken by the Chairman. To this extent, this answer is not correct. The reply to this RTI application is required to be based upon the action taken on the file of the Chairman to whom the representation has been made. In case no action has been taken so far on the representation, it should be so stated. The reply is to be given on the basis of the action taken on the representation on the file of the Chairman. The Commission would also like that the said file of the Chairman’s office should be brought to the Commission on the next date of hearing.  


Adjourned to 12.05.2010.  


Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 
 

06.04. 2010   
(LS)  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.Rajinder  Kumar,Jr. Meter Reader,

Sub Divn. Datarpur, PSEB, Distt.  Hoshiarpur.

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary, PSEB, Patiala.



____   Respondent 






CC No-103/2010  
Present:
Shri Rajinder Kumar, complainant in person, along with his 4 other colleagues.

Sh. Parkash Chand, Divisional Supdt. PSEB, Mukerian Division.

ORDER:


Shri Rajinder Kumar, Junior Meter Reader’s complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 9.1.2010, with respect to his RTI application dated nil, with his postal order dated 26.10.09, to the address of PIO/Secretary, PSEB, Patiala was taken up today in  his presence. On behalf of the PIO, Sh. Parkash Chand, Divisional Supdt. PSEB, Mukerian Division is present.  Shri Rajindr Kumar’s request in his RTI application has been seen. It is more by way of giving information regarding discrimination and injustice caused to the Jr. Meter Readers, who have not been included in the 9/16 years time bound promotional scale scheme, in spite of their having completed 12 years of service. However, Shri Rajinder Kumar has not asked for any particular document or for inspection  of any file in his RTI application. The reply had admittedly been given to him against due receipt vide letter dated 18.12.09 in which it has been stated that  no decision has been taken so far to extend  the 9/16 years time bound promotional scale  to the cadre of Jr. Meter Readers.
2.
It has been explained to Shri Rajinder Kumar and others  of the union  that they should make a representation with full justification to the Competent Authority in the Executive,  requesting to include their cadre in this scheme. After having made a representation, they may put in the RTI application after some time to request for information on action taken on their representation 
or they may approach the Court, if so advised.
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With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Harjinder Singh Brar,

# 1180, Sector 21, Panchkula.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Dy. Secretary Services-II,

PSEB, Patiala.




____   Respondent 

CC No-94/2010 & CC-450/2010 
Present:
 None for Complainant.


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



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer.  

ORDER:



Sh. Harjinder Singh Brar, Complainant’s complaint dated 22.12.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 19.09.2009 made to the address of the PIO/Deputy Secretary Services-II, PSEB, Patiala was considered today in his absence. 
2.

It is noted that the Complainant had attached another RTI application dated 01.06.2009 supported by a detailed letter of the same date as well as another RTI application dated 15.11.2009 all of which appear to be in connection with the application dated 19.09.2009.  Thereafter, notice was issued to both the parties by the Commission vide letter dated 04.03.2010. 

3.

Today, the PIO states that the full information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter dated 19.09.2009 and the Complainant is fully satisfied with the same and has requested that his complaint case be closed. He has sent a copy of the letter written by the Complainant in this behalf as well as the photo copy of the covering letter vide which the information has been sent to the Complainant.  Separately, Sh. Harjinder Singh Brar has vide his letter dated 17.03.2010/19.03.2010 written directly to the Commission on the face of which the Private Secretary of the Bench has written “the Complainant came personally and handed over this letter”.  It is a copy of the same letter requesting that the CC-94/2010 may be ordered to be closed as withdrawn as I am satisfied with the 
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-2- 
information supplied and no longer wish to pursue the complaint. In the same letter, he ahs also written that “it is informed that the information asked in CC-94/2010 and CC-450/2010 is exactly identical. As such both these cases may be disposed of”.  



Accordingly, CC-94/2010 as well as CC-450/2010 which has been listed for hearing on a separate later date is both disposed of.    








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010 
(LS)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Surinder Kumar, S/O Lekh Ram,

Vill. Bodi Wala Pitha, P.O.Khui Khera,

Tehsil Fazilka, Distt. Farozepur.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSEB, Khui Khera,

Tehsil Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur.

