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

Smt. Raj Rani, W/O Hari Chand,

# 159, Sadar Bazar,Thathiara Mohalla, 

Malerkotla,Distt. Sangrur 



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Manager, Govt. Handicraft Centre,

Patiala.






____   Respondent 






CC No-192-2010   

Present:
 Smt. Raj Rani, Complainant in person.


Sh. Hardev Singh, Functional Manager, District Industries, 


Patiala. 
ORDER:



Smt. Raj Rani, Complainant has appeared today personally and confirmed that full information required by her with respect to her leave account for Saturday from 1987 onwards has been made available to her to her satisfaction. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Jasbir Singh, LDC,

S/o Sh. Gopal Singh,

Sub Div. Dera Baba Nanak, Gurdaspur. 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Secretary, PSEB, Patiala.


____   Respondent 






CC No-180-2010   

Present:
 Sh.  Jasbir Singh, LDC, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sham Sunder Garg, Establishment II of Non-Gazetted, 


Deputy Secretary-cum-APIO.


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

ORDER:



Sh. Jasbir Singh’s complaint dated 24.12.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 11.11.2009 sent through registered post received on 16.11.2009, made to the address of the PIO/Secretary, PSEB, Patiala was considered today in the presence of both the parties. 
2.

In his RTI application dated 11.11.2009 he stated 


";/tk fty/



;eZso,  gzikp oki fpibh p'ov, j?v nkfc; gfNnkbk.
ft;k
;PuBk gqkgs eoB bJh fpB? gZso.

;qhwkB ih,


fBwosk ns/ nkdo ;fjs p/Bsh ehsh iKdh j? fe w? i;pho f;zx j/mbh ;q/Dh eboe g[Zso ;qh r'gkb f;zx fwsh 20-6-1990 BPz ps"o n?vjke j/mbh ;q/Dh eboe fGyhftzv wzvb dcso fty/ ;p vftiB nwoe'N fty/ iKfJzB ehsk ;h//. 1994 ftu w? ;p vftiB v/ok pkpk BkBe ;oeb r[odk;g[o ftu pdb e/ nk frnk. T[; fwsh s'A b? e/ w?B{z ni/ sZe o?r{bo Bjh ehsk frnk. Aid' fe w/oh fB:Pesh w[Zy Xkok nXhB j'Jh ;h/.  fB:Pesh gZso ftu w?B{z e'Jh NkJhg N?;N gk; eoB dh e'Jh ;os Bjh ;h. fpibh p'ov tZb'A w?B{z pkeh eowukohnK tKr ezfgT[No N?;N th gk; eotkfJnk frnk j?. fi; dk ;oNhfce/N w?BPz 2-2007 BPz fwfbnk.  ns/ w/oh ;/tk gZsoh ftu fJdoki th  
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ehsk frnk j?. go fco th ;ko/ dcsoK ftu fcoB d/ pktid w?B{z o?r{bo Bjh ehsk ik fojk. w/o/ Bkb d/ w[Zy Xkok nXhB ;ko/ eowukoh o?r{bo Gosh ehs/ ;B. w?BPz ni/ sZe o?rbo Bk j'D eoe/ 9, 16 ;kb ;e/b th Bjh fwb/. fJ; eoe/ w?BPz fJBcow/;B okJhN n?eN 2005 nXhB j/m fbyh ;PuBk d/D dh feogkbsk ehsh ikt/ ih.  
1)
gzikp oki fpibh p'ov ftu 20-6-1990 s'A pknd fesB/ j/mbh ;/Dh eboe 


n?vjke fB:[es ehs/ rJ/.

2)
nZi fwsh 11-11-2009 sZe fesB/ j/mbh ;/Dh eboe n?vjke jB.

3)
n?vjke j/mbh ;/Dh eboe fe; nfXekoh tZb'A o?r{bo ehsk iKdk j?.

4) 
n?vjke eowukoh B{z o?r[bo eoB dhnK eh ;osK jB.

5)
n?vjke BPz fezB/ ;w/ pknd o?r[bo ehsk iKdk j?. 

nkg ih dk fjs{,
i;pho f;zx) j/mbh ;/Dh eboe,

g[Zso ;qh r'gkb f;zx, ;p vthiB v/ok pkpk BkBe.”'' 
3.

APIO has presented a copy of letter dated 05.04.2010 (covering letter) addressed to the Commission containing copy of letter dated 21.12.2009 sent to Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant giving full information.  Complainant acknowledges having received this letter. Complainant states that he has received information on all points except for point number 1. For that the Deputy Secretary assures that he will check from the recruitment branch if the information is available there. In case the information is available it will be provided to him and if it is not available, a statement to that effect will be provided to him. 

4.

Sh. Jasbir Singh states that from the annexures containing office order No. 49 CRA-145/93 dated 20.09.2004, he has learned for the first time that his adhoc services have already been regularized six years earlier in 2004.  His office has never informed him earlier that he was a “regular” employee. He states that although this order of regularization affects him, no copy of the same is seen to have been endorsed to the concerned employees and he has been representing all along for his regularization and has never been aware that he has been regularized.  Now, he learned from this letter that his services have 
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been ordered to be regularized vide letter dated 20.09.2004, but from the date of passing typing test in English/Punjabi with speed of 30 words per minute. Had he been made aware of this condition earlier he could have applied for clearing this exam immediately. After six years he has discovered this “condition” which was never even conveyed to him.  
5.

