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

www.infocommpunjab.com 

Smt. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP)

175124.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary,

Finance Department,

Pb. Govt., Chd. 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1618-2008 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o Finance 


Personnel for PIO with Sh. Harnek Singh, Sr. Assistant. 

ORDER:



An application has been received from Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO on behalf of Sh. Kashmira Singh, PIO-cum-Budget Officer requesting for an adjournment as he is busy in the oral examination of the Principal Secretary, Finance by the Vidhan Sabha. The request is agreed to and the adjournment is granted. 
2.

Meanwhile, Smt. Vasumati Sharma, Complainant has sent another letter dated 29.08.2009 received in the Commission on 06.08.2009 for today’s hearing with two annexures.  Photo copy of the same has been supplied to Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO.  


Adjourned to 23.09.2009 being last opportunity.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. S.S.Dhaliwal (Lt. Colonel),

# Kothi No. 4, Ghuman Chowk,

PO Sudhar Bazar.



District Ludhiana-141104.




----Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.





 
      -----Respondent.






CC No-2005 -2008   
Present:
Major H.S.Dhaliwal, Father of Lt. Col. S.S.Dhaliwal, 





Complainant.


None for PIO-cum-ADC(G), Patiala. 
ORDER:


The complainant of Lt. Col. S.S.Dhaliwal dated 24th October, 2008 with respect to his application under RTI dated 4th June, 2008 addressed to the PIO/DC, Patiala has been considered by the Commission in its hearings on 20.01.2009, 24.03.2009, 20.04.2009, 24.06.2009 and on 29.07.2009.  The orders dated 24.03.2009, 20.04.2009 and 24.06.2009 are the main orders which have to be complied with. However, on none of these days has the PIO come himself but has been sending the Tehsildar or the Stenos of the DC/SDM to attend the hearings of the Commission.  The orders of the Commission passed time to time remain un-complied with so far.  
2.

Today, again none has appeared for the PIO nor has he sent his authorized representative not below the rank of APIO nor has he sent any communication and not has any produced noting portion of the file of the DC and of the SDM concerning the subject of the RTI and nor has any further information been supplied as per para 1 of order dated 24.06.2009.  
3.

The PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penalty as provided therein be not imposed upon him at the rate 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.   
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He is required to give his explanation in writing.  and also to avail himself of the opportunity for personal hearing on the next date as per Section 20(1) proviso thereto. The PIO may note that in case no written explanation is received and he also does not avail himself of the opportunity for personal hearing, it will be taken that he has nothing to offer by way of explanation and the Commission shall go ahead under the provisions of the Act and take action against him ex-parte.  

4.

PIO is given one last opportunity to carry out the directions of the Commission, and to produce the concerned files (noting portion).  If they are still not produced in accordance with the orders passed by the Commission, the PIO risks further action to be taken against him, in addition to the penalty proposed above, under Section 20(2) of the Act for recommending disciplinary action to be taken against him by the Competent Authority under the Service Rules applicable to him.  
5.

Complainant has had to make many fruitless trips for the information.  The PIO may also show cause why compensation up to the maximum of Rs. 500/- per day of attendance and minimum of Rs. 250/- per day for days when he or his representative have attended the hearings of the Commission for receipt of information be not awarded to him, to be paid by the PIO.  This reply should also be given in writing.



Adjourned to 23.09.2009.  
 







Sd-  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.  
Sh. Sham Lal Gupta S/O Sh. Hans Raj Gupta,

St. Pt. Jagan Nath M.H.R,Malout(Muktsar).


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sub Div. Engg., Water Supply

And Sanitation, Giddarbaha,Distt. Muktsar.


--------Respondent 





CC No-1732-2009
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Ram Chand, PIO-cum-SDE for PIO with Sh. Tarsem Chand. 


A.E. 

ORDER:



Sh. Sham Lal Gupta, Complainant vide his complaint dated nil received on 30.06.2009 submitted that his RTI application dated 28.11.2008 made to the address of PIO/Sub Div. Engg., Water Supply and Sanitation, Giddarbaha, Dist. Muktsar had not been attended to and no information had been given to him till date.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  

2.

Today, Sh. Ram Chand, PIO-cum-SDE is present in person with Sh. Tarsem Chand, A.E.  He has presented letter dated 10.08.2009 addressed to the Commission (covering letter) containing a full set of papers (23 pages) alongwith the receipt of the Complainant dated 22.07.2009 taken on the covering letter dated 20.07.2009.  A full set of papers also been supplied on the file of the Commission.  

3.