____   Respondent 






CC No-83/2010    

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. K.L.Soni, AEE O/o Sub Division, Khui Khera. 

ORDER:



Sh. Surinder Kumar, Complainant’s complaint dated 15.12.2009 in connection with his RTI application dated 25.07.2009 made to the address of the PIO/SDO, PSEB, Khui Khera was considered today by the Commission in his absence. However, a letter dated 11.03.2010 was submitted by Sh. Surinder Kumar, Complainant to the SDO which has further been relayed to this office in which Complainant has stated that he has received full information with respect to his RTI application dated 25.07.2009 which was pertaining to communication dated 22.07.2009 received by the Complainant from the said office. Now, he stated he has received the information and he is fully satisfied with the same and has no further complaint against the said office.  
2.

Sh. Surinder Kumar, Complainant had due and adequate notice for today’s hearing sent to him through registered post dated 04.03.2010 by the Commission. He has chosen not to be present himself or through representative neither has he sent any communication. It is clear that he has received the information and has further no submission to make.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   









Sd-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 
 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Bhim Singh, S/O Sh. Baldev Singh,

C/O Indian Ex-servicemen League,

Block Office, Lehragaga, near Sub Tehsil Office,

V&PO: Lehragaga, Distt. Sangrur. 



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engg. Water Supp. 

& Sanitation, Ludhiana.




____   Respondent 






CC No-73/2010   

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Janak Raj Gupta, SDO Public Health, Ludhiana for the PIO.



Shri Jagtar Singh Sr. Asstt. O/O PIO.
ORDER:


The Second Appeal of Sh. Bhim Singh dated 16.12.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 28.10.09 made to the address of PIO/SE, Water Supply and Sanitation  Works, Ludhiana and First Appeal dated 28.1`1.09 made to the First Appellate Authority, Chief Engineer, Water Supply & Sanitation (Central) Patiala was taken up today in his absence. The reply dated 1.12.2010 sent to him by the PIO/SE had been appended  along with his complaint. Since it was not possible by this reply to see any deficiency in the information already supplied, the applicant had been asked vide registered notice dated 4.3.2010, issued to him for the hearing to be conducted by the Commission today to point out the deficiencies in the information supplied to the  PIO with copy to the Commission atleast 2 weeks before 6.4.2010. However, Sh. Bhim Singh has neither pointed out any deficiency to the PIO or to the Commission. He is not present himself or through  representative. It is clear that  he has nothing further to submit and the information regarding seniority list is as per the present position 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Chiranjiv Singh, 

# 1457/1, Sector 42-B, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary, PSEB, Patiala.


____   Respondent 






CC No-64/2010  
Present:
 Sh. Chiranjiv Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sham Sunder Garg, Deputy Secretary-cum-APIO for PIO. 
ORDER:



The complaint dated 06.01.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 27.10.2009 was considered today in the presence of both the parties. Sh. Sham Sunder Garg, Deputy Secretary-cum-APIO appeared personally and placed on record a set of papers with covering letter dated 05.04.2010 in which it was stated that the information had been supplied to Sh. Chiranjiv Singh, Complainant well in time through letter dated 17.11.2009, a copy of which had been endorsed to the Nodal Officer at the relevant time (confirmed to have been received by him). The full position had been brought to the notice of the Complainant with two annexures. Complainant had obviously not received the same till 06.01.2010 when he sent a complaint to the Commission. However, he received the set today and is satisfied. With this the case is here by disposed of.  










Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Kulwant Rai Batish,

Opposite New Grain Market,

Bhikhi, Distt. Mansa.





--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Nodal Officer, PSEB, Patiala.

____   Respondent 






CC No-52/2010    
Present:
 Sh. Kulwant Rai Batish, Complainant in person.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer.



Sh. Rajinder Kumar, APIO-cum-AO. 