This matter is brought to the notice of the Secretary of the PSEB on the Executive side. The Secretary, PSEB is now directed to get endorsed a copy of order dated 20.09.2004 to each of the persons who are affected by it against acknowledgement from each. The Commission recommends that the matter be looked into and responsibility be fixed for not conveying it to them. It appears that vested interests have not allowed the concerned employees to know about this order.   
6.

In view of the delay, the Commission is pleased to issue a notice to the PIO (by name) under section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for the delay in providing the information.  He is required to given his reply in writing well before the next date of hearing.    
7.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date of hearing. 

8. 

The PIO may note that in case he does not submit his reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing, the Commission shall go ahead and decide the case ex-parte, on merits, in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 
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Adjourned to 12.05.2010 for     
i) For supply of information on point 1 of the RTI application.

ii) Consideration of the written reply of the PIO to the show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the Act.   
iii) For personal hearing to the PIO u/s 20(1) proviso thereto.    
 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 






State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(LS) 


Copy to Secretary, PSEB on the Executive side w.r.t. the observations and directions in para 4 and 5 of the order.   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Saroop Singh s/o Sh.Harbans Singh

Assistant Welder, Workcharge

Mechanical Auxiliary Divn. No.1, O&M

Guru Gobind Singh Super Thermal Plant, Ropar (Pb)
--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Chief Engineer, O&M Circle

M.H.P., PSEB, Talwara, through Chairman,

PSEB,Patiala. (by name) 




____   Respondent 






CC No-208\2010              
Present:
 Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant in person.


None for PIO.
ORDER:



Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant dated 14.01.2010 with respect of his RTI application dated 09.06.2009 send by post to the PIO was considered today in the absence of the PIO. In the first place, it is noted that the Complainant persists in making payment of fee for the RTI application through money order inspite of being told repeatedly by the Commission that it is not acceptable and is contrary to Rules for Fees etc. Thereafter, after being advised by the Deputy Secretary once again he has made the payment through IPO as per prescribed mode of payment for RTI only on 07.11.2009.  Since the Complainant has been using the RTI Act repeatedly he is very well aware of all instructions and knows that his application will not be entertained under the RTI in future. The present RTI application dated 09.06.2009 therefore qualifies as such only from 07.11.2009.   
2.

In the present case, Complainant has asked information in respect of item no. 3(a) as follows “:-  

“a)
Number of posts of certified welder created at Mukerian Mini Hydel Power Plants, the number of vacant posts if any, the qualification of the workmen appointed on these posts, the relaxation in qualification given, if any, the copies of relevant PSEB orders if any.” 
3.

The answer given by the PIO is as follows :- 


“1. 
No sanctioned posts of certified welder 



At Mukerian Hydel Power Plants.

=
Nil


2.
No. of vacant posts is any.


=
Not applicable

3.
Qualification 




=
Not applicable” 
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4.

Complaint has made a complaint that this answer is false and has been knowingly given to the detriment of the service career of the Complainant. He states that it is incorrect that there are no posts of certified welder at Mukeria. He has produced two letters of the PSEB. On the basis of these two letters, he has stated that it is clear that the reply which has been given by the PIO is false and fabricated. 
5.

The first document of which he has submitted a copy is the PSEB office order no. 47/ENG-28(7)L dated 08.06.1989 in which the PSEB had decided to regularize work charged staff working at Mukerian Project. In this order, it is clearly mentioned at point no. 17 “Certified Welder : (Rs. 1500/2640 Revised) The post of Certified welder shall be filled as per qualification/experience prescribed for the post of Welder Gr-I vide O/o No. 110/ENG-3(58) dated 30.09.88. If the persons with the prescribed qualification/experience are not available within Regular/Work charged Estt. At the M&MHP Projects, these should be filled up from other Projects.”   Similarly, the manner for filling up other posts out of the work charged staff on a regular basis has been laid down. He states that this is clear proof that post of certified welder in the scale of 3500/2640 existed as on that date i.e. 08.06.1989.  
The second document submitted by him is letter no. 444/48 dated 27.01.1993 addressed by the Chief Engineer O&MHP Patiala to the address of the Chief Enginner/O&M (Guru Gobind Singh Thermal Plant, Ropar). The said order has been also addressed to all XENs for their information vide endorsement no. 133-34/MMS-153 dated 03.03.1993. This letter is on the subject of “Certified Welders”, laying down qualification and experience for filling up posts therefore.  
6.

A notice was issued to the PIO/Deputy Chief Engineer, O&M Circle, MHP PSEB, Talwara through Chairman PSEB, Patiala through registered notice dated 10th March, 2010 for the hearing to be held today but none has appeared on behalf of the PIO despite due and adequate notice.
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7.