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



Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh Sushil Kumar, S/O Sudesh Kumar,

Sardar Mohalla, Talwandi Sabo,

Distt. Bathinda.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supp. & 

Sewerage Board, Bathinda.




-------- Respondent





CC No-1742-2009
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Dharampal, SDO for PIO.

ORDER:



Sh. Sushil Kumar, Complainant vide his complaint dated 18.05.2009 submitted that his RTI application dated 07.03.2009 made to the address of PIO/XEN, Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Bathinda had not been replied to.   A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice. 
2.

Today, PIO has presented copy of letter dated 10.08.2009 vide which information has been supplied to the Complainant point-wise on all eleven points of his RTI application and the receipt in the post office Talwandi Sabo (appears to be) of 07.03.2009. He presented a copy of the same for the record of the Commission.  However, he states that this letter has been sent through registered post but has not got any proof of registry with him.  He is asked to place a copy of the same on the record of the Commission. 

3.

Since, information has been supplied only on 10.08.2009 and the Complainant is not present, I have gone through each of the eleven points alongwith information supplied for each.  In item no. 1, the Complainant had asked for copy of the detailed project report of Sewerage for the Talwandi Sabo Town.  For this, the PIO has stated that this consists of maps and drawing/blue prints of the whole town and they are of the size of 1 meter by 1 meter.  Therefore, it is difficult to supply the copy as demanded, however, he has explained today that Sh. Sushil Kumar, Complainant may ring up him on his 
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mobile number 9888478242 of any working day within the 10-15 days of the receiving of this order, and he will be glad to arrange inspection of the said project report. Then, in case he indicates the particular portion of the town/street in which he is interested, it can be arranged that the map/drawings of the same can be supplied to him.  However, he has stated that it is difficult to supply copies of the full project for the full town.  
4.

For the remaining, although replies have been provided for each of the questions asked, I am of the view that the questions asked in point 2, 3, 4, 5 and 10 do not qualify as ‘information’ as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.  Under ‘information’ as defined in the Act, copies of documents in the custody of the Department on record can be sought, answers are not required to be provided for any questions the applicant may choose to ask according to his own sweet will.   In keeping with the above, it is seen that only points no. 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 qualified for ‘information’ to be supplied under the Act.  In any case, whether it qualified as information or not information has been supplied all points, except item no. 1 already detailed above.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   However, in case upon contacting the SDO, Sh. Dharampal on the telephone number supplied, even then no inspection of the said report is arranged, as per the direction given by the Commission, in that case Complainant is free to get this case re-opened by writing a simple letter to the present Bench.     









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Man Mohan Garg, S/O Sh. Satpal Garg,

Gali No. 1,Mohalla Kishanpura,

Near B.E.D.College, Moga.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sub Div Officer, 

Electricity, P.S.E.B, Moga.



 
-------- Respondent
CC No-1760-2009 & CC-1761/2009 
Present:
Sh. Man Mohan Garg, Complainant in person. 


None for PIO.
ORDER:



Sh. Man Mohan Garg, Complainant vide his complaint dated 06.07.2009 made to the Commission submitted that his two RTI applications dated nil made to the PIO/SDO Electricity, PSEB, Moga receipted in his office on 28.05.2009 with postal orders of even date had not been attended to by that authority and no reply had been given to him.  A set of papers in both complaints was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice. 

2.

Today, none is present for the PIO.  Notices sent by this office in both cases have been received back. However, Complainant states that vide letter dated 07.07.2009, A.E., Sub Urban Division, PSEB, Moga had returned his applications under reference alongwith IPO’s both in original stating that the SDO, Sub Urban, Moga is not a Public Information Officer.  A photo stat of the said letter has been retained on files of the original application and postal orders returned to Sh. Man Mohan Garg, Complainant.  It is observed that the said Assistant Engineer has not given any information as to who is the SDO to whom Complainant should apply.  Under Section 6(3) a PIO is bound to transfer the application to the correct PIO.  He has also not stated whether SDO, PSEB is designated APIO under the Act and is thus authorized to receive applications on behalf of PIO. 
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3.

Shri Manmohan Garg states that he will check up whether the SDO Elect. PSEB, Moga is the PIO or APIO.  If so, he should make his own inquiries and inform the Bench on telephone after he has checked up the facts. In case no telephone is received from him by 21st August, then these two cases will be rejected since the RTI applications had not been filed with the PIO (or any PIO) or with the APIO.  As such the complaints do not lie since they cannot be filed against the officer not designated as PIO. In case Sh. Garg has filed his RTI application before the correct PIO and if that PIO does not give the required information, then the complaint lies further to the Commission.   