ORDER:



The complaint of Sh. Kulwant Rai Batish, Complainant dated 02.01.2010 to the Commission in respect of his RTI application dated 12.11.2009 made to the address of the PIO/Head Office, PSEB, Patiala was considered today in the presence of both the parties. Complainant acknowledges the facts stated in letter dated 18.03.2010 addressed by the PIO to the Accounts Officer, copy of which has been endorsed to the Commission that information has been received by him twice. However, he states that till today, he has not received information on point number 1 and 2. On point number 1, he has received information today that the case has been moved to the next appropriate authority for action in the case of anomaly. In addition, as per the directions of the Commission he is hereby permitted to inspect the original file containing his application against anomaly in the fixation of his pay vide his representation made in 2004 to which the PIO has no objection. After having inspected the same, Complainant was directed to give a written list of papers to the Commission with copy to the PIO of which he requires photo stat copies. The said papers have been supplied today to the Complainant, since the PIO was carrying the seal of office with him. The Complainant has no objection of paying fees @ Rs. 2/- per page for these documents.  

2.

In so far as point number 2 is concerned, I have gone through the text of his RTI application and I find that it is not at all specific as per the 
CC No-52/2010    
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requirements of Section 6 of the Act. Been non-specific in nature, I am of the view that the reply given cannot be found fault with. Complainant has been advised to make his request under the Right to Information Act, 2005, very specific in future, in case he requires information to be given to him within 30 days.    


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

(LS)

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

[



  
Sh. Gurwinder Singh, S/O Gursewak Singh,

# 1463, New Civil Lines, Moga.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply & 

Sanitation,Moga.





____   Respondent 






CC No-154/10    

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. M.K. Saini, APIO-cum-SDO W/S & Sanitation, Bagapurana. 
ORDER:



Sh. Gurwinder Singh’s complaint dated 23.12.2009 received in the Commission on 11.01.2010 with respect to his RTI application dated 18.11.2009 made to the address of the PIO-cum-XEN, Water Supply & Sanitation, Moga was taken up today in his absence. Sh. M.K.Saini, APIO states that full information has been sent to him vide letter dated 18.12.2009.  He also stated that efforts were made to inform him to come and collect the information and when that was not possible it was sent to him through registered post. In fact he has acknowledged the same in his letter dated 17.02.2010, in point number 4 in which he has pointed out deficiencies/defects in the information supplied. 
Vide letter dated 17.03.2010 he has given point wise reply of his deficiencies.  This letter bears the receipt of the Complainant dated 18.03.2010 on the face of letter itself. 

2.

Sh. Gurwinder Singh, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be conducted today since he has been informed of the date through registered post of the Commission dated 04.03.2010. He has chosen not to be present himself or through representative neither has he sent any communication. It is clear that he has received the information and has further no submission to make. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   








Sd-  
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 
 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Harvinder Singh,

# 306, Housing Board Colony,

Nabha Gate, Sangrur.




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

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

____   Respondent 






CC No-166/2010    

Present:
None for Complainant.


None for PIO. 
ORDER:



The registered notice issued to the PIO O/o XEN, PWD (B&R), Sangrur for the hearing to be held has been received back unopened with the comment “pata adhura wapis kiti”. At the same time a letter has been received from Sh. Harvinder Singh, Complainant in which he has once again mentioned the address of the PIO as O/o XEN, PWD (B&R), Sangrur.  Let the notice be sent to the PIO again at his address. At the same time, Sh. Harvinder Singh, Complainant should also check up in case he made a mistake in the address of the Public Information Officer. A photo copy of the notice is being sent to the Complainant so that he can get the order of the Commission receipted in the proper office. Adjourned to 12.05.2010. 








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Sukrit Sharda,

# 50/86, Yogpal, Old Shahpur Road,Pathankot.

--------Appellant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, Malakpur Sub Division,

UBDC, Malakpur.





____   Respondent 






AC No-25/2010  
Present:
 Sh. Sukrit Sharda, Appellant in person. 


Sh. Rajiv Vig, Supervisor (with letter of authority) for PIO. 
ORDER:



Sh. Rajiv Vig, Supervisor has stated that the present application is a second and identical copy of the earlier case disposed of by the Bench vide AC-941/2009 vide its order dated 16.02.2010.  Sh. Sukrit Sharda, Appellant who is present in the Commission today has confirmed the same. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of in terms of the previous order dated 16.02.2010.  








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

06.04. 2010     

(LS) 