The Commission takes serious view in the matter due to the information being delayed, and allegation of false information being provided and correct information being withheld from the applicant. None has come today on behalf of the PIO.  Nor has any communication been sent to the Commission clarifying the matter. The Commission is not able to appreciate why in the face of such serious allegation, no representative of the PIO has chosen to appear.
8.

In view of the above, Commission is pleased to issue a notice to the PIO (by name) under section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of/delay in providing the information/providing false and misleading information.  He is required to given his reply in writing well before the next date of hearing.    
9.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date of hearing. 

10.

The PIO may note that in case he does not submit his reply to the show cause notice in writing, and also does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing, the Commission shall go ahead and decide the case ex-parte, on merits, in accordance with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.



Adjourned to 12.05.2010 for    
iv) Consideration of the written reply of the show cause notice u/s 20(1) of the Act. 

v) For personal hearing to the PIO u/s 20(1) proviso thereto.  
 






Sd- 





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010    
(LS) 
NOTE :  Complainant wants that information should be sent to him through ordinary post not through registered post.   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Nirbhai Singh Sidhu, S.D.O.( Retd.)

Vil. Khirnian, P.O. Muskabad -via Samrala

District Ludhiana.



 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O.XEN, Personal Division

R.S. Dam, Shahpur Kandi


____   Respondent 






CC No-215/2010   
Present:
Shri Nirbhai Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Chander Kant, APIO-AE, O/O R.S.Dam, Shahpur Kandi.



Shri Sukh Ram, Clerk, O/O XEN, Township Mandal. 

ORDER:


Shri Nirbhai Singh’s complaint dated 21.1.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 5.9.09 made to the address of PIO/Ranjit Sagar Dam, Shahpur Kandi, Gurdaspur, was considered today in the presence of both parties.  The reprpesentative of the PIO has presented covering letter dated  6.4.10 with annexures  enclosing copy of letter dated 6.10.09 sent to Sh. Nirbhai Singh.  However, I find no copy of the same letter has been endorsed to the Commission. A full set of papers provided today in the Commission should also be provided to the complainant.

2.
Shri Nirbhai Singh in his RTI application  has asked for information  in respect of retention of Govt residential quarters  of T-2, T-3,  and T-4 category during the four years i.e. 1996-2000.  He has asked for the information in respect of these quarters where they have been retained beyond the normal period, amount paid by the retainers etc. All this information is stated to be available with the SDO Enforcement and details  regarding taking possession, retention, vacation of govt houses as well  as with recovery notices etc. for  the amount due for these houses would also be  available  in that office. Therefore all information is available in that office only.
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3.
After discussion in the Commission, the complainant has agreed to reduce his demand  to information in respect of quarters of T-3 category only and also to reduce the period to 1998-2000. The PIO is directed to get the files of retention of houses, cash  ledger of receipts of rent for retained quarters during these 3 years,allocated and collected at one place. Shri Nirbhai Singh shall be permitted to go through those filed/ledgers and to take notes/information from those files for his own purpose.  From the information gleaned from the concerned file, shri Nirbhai Singh is free to make  what ever proforma he wishes. With mutual consultation the date of inspection has been fixed as 28.4.2010 at 11 AM in the office of XEN, Township Division, Shahpur Kandi and will continue the next day, if not completed in one day.  After inspecting the files, he shall give, if he so desire, a list of papers in writing, attested photocopies of which he requires. Attested photocopies of those documents shall be provided to him the same day or the next day, if possible. This information will be  given to him  on payment basis as per rules.
4.
However, in addition, the inquiry report, if any, as demanded by him in item No. 8 of his application should also be provided to him.


Adjourned to 19.5.2010.









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.Avtar Singh

60/2-E, Anand Nagar-B,

Patiala.




  

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Deputy Chief Auditor/Works

 Chief Auditor,PSEB, Patiala. 



____   Respondent












CC No 306/2010   

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Shri Nand Lal, PIO-cum-Dy. Chief Auditor, PSEB, Patiala.

ORDER:


Shri Avtar Singh’s complaint dated nil received  in the Commission on 28.1.2010 with respect to his RTI application dated 14.9.090 with due payment of fee (deposited on 9.10.09) was considered today in his absence when the PIO was present in person.  The PIO explained that since the information asked for in the said application do not qualify under the definition of “information” as provided under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. The said application was rejected on 30.10.09 within the period of one month, provided for the same under he Act. A copy of the rejection letter has already been acknowledged by Sh. Avtar Singh in the complaint made to the Commission itself.

2.
While I agree with the PIO that the information asked for is not as per the provisions of the act, yet it is observed that though information may not be maintained and be readily available in the proforma provided by Sh. Avtar Singh for the information required by him, yet he PSEB does maintain the same information in a different form as prescribed by the Department of social Welfare and sent regularly to the department. The roster register as maintained by the PSEB and counter signed by the Department of  Social Welfare who keeps a strict vigil on every post. The PIO also informed me that the roster is also displayed on the  website of the PSEB. He also states that the roster also contains full details of all the  posts which may have been de-reserved as well as  
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lying vacant. As such, Sh. Avtar Singh can be invited and advised to down load any information he requires from the website or be allowed to inspect the roster maintained in the Branch in the interest of transparency.