As such both the complaints are not made out and are hereby dismissed.  (A copy of this order be placed on each file). 
 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

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

Sh. Kalyan Singh,

V&PO- Amarpura(Wahabwala)

The. Abohar, Distt. Farozepur.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Sub Div Officer, 

Canal Division, Abohar.





-------- Respondent





CC No-1785-2009
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mukhtiar Singh, APIO-cum- SDO Canal Divisiobn, Abohar.
ORDER:

Shri Kalyan Singh, vide his complaint dated 29.6.09, made to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated nil, submitted to the PIO on 6.1.09 with due payment of fee vide postal order had not been attended to properly. Instead of giving correct information, the PIO gave him irrelevant and  wrong information. He had asked information  in respect of Mogha No. 39948 (Ramsara Minor) , but the APIO Abohar provided him information in respect of Mogha No. 39990 of the same minor. He attached a copy of the information supplied. A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice dated  3.8.2009. 
2.
Today, none is present for the complainant.  On behalf of the PIO, Shri Mukhtiar Singh, APIO-cum- SDO Canal Division, Abohar is present. He has filed reply dated 10.8.09. The reply is incomplete as copy of the telegram and proceedings relating to Mogha No. 39948 (Ramsara Minor) has still not been supplied and neither is the reply now given clear. It is stated as under:-

“That in the reply, inadvertently, the Mogha No. 39990-R was mentioned in place of Mogha No. 39948, but all information as sought by the Appellant was given to him on the basis of the office record. The said mistake in Mogha number took place as a clerical mistake. It is submitted that although the wrong Mogha number was mentioned in the reply, even then the contents of the information given to the Appellant served the purpose as it pertained to the Mogha No. 39948-R. It is wrong that the  respondent has given 
CC No-1785-2009                                                                                -2
wrong and incomplete information as alleged in the Appeal.  Rather full and correct information has been supplied to the Appellant and that too pertaining to the Mogha No. 39948-R. As submitted above, there has only been a clerical mistake while writing Mogha number. It is pertinent to bring to the kind notice of this Hon’ble Commission that in the record of the Canal Deptt. there exists no Mogha No. 39990-R (Ramsra minor).”

3.
The Commission is not satisfied with the reply given by the APIO. On a plain reading of the reply given, it seems that the Mogha number has been mentioned as 39990-R in place of Mogha No. 39948-R while giving the reply to the RTI application “inadvertently” and “due to clerical mistake”. However, after seeing the original record being carried by the APIO is seen that this has not been mentioned “inadvertently” by the clerical staff while giving the reply to the  RTI application of the complainant. Instead, the original complaint regarding the tampering with the Mogha number 39990-R (Ramsara Minor) on 04.12.2009 is  now sought to be passed off as the tampering with Mogha No. 39984-R (Ramsara Minor). The PIO should produce full file of Mogha No. 39948-R, if any, or any telegram received from Chhotu Ram on 05.12.2008 for closing of the said Mogha and orders for repair and re-opening etc. the same day. In case, there is no such file, or telegram  or any order has been passed in respect of Mogha NO. 39948-R (Ramsara Minor), it may also be so stated clearly.
Further, it may be stated as to how many Moghas of Ramsara Minor, right or left exist. 
4.
The original record should be produced on the next date of hearing. Shri Kalyan Singh, Complainant should also be present on the next date of hearing to inspect the said file.


Adjourned to 16.9.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

# 3195, Sector 70, Mohali.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engg. Irrigation,

Punjab, Sector 18, Chandigarh.




-------- Respondent





CC No-1748-2009
Present:
Sh. Kuldip Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Harbans Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent along with 


dealing hand Sh. Nirmal Singh. 
ORDER:



Sh. Kuldip Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 29th June, 2009 to the Commission submitted that his two RTI applications both dated 07.05.2009, one made to the address of the PIO/Principal Secretary, Irrigation, Sector 9, Chandigarh and the other address to the PIO/Chief Engineer, Irrigation Department, Sector 18, Chandigarh had not been attended to and no information had been given to him till date.  In fact, the PIO/Principal Secretary, Irrigation forwarded his application (which was identical to the application made to the Chief Engineer) to the Chief Engineer and asked him to attend the matter and to give the information within time.  Both the applications landed up at the door of the PIO-cum-Registrar, Department of Irrigation, who once again wrote to the Chief Engineer to supply the information within time.  Apart from this inter-departmental correspondence Sh. Kuldip Singh had not received any information. A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  

2.