However, the complaint as such is not made out and is rejected as no new seniority list(s)  can be prepared separately under RTI Act.








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010 
(Ptk)  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.  Mangal Singh, 
S/o Sh. Sewa Singh, 
# 41-S.J.S.Avenue,

Ajnala Road, Gumtala, Amritsar-143008. 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation, Mall Road,

Patiala. 






____   Respondent 






CC No-260-2010   

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Nirmal Singh,SDO, O/O C.E. Water Supply & Sanitation.



Shri rakesh Kumar, Clerk.
Order:



Shri Mangal Singh’s complaint dated 30.12.09 with respect to his RTI application dated 20.11.09, made to the address of PIO/Chief Enginer,Water Supply and Sanitation, Patiala was considered today in his absence. The representative of the APIO/APIO Sh. Nirmal Singh SDO presented a letter dated 1.4.10, addressed to the State Information Commission with a set of papers including calculation of the interest on GPF, which has already been given to Sh. Mangal Singh. He states that the reply is complete now. He also states that the matter regarding interpretation/clarification  of  GPF Rules have already been sent to the Finance Department vide letter dated 19.3.2010. It is observed that a copy of the letter vide which reference has been made to FD has not been provided to the applicant. It may be sent now.  With this the entire information asked for by the applicant  stands provided.
2.
Shri Mangal had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today, sent vide letter dated 10.3.2010, but he has not come personally or through his representative, nor has sent any communication. It means that he has received the information and has nothing further to submit. 
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With this, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

 60/2-E, Anand Nagar-B, Patiala.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

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

 PSEB, Patiala.






____   Respondent 






CC No-297/2010   
Present:
None for the Complainant.

Shri K.S.Bhatia, APIO-cum-Dy. Secretary Services, PSEB, Patiala.

ORDER:



Shri Avtar Singh’s complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 28.1.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 24.8.09, with due payment of fee on the same day was taken up for hearing  today in his absence. The APIO stated that the reply  had duly been sent to the applicant on 12.10.09 stating him that full information which he had sought i.e cadre strength of AEE’s category with further details regarding General, S.C category, roster point etc.  asked for by him through a proforma was already available on the  website of the PSEB and he could down load it directly from there. He was also told that if he wants more information, he can ask for it. Shri Avtar Singh wrote back that the information be provided to him as requested for. Thereafter vide letter dated 6.11.09, full set of information was provided to him year-wise enclosing the complete roster being maintained in the department. Thereafter he did not send any further letter until a copy of his complaint was received from the Commission.

2.
It is observed that Sh. Avtar Singh  has made a vague complaint  on the basis of all the material/documents shown to have been delivered to him by saying that the information given is incomplete without pointing out the specific deficiencies either  to the PIO or the Commission. 

3.
The complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today sent to Registered notice dated 10.3.2010, but he has chosen not to come 
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personally or through his representative. I am satisfied that the information asked for by his has been supplied to him as is also maintained in the custody of PIO. Thus, the complaint is not made out and is hereby dismissed. 









Sd-
 Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010  
(Ptk)  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya, UT, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. The Controller of Stores,

Punjab, Sector 10, Chandigiarh.;


____   Respondent 






CC No-250-2010   
Present:
Shri Sanjeev Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-Asstt. Controller of Stores, Pb



Shri Tahal Singh Sekhon, Store Inspection Officer.



Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O controller of Stores.
 

ORDER:


Shri Sanjeev Kumar’s complaint dated 20.1.2010 in connection with his RTI application dated 24.8.09 made to the address of PIO/Controller of Store, Punjab was considered today in the presence of both parties. The PIO presented a letter addressed to the Commission dated 7.4.2010 with annexures including copy of station dak book entry No. 4662 vide which Sh. Sanjeev Kumar  was informed that he should come and inspect the registers on 1.4.2010n at 12 AM but he had declined to do so stating that he was on official duty and he was not  carrying his connecting papers with the application and requested for 2 days notice before papers were shown to him. This according to the PIO shows that he is not interesting in seeing the papers.
2.
Be that as it may, now the date is hereby fixed for the said inspection in mutual consultation with the PIO and  the complainant for Monday the 12th of April, 2010 at 11.00 AM  in the room of APIO Smt. Neelam Rani. After the inspection Sh. Rajeev Kumar shall give a list of documents of which he may require attested copies. These photocopies  should be provided to him the same day, duly attested, indexed and  with a covering letter, and free of cost under the provisions of section 7(6) of the Act and a receipt be taken on the face of the list provided by  Sanjeev Kumar. A photocopy of the same  should be produced for 
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the record of the Commission. However, in case he needs coloured photocopies of any document, that will have to be made by him at his own cost. Compliance report should be produced on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 19.5.2010.








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya, UT, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. The Controller of Stores,

Punjab, Sector 10, Chandigarh.


____   Respondent 






CC No-249-2010   
Present:
Shri Sanjeev Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-Asstt. Controller of Stores, Pb



Shri Tahal Singh Sekhon, Store Inspection Officer.



Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O controller of Stores.
 

ORDER:


Shri Sanjeev Kumar’s complaint dated 20.1.2010 in connection with his RTI application dated 24.8.09 made to the address of PIO/Controller of Store, Punjab was considered today in the presence of both parties. The PIO states that full information has now been provided to him on all 3 points. However, Sh. Sanjeev Kumar confirms that he has received full information on point No. 1 & 3 today itself. He states that in respect of point No. 2, the information is deficient, since the letter forwarding the confidential reports of employees of the office of Controller of Stores to the Director of Industries  in the year 2007-08 does not bear any number and date. The APIO states that this paper is not part of the file of the office, but has been taken from the custody of Sh. Kishan Kumar, Steno to the then Addl. Controller of Stores, Sh. Sanjay Popli, PCS and the original is with him. Shri Sanjeev Kumar States that it would be very difficult  from this letter to show the prood that it was ever dispatched and it will be equally difficult to trace from the receipt of office. The APIO states that the receipt of the said communication of the confidential section of the Director Industries is available with the Steno/Addl. Controller of Stores. The Commission is of the view  that this paper may be brought in original in the Commission. After this has been seen and provided to Shri Sanjeev Kumar, full information will stand provided.
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2.
However,  delay in giving information which is of  about  8 months. Therefore, it is necessary that the PIO and any other official that he holds responsible for the delay should file their explanations u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to show why penalty as prescribed under that section should not be imposed upon them. Shri Sanjeev Kumar states that this delay is not  inadvertent but deliberate and has caused him dearly since he could not produce the required documents during the hearing given to him in the matter  in his representation against adverse remarks.  These papers were also required by him  while confronting witnesses in  the enquiry. Shri Sanjeev Kumar may like to bring out in details the implications of these papers in the above two matters so that the Commission may consider whether  to take cogniznce of the same  for the purpose of making necessary recommendation/observations to the Competent Authority for the same.

Adjourned to 19.5.2010.










Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Sanjeev Goyal, Advocate,

# 5300-A, Malviya Nagar,

St.No. 4, Bathinda.





--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. SDO, PSEB,

Cantt Sub. Division, Bathinda.


____   Respondent 






CC No-235-2010   
Present:
 Sh. Achin Gupta, Advocate for Complainant. 


None for PIO. 
ORDER:



Sh. Achin Gupta, Advocate has appeared and requested that the matter may be adjourned as his own engagement was fixed today. In the circumstances, the case is adjourned to 12.05.2010.









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Hardip Singh,

# 2638, Phase II, Urban Estate, Patiala.

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O.Sec retary, Gen. Section,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent 






CC No-230-2010   
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Kamaljit Singh, APIO-Under Secretary, PSEB, Patiala.



Shri Fateh Chand, Supdt., PSEB, Patiala.
Order:


Shri Hardip Singh’s complaint date nil received in the Commission on 22.1.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 20.11.09, made to the address of Secretary, general Section, PSEB, Patiala was taken up today in his absence. The RTI application can be divided into 4 points. The APIO has presented a copy of letter dated 6.4.2010, which has been sent by speed post to Shri Hardip Singh, in which besides answers on 3 points, the noting portion of the file, asked for by him has also been provided. With this, he states that full  information stand provided.

2.
The Commission however feels that in answer to point No. 1, information should be provided to the complainant as this information is available at one place and in the same office in the PSEB. This information should be searched out and given to him under due receipt before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 12.5.2010.








Sd- 
 Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

# 418-B, Sector 33-A,Chandigarh.
 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Principal Secretary Irrigation, Punjab,

Pb. Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandigarh.


____   Respondent 






CC No-308-2010   
Present:
 Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Shiv Darshan Kumar, Senior Assistant (dealing Hand).



Sh. Pritam Singh, Superintendent. 

ORDER:



Sh. Bhupinder Singh’s complaint dated 27.01.2010 in connection with his RTI application dated 23.12.2009 made to the address of the PIO/Principal Secretary Irrigation, Pb was considered today in the presence of both the parties. The complainant states that information which has been asked for has been replied to by the PIO vide letter dated 13.01.2010 and 06.04.2010 seeking exemption under Rule 8(3) and as per the definition of ‘information’ contained in Section 2(f) of the Act dealing with the definitions. On the other hand, the Complainant states that the information is very much available with the Head Quarter of the Drainage Department and with the present dealing Assistant and Superintendent for the full state and does not have to be collected from the field. 

2.

I have considered the point of view of both the parties. In the first place Section 8(3) has no manner of application to this case. In Section 8(3) in fact no exemption can be sought for any information which is more than 20 years old and the information, if available “shall” be supplied.      
3.

However, I agree with the Superintendent when he states that no particular document or paper has been asked for. Instead, the total strength of tracers appointed in Punjab and thereafter bifurcation into general category, Schedule castes category, OBCs and further out of the scheduled castes into  
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Mazbi and Balmiki etc. has been asked for. He states that this does not fall within the definition of Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 

4.