Today, Sh. Kuldip Singh, Complainant is present in person.  On behalf of PIO,  the APIO-cum-Superintendent Sh. Harbans Singh is present.  He has presented a copy of letter dated 15.07.2009 (covering letter) addressed to Sh. Kuldip Singh, Complainant, vide which a copy of instructions dated 27.06.2000 applicable to the RTI application has already been supplied to him.  
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According to him, full information stands supplied.  Complainant states that the said instruction does not cover the information asked by him in his RTI application.  
3.

I have gone through the instructions of the Personnel Policies, Branch-I dated 27.06.2000 on the subject “Removal of anomalies in the pay scales of Junior Engineers and grant of Career Progression Class-II status and designation as Assistant Engineer to Junior Engineers in the State”.  This concerns the scale of 8, 16, 24, 32.  As per para 12 thereof “Decisions contained in these instructions will take effect from the date of issue of these instructions”.
4.

However, request for information by Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Complainant is not about 8, 16, 24, 32, but about 4,9,14 which was an accelerated Progression Scheme, which came about later, than the year 2000.  The PIO has not provided copy of that scheme.  PIO may provide copy of that Scheme with annexures and schedule, if any.  In case, there is any specific letter received by the Department that the scheme of 4, 9, 14 is not to be made application to the Junior Engineers, a copy of that letter (attested) may be provided.  In case, there is no such letter received by the Department, a reply should be given to that effect.  
5.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Complainant states that at present neither has 4, 9, 14 being made applicable to the Junior Engineers and in the old scheme of 8, 16, 24, 32, now no persons are being covered who completed 24 years of service either.  Therefore, even the earlier scheme is also being implemented only partially.  In point 5 of his application, he had requested that in case there is any letter, general or specific, applicable to the Junior Engineers, whereby the automatic progression after 24 years of service is to be denied to Junior Engineers, a copy of that instruction, if any, should also be supplied to him.  PIO 
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is directed to do so and in case there is no such letter, he should also state accordingly.  Complainant states that he will be satisfied with this. 


Adjourned to 16.09.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

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

President, TA Nandpur Coop. Labour &

Construction Society Ltd., Tarn Taran.


--------Appellant






Vs. 

1. PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply &

   Sewerage Div. No. 1, Amritsar.



&

2. S.E. cum-Appellate Authority,

    Water Supply &Sewerage Div. No. 1,

     Near Waryam Singh Hospital, Amritsar.


--------Respondent





AC-418-2009
Present:
None for the PIO.



None for the Appellant.



ORDER:

This is the Second Appeal of Shri Mohinder Singh, dated 4.7.09 with respect to his RTI application dated nil made to the PIO/XEN, Water Supply &  Sewerage Board, Div. No. 1, Amritsar with due payment of fee.  His RTI application had not been attended to and no information supplied to him.  He then submitted his Appeal to the First Appellate Authority,  Water Supply & Sewerage Board, Div. No. 1, Amritsar, but the required information has still not been given to the Appellant. Hence the Second Appeal.  A copy of the full set of papers (9 pages) was sent to the PIO and to the Appellate Authority, the date of hearing fixed for today and all three parties informed through registered post on 3.8.2009. 
2.
Today, none is present for the PIO or for the Appellant.  It is observed that it is not necessary for the Appellant to attend the hearing, unless he has any special submission to make.  However, it is mandatory for the PIO to appear himself or through a representative not below the rank of APIO and also to give a written communication giving the status of the case.  In case, full information has been supplied, he is required to place a copy on record of the Commission alongwith the receipt form the applicant and in case no information has been supplied, he is required to give the reasons as to why this has not been done as per provisions of the Act as well as to give suo motu explanation for the delay.  
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However, the PIO has not appeared himself or through a representative. Nor has he sent any communication. 
3.
Therefore,  the Commission is pleased to issue show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to the PIO requiring him to state the reasons, if any, why penalty as provided under Section 20(1) be not imposed upon him @ 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/-.  He is required to give his explanation in writing, and also to avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto on the next date of hearing. 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 in accordance with the Act and take action against him ex-parte.  

4.
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the Appellant forthwith and to place a copy of the same on the record of the Commission immediately and without further delay along with due receipt from the applicant/proof of registry.  

5. 
In the interest of justice, one more opportunity is hereby given to both the parties.  Adjourned to 25.08.2009.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  
(Ptk)

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

Sh B.D..Singh,

 970, Sector 11, Panchkula(Haryana)



--------Appellant 






Vs. 