However, in the interest of transparency, it is hereby ordered with the roster maintained by the department in respect of post of tracers which contained all these categories and which is checked verified and counter signed periodically by the Department of Social Welfare should be made available for inspection to the Complainant. Thereafter, in case he needs any copy, attested photo stats thereof, should be provided to him at his cost as prescribed and the receipt should be placed on the record of the Commission. This should be given within one week of the inspection. 


With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.  
  







Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Paramjit Singh, S/O Sh. Pritam Singh,

Vill: Kaleke, Tehsil Baba Bakala,

Distt. Amritsar.





--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. XEN Operation, 

PSEB, Bias, Amritsar.




____   Respondent 






CC No-317-2010   
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Swinder Singh, APIO-cum-SDO for PIO. 
ORDER:



Sh. Paramjit Singh’s complaint dated 31.12.2009 with respect to his RTI application dated 29.10.2009 made to the address of the Senior XEN Distribution, Rayya Division was considered today in his absence. APIO has presented a letter dated 06.04.2010 addressed by the PIO to the Commission giving full detail of information provided to the Complainant along with photo copies of the documents. He has stated that full information has since been supplied to the Complainant vide covering letter dated 19.03.2010 giving point wise reply to all seven points and enclosing seven documents. He states that this has been sent to the Complainant with number 3942 dated 22.03.2010 (this number is of the post office). He is taken at his word. 
2.

Sh. Paramjit Singh, Complainant had due and adequate notice for the hearing to be conducted today which had been sent to him through registered post by the Commission on 10th March, 2010. He has chosen not to appear himself or through any representative neither has 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 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh. Kamal Kumar  Singla,

# 770/7, Mohalla Ram Nagar,

Back side Coop.Bank, Samana,Distt. Patiala. 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. RTI Cell, PSEB, Patiala.


____   Respondent 






CC No-299-2010   
Present:
 None for Complainant.


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



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

ORDER:



Sh. Kamal Kumar Singla’s complaint dated 30.12.2009 with reference to his RTI application dated 02.12.2009 made to the address of the PIO/RTI Cell, PSEB, Patiala was taken up for consideration today in his absence. 
2.

Sh. Kamal Kumar Singla, Complainant had asked for information on two points. Firstly, the number of marks obtained by one Sh. Mahesh Kumar in SAS part -1 examination, this information has been supplied to him. Secondly, he had asked for a copy of the question paper given to Sh. Mahesh Kumar at that time.  This has also been supplied to him. The second portion of same point concerns provision of answer sheets of Mahesh Kumar in the examination that has been withheld. Hence the complaint.

3.

APIO has presented a reply dated 06.04.2010 in which the PIO has sought exemption from disclosure of the answer sheets and has cited the decision of the Commission in AC-81/2008 order passed by Ld. P.K.Grover Lt. Gen. Retired in which the action of the PIO has been approved that the answer sheet need not be supplied. I also agree with the same and the present Bench has also ruled accordingly, in two or three cases. PIO has also pointed out that the said papers have since been destroyed also. 

4.

Sh. Kamal Kumar Singla, Complainant had due and adequate notice for the hearing to be conducted today which had been sent to him through registered post by the Commission on 10th March, 2010. He has chosen not to 
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appear himself or through any representative neither has 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 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Murari Lal Singla,

# 17A/67, Mahesh Nagar Dhuri,

Distt. Sangrur.




--------Appellant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O.Chief IR&W, 

PSEB, Patiala.




____   Respondent 





AC No-57-2010   
Present:
 Sh.  Murari Lal Singla, Appellant in person. 


Sh. Dharam Singh, PIO in person.



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


Sh. Satnam Singh, APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary on behalf of 


the Appellate Authority. 

ORDER:



Sh. Murari Lal Singla’s Second Appeal dated 28.12.2009 in connection with his RTI application dated nil (accompanied by payment of fee dated 29.05.2009) made by him to the address of PIO-cum-Chief IR&W, Pb. State Electricity Board, Patiala and First Appeal made by him on 26.10.2009 to the First Appellate Authority-cum-Secretary, PSEB, Patiala was considered today in the presence of both the parties.
2.

Appellant states that he has received information till date on point numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 9. For the remaining the Commission has going through the RTI application point wise and considered the objections and the contentions of both the parties.  

3.

In respect of point no. 4, after hearing of the First Appeal information was provided to the Appellant who has pointed out deficiencies in it. Appellant wants in effect that new list should be made after culling out the name of officers who were not in service as on 29.07.2008, This is not such a simple matter as assumed by him as names of all persons who may have resigned, dismissed, retired or have expired are to be removed from the seniority list with reference to a particular date which is as per the desire of the Appellant.   As 
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such, information which is to be gathered from the files being dealt with by different officials is to be incorporated and a new seniority list effective as on 29.07.2009 is to be created for him.   I completely agree with the PIO that it does not fall within the scope of the Right to Information Act, 2005, in the manner in asked for, as no specific document is available carrying the information as per the requirement of the Appellant, but is to be created afresh with reference to a self appointed date by the applicant. 
4.

However, in the interest of transparency, the Commission directs that the Appellant may be allowed access to the concerned files, and he may cull out the information required by him and create his own seniority list as per his requirement. It is suggested that in the remarks column the additions and the alterations in the seniority list can be made from the record of the department.  The concerned PIO may order such a document to be attested as correct after checking. 
5.

In so far as point no. 7 is concerned, it should be ensured that the said copy is given from the records of the PSEB. The PIO states that no such file is available. In case this document is found to have been endorsed to other offices they may be got located before authenticating it. PIO is cautioned that the original of the letter should be available in the record held in his custody. Unless the original is available there is no question of attesting photocopy. 
6.

In so far as point no. 8 is concerned, Appellant admits that he has got the information in full, except eligibility to appear for the examination that is whether they had cleared the ICW/CA exam on the day when they appeared for the exam. This information may be available with the recruitment branch may be searched out and given to the Appellant. It case it is not available a specific statement should be made in this regard.    
7.

In consultation with both the parties, the time for inspection of record in respect to item no. 4 is fixed on 15th April, 2010 at 11 A.M. in the room of the Sh. Satnam Singh, Deputy Secretary, Services-II.  Sh. Satnam Singh shall 
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give the directions to the recruitment section also to make the record available with him, in case the record is available. 
8.

Appellant has presented written arguments today with annexures a copy of which has also been given to the opposite party. These arguments will be taken up on the next date of hearing after taking into account that the information which has been provided by them.   


Adjourned to 12.05.2010. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Sh.  Avtar Singh,

 60/2-E, Anand Nagar, Patiala.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Dy. Secy. Services-I,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent 






CC No-296-2010   

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Shri K.S.Bhatia, APIO-cum-Dy. Secretary Services, PSEB, Patiala.

Shri Jatinder Singh Supdt. O/O PSEB. 
ORDER:


Shri Avtar Singh’s complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 28.1.2010 in respect of his RTI application dated 24.8.09,(with due payment made on 8.9.2010) to the  above PIO was taken up today in his absence. The APIO stated that upon receiving the RTI application dated 24.8.09, which became valid on 8.9.2010, the date of receipt of fee,  a letter was addressed to the complainant vide communication dated 30.9.09 requesting him to deposit Rs. 400/- for approximately 200 pages of information @ Rs. 2/- per page. When there was no reply, another letter dated 6.1.2010 was addressed to him once again, but he has not deposited any amount till date. Instead he has come directly to the Commission in a complaint. The complainant states that though he had been asked to deposit the money, but the information was not ready with the PIO.

2.
It is observed that in terms of Section 7, it is necessary that the PIO should collect the necessary papers and make a quick  estimate of the amount to be paid by the applicant for the copies and to immediately inform him to deposit the money. Thereafter the clock of the RTI comes to stop and starts again only when the amount asked for has been deposited by the applicant, as per rules. The period  from the date when the applicant is informed to deposit the fee and 
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the date when the applicant actually deposits the amount is excluded from the period of 30 days permitted by the PIO for sending the information.

3.
As is made in the complaint, it is not pointed out what is the problem, since the PIO has acted strictly  according to the act and rules therein. Shri Avtar Singh should know that there is no case for complaint if he has not paid the necessary fee. With this, his complaint  is hereby  dismissed. 








Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

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

Lt. Col. D.S.Dhillon (Retd.)

# 192 C Rajguru Nagar, Ludhiana………………………..Complainant.

Vs

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer, Central Zone, 

PSEB, Ludhiana.






Respondent.





CC N0. 1164/10

ORDER:


Lt. Col. D.S.Dhillon’s (Retd.) complaint dated 21.2.2010 received in the Commission on 12.3.2010 was considered today. After going through this complaint it has been seen  to be a letter addressed to the Nodal Officer-cum-PIO(Appellate Authority for RTI), PSEB, the Mall, Patiala. In his letter he has referred to his RTI application dated 10.1.2010  addressed to the Chief Engineer, Central Zone, Ludhiana and recorded that no information had been provided till date. A copy of the said letter written to the First Appellate Authority has been endorsed to the State Information Commission and also to the PIO.

2.
It is observed that the State Information Commission has been set up under the Right to Information Act, 2005, to deal with complaints as well as Second Appeals preferred by the citizens in terms of the RTI Act, 2005.  Under this Act, it is required that a formal letter of complaint be addressed to the Commission setting out the grounds of complaint clearly in terms of the RTI application. The Commission cannot take cognigence of letter addressed to other authorities with “copy to” the  Commission. In case the complainant Lt. Col D.S.Dhillon(Retd.)  wishes to file a complaint, he may do so strictly in terms of RTI Act. 


The present complaint dated 21.2.2010 is hereby rejected accordingly.






Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Yogesh Mahajan S/P Kuldip Rai Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market,

Mission Road, Pathankot.



Complainant.

Vs

PIO, O/O XEN, Provincial Div,

PWD B&R, Amritsat.