1.PIO, O/O Registrar, I.B., Head Office,

Deptt. Of Irrigation, Sinchai Bhavan, 

Sect. 18,Chandigarh.



&

2. Director, Water Cell, I.B Head Officer,

Deptt. Of Irrigation, Sinchai Bhavan, 

Sect. 17-E,Chandigarh.





--------Respondent.





AC-416-2009
Present:
Sh. R.P.S.Chopra & Sh. Jatinder Kumar representatives of the 


Appellant. 


Sh. Harbans Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO for PIO.
ORDER:



Sh. B.D.Singh, Appellant vide his appeal dated 02.07.2009 made to the Commission stated that his RTI application in Form-A dated 20.03.2009 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO, O/o Chief Engineer, Works/Chd. has not been attended to properly and no information was given, therefore, he filed the First Appeal on 08.05.2009 which was disposed of by the First Appellate Authority on 24.06.2009 without having supplied the full information.  The information is still wanting.  He stated “PIO has knowingly supplied very scanty/incomplete information without any reasonable cause even after getting extended time of more than 45 days from the First Appellate Authority.  The incomplete information knowingly supplied by PIO & entrusting the work of supplying the information to other branches of the department is against the objective of RTI Act of transparency, accountability and time-bound supply of information.” 
2.

On record is letter dated 07.08.2009 addressed to the State Information Commission by the Appellate Authority vide which he had stated that the full information has been supplied to the Appellant vide letter dated 17.06.2009, on the date of disposal of First Appeal.  He has sent a copy of his 
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decision as well as the photo copy of receipt of letter dated 08.05.2009 with forwarding letter dated 17.06.2009 which was received by the Appellant on 24.06.2009.  
3.

Accordingly, as per his information, full information has been supplied.  In his appeal, the Appellant states “Aggrieved by decision of the Dy. Director (Admn) dated 22.04.2009 (copy enclosed-2) who failed to supply the information, an Appeal was filed u/s 19(1) with First Appellate Authority-cum-Director, Water Cell, Irrigation, on 08.05.2009 (copy enclosed-3).  Notice was served to PIO and the date of hearing fixed for 03.06.2009. On the request of PIO who assured to supply the requisite information, the next date was fixed by the First Appellate Authority on 24.06.2009.  Even after the lapse of mandated time PIO presented a copy of letter dated 08.05.2009 vide which ACR for one year 1993-94 was sent by Chief Engineer (water Resources) against the requirement of ACR for three years i.e. 1991-92, 1992-93, 1993-94 by PPSC and the same letter was sent an enclosure to me by post by Chief Engineer (WR) vide his letter dated 17.06.2009.  Regarding the remaining ACRs for 2 years i.e. 91-92 & 32-93 CE(WR) had mentioned in his above letter that the record of maintaining ACRs is done by CE(canals) who have informed that these ACRs are not available.  The first Appellate Authority disposed of the case on 24.06.2009 as such vide his orders dated 24.06.2009(copy enclosed-4) without furnishing the required information.”
4.

However, it is noted that neither the PIO, nor the Appellant, have placed on record copies if the information supplied and, therefore, the file of the Commission is incomplete. Specially regarding number of ACRs to be supplied, whether one or three I do not any find mention thereof in the application under RTI.  It appears that the complaint made to the Commission is based, not on deficiencies in the information supplied, for the RTI application, but are based on the deficiencies in the contents of, the documents viz-a-viz their own promotion case. For example, in one of its letters to the Department, the PPSC had at that 
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time asked for three ACRs.  However, in the reply supplied the department had at the relevant time, sent only one ACR.  Now that the Appellant has found that only one ACR had been sent, he is demanding that those other two ACR’s be located also.  However, he had not originally asked for copies of any ACR.  
5.

The provisions of Section 3 of the Act, as read with definition of ‘record, ‘definition’ and ‘right to information’ as defined in Section 2(f), Section 2(i) and Section 2(j) have been brought to the particular attention of the Appellant.  It has been explained to him that deficiencies in the contents of documents as discovered after the said documents have been provided under RTI Act, cannot be got corrected through further action to be requested under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  For this, armed with the information which he has been able to get under RTI Act, Appellant is required to approach the Competent Authority in a representation or a complaint for redressal of his grievances, if any.  
6.

However, the Appellant has asked for one more opportunity in order to place before the Commission the exact deficiencies strictly in terms with the Right to Information Act, 2005.     


Adjourned to 16.09.2009.  
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.08. 2009  

(LS)