First Appellate Authority-cum-S.E.,

PWD B&R, Amritsar.                                    Respondent



AC No. 981/09:

ORDER:


It is seen that the First Appellate Authority is not pulling its weight and has not decided the Appeal , which should first be decided at the level of First Appellate Authority. The Appellate Authority is hereby directed to immediately send a copy of the order passed  in this case and also to explain why  it has not been possible for him  to  pass the order with in the stipulated period of 45 days  as prescribed u/s 19 (6) of the RTI Act. He may clearly lay out what action  was taken by him as per his responsibility laid down in the RTI Act, 2005,  in case the PIO has not yet provided the information.


Adjourned to 29.4.2010.









Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Zora Singh S/O Sh. Balwant Singh,

R/O Vill: Bhasour, Tehsil Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.

Complainant.

Vs

PIO, O/O Chairman, PSEB, The Mall, Patiala.                                 Respondent



                CC-59/10: 
ORDER:


Shri Zora Singh’s complaint dated 4.1.2010 made to the Commission with respect to his RTI application dated 4.3.09, addressed to the Chairman, PSEB, Patiala  was considered by the Commission today. After going through the RTI application in original, it seems to be a complaint against certain persons through whom he has deposited Rs. 2101/- with the PSEB. Thereafter one JE Sh. Avtar Singh uprooted the material which had been  installed by the department with that money and sold it. He complains that  no such money had been got deposited  for the connection given to the nearby Dhaba, neither had the polls etc. had been fixed, as the  bribe was taken from those persons etc. He wants that the stocks be checked. 

2.
This is found to be a  complaint made to the Chairman, PSEB and is not an application under RTI Act. as the complainant has not asked for any document/record but has only asked for action to be taken against one who tried to violate the rules and cheated him.  As such it does not lie under the RTI Act. The complainant is advised to put in a complaint to the Chairman or any other Competent Authority as it is not possible for the Commission to order action to be taken on the complaint, which lies purely under the realm of the executive. It is not found to be a  fit case to issue notice to the parties. The complaint is therefore rejected since it does not lie under the RTI Act, 2005. 









Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Shri Yash Pal Khosla, S.D.Retd.

# 36, Tower Enclave, Phase 2,

Near TV Tower, Jalandhar City.………………………..Complainant.

Vs

PIO, O/O XEN, PSEB,

 Shakti Sadan, Jalandhar.                                    Respondent

CC No. 127/10:

ORDER:


Shri Yash Pal khosla’s complaint dated 9.12.09 receivied in the Commission in respect of his RTI application dated  7.11.09, addressed to the PIO/XEN, Civil Works Div.PSEB Shakti Sadan, Jalandhar City  was considered today. Shri Khosla  has complained that the information has not been supplied to him and also that he has not been asked for the amount to be paid within the stipulated period of 30 days. However, it is seen that with his complaint he has attached complaint dated 1.12.09 in which it is stated  that all the circulars, particularly No. 15/09, 16/09, 17/09 And 18/09, asked for by him are available on the website of the PSEB including the rules and instructions for the LTC, new scales and pension etc. which can be downloaded from the website. If he requires any other information,  in addition to those available for down loading from the website. he was required to come personally so that it could be made  available  to him. In the end, he had been advised that in case he still required the information from the said office, then the documents comprise are 105 pages @ Rs. 2/- per page and Rs. 210 are required to be deposited with form BA 16. so that the information could be given to him. This letter is found to have been sent within the  time window of 30 days from the date of his application  on 7.11.09.  However, Shri Yash Pal  Khosla has refused, in writing, to down load the document and neither has he made any payment for the same. As such, his complaint is not at all justified that the PIO should be penalized for not providing the information to him. Since he has not paid the requisite fee required under the Act and the rules 
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framed under it for the fee, the complaint is hereby rejected.









Sd- 
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Gurdev Singh Grewal,

# T-37, Rajouri Garden, New Delhi.………………………..Complainant.
Vs

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.


Respondent.





CC N0. 1979/09
ORDER:



Shri Gurdev Singh Grewal, complainant in CC No. 1979/09, has made further complaints dated 3.01.2010, 3.3.2010 with one enclosure dated 13.3.2010, under UPC received in the Commission on 10.3.2010, in which he has stated that  the compliance of the directions given  in the order dated 10.2.2010 by the Bench of the undersigned has not been made, even though almost 2 months have  passed since then. The PIO is hereby issued notice and directed to show cause within 14 days as to  why the case should not be reopened, in case the compliance has not been made in terms of para 5 of the order dated 10.2.2010. 

To come up for consideration on 29.4.2010.









Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Shri Kuldip Singh,

# 3195, Sector 7-, SAS Nagar, Mohali.………………………..Complainant.

Vs

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer Irrigation,

Sector 18, Chandigarh.





Respondent.





CC N0. 1748/09
ORDER:



Shri Kuldip Singh complainant in CC No. 1748/09, has made a further complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 11.3.2010, in which he has stated that  the compliance of the directions given  in the order dated 27.10.09 by the Bench of the undersigned has not been made by the PIO, even though almost 6 months have  passed since then. The PIO is hereby directed to show cause within 14 days as to  why the case should not be reopened, in case the compliance has not been made in terms of para 2 of the order dated 27.10.2009.


To come up for consideration on 29.4.2010.










Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 

07.04. 2010   

(PTK)   
