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

Sh. Balwinder Singh 

S/o Sh. Gurbaksh Singh,

Vill: Bhutiwala, Tehsil Giderbaha, 

Distt. Muktsar.





-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o Abohar Canal Division, Abohar.

--------Respondent. 






CC No-359/2010  

Present:
Shri Kulbir Singh, Advocate, Counsel for the complainant.



Shri Pushpinder Kumar, Ziledar(with authority letter)

ORDER:


With reference to RTI application dated 10.10.2009, the representative of the PIO stated that reply of dated 9.6.2010 had already been sent to the applicant point wise with annexures running into 20 pages. The second copy of the same had earlier been sent to the commission which has been placed on the record of the commission today. An extra copy has been supplied to the counsel of the complainant also. The Counsel states that on the last date of hearing, the Ziledar had mentioned that the Police had been informed of the un authorized tapping of water through lift pump by the person against whom the applicant had filed a complaint. However, no such copy of the letter sent to the Police was provided to him. The Commission is of the view that it is only fair that in case any such complaint had been sent to the Police, a copy of the same must be supplied to the applicant..

Adjourned to 30.9.2010.



  





    Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010  

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

Sh. Yogeshwar Vashist,

# B-1/1321, Mohalla Jattan,

Old Rajpura, District Patiala.


--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o SDO, PSEB, Mohali


&
Appellate Authority-cum-Sr. XEN,

Sub Div. PSEB, Zirakpur.  


--------Respondent 






AC No-181-2010.

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.
ORDER:


The full reply to the RTI application dated 3.11.2009,  was sent by the PIO vide his letter dated 18.5.2010. The RTI application was in Hindi and the reply has also been sent in Hindi by the PIO, which is appreciated.
2.
Shri Yogeshwar Vashist had due and adequate  notice of the hearing to be conducted by the commission on 19.5.2010 and also of today. He has chosen not to appear himself or through any representative, neither has he sent any communication.  It is thus clear that he has received the information and is satisfied.

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

 







Sd/-
                                                                          (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Rajesh Ralhan,

R/o 47, Main Market, 

Nangal Township, Tehsil Nangal,

District Ropar. 




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Pr. Secy., Irrigation Pb. 

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandigarh. 


____   Respondent  





CC No-3362-2009   
Present:
None for the complainant.
Shri Nachhattar Singh, APIO-cum- Supdt. Irrigation Works Branch. O/O Secy. Irrigation.

      
`
Shri Ashwani Talwar, SDO Irrigation.
ORDER:


The case could not be taken up due to paucity of time. 


Adjourned to 6.10.2010.

 







Sd/-
          (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010 

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

Sh. Bansi Lal Sharma,

#T-2/155, RSD Staff Colony,

Shahpur Kandi Township, 

Tehsil. Pathankot Distt. Gurdaspur.



Appellant






Vs. 

PIO O/o Joint Director (Addl.),

Pb. PWD B&R, Patiala..




--------Respondent. 




&

First Appellate Authority-cum-Chief Engineer, (Electrical)

PWD B&R Branch, Mini Sectt., Patiala.  




AC-65/2010
Present:
 None for the complainant.

Shri Rajesh Kumar, Sr. Asstt.(Dealing hand) O/O PWD B&R, HO, Patialal (without authority letter)

ORDER:


Shri Rajesh Kumar who is dealing Asstt in the office of C.E.(Electrical) Punjab states that the APIO-cum-Supdt. Sh. Inderjit Singh Kochhar,  was present on 30.6.10. However, the Commission  did not hold the hearing on that date due to administrative reasons. The APIO has filed his preliminary objections as well as para-wise reply before the Commission.  It is stated therein that full information has already been sent to the applicant on two occasions at his given address, but has been received back on 21.5.10 and 17.6.10 in original. The information had been sent to him with covering letter dated 10.5.10. along with annexures. The set of information sent has been seen, alongwith envelopes. The annexures are seen to be attested but no list of annexures has been found. The set of information sent to the Commission also does not have list of annexures, which should be filed for the record of the Commission today.
2.
Shri Bansi Lal Sharma  has sent another letter dated 7.8.10 addressed to the Commission, a copy of which is shown to have been endorsed  to the PIO/Jt. Diriector Admn., PWD B&R. In this, Shri Bansi Lal Sharma has once again reiterated  previous address and also written  “presently at kailash Niwas, Professor Colony, behind Hotel Venice, Dhangu Road, Pathankot.” The representative of the PIO states that there is no such letter on their record.
3.
After perusal of the said letter, it is not  found to have any substance as it is quoting the order of the Commission dated 19.6.10. The order of the Commission was quite clear that the list sent was  the present seniority list to which objections have been invited. The applicant had pointed out that there is a discrepancy in the letter of the APIO dated 18.5.10, where he has mentioned that 

“Information collected from various Divisions has been compiled and the final seniority list is being prepared after removing the short comings and the same is likely to be issued very shortly after obtaining the orders of the Competent Authority. However,  it is pertinent to mention here that no. of employees seldom tally in 
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each and every seniority list prepared by the office due to retirement/promotion to the higher post/death of the employees.”
4.
I find no discrepancy  in the statement in which the Supdt. has merely stated that the final seniority list has not yet been prepared and that while processing different cases, difference  is likely to occur as the lists have not been updated from time to time, deleting the names of employees who have been  retired or promoted or died. As such the Commission is satisfied that  the information asked for by Shri Bansi Lal has been provided to him, as is available presently in the custody of the PIO.

As such, the case is hereby disposed of.









 Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner


07.09. 2010 
(ptk.)  

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

Sh. Chaman Lal S/O Sh. Nisha Ram,

Vill. Chankoan, Tehsil Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.

Appellant






Vs. 

PIO O/o SDO-I, PSEB Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.



&
First Appellate Authority-cum 

SE, PSEB Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.

--------Respondent. 








AC No-124/ 2010  

Present:
None for the complainant


Shri Satish Kumar, Additional SDO, PSEB Balachaur-I

ORDER:


A letter dated 17.5.2010 addressed by Shri Chaman Lal to the Commission with annexures has not been endorsed to PIO. A copy of the same be supplied to him today.  He may give his comments / reply and may clarify the matter to the satisfaction of the complainant.  Reply should be sent through registered post with copy to the Commission. In case Shri Chaman Lal has any further submission to make after he receives the information in compliance with the order of the Commission, he should appear on the next date of hearing, otherwise it will be presumed that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of.

Adjourned to 30.9.2010.

 

 







Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010 
(ptk) 

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

Sh. Gurinder Singh, 


R/o 189-L, Model Town, Ludhiana


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply & Sewerage Board,  

Div No. 3, Ludhiana. 





____   Respondent 






CC No-582-2010 
Present:
None for the complainant.
Er. Dharam Pal, APIO-cum-SDO, Water Supp. & Sew. Board. Div. No. 3, Ludhiana.

ORDER:


Er. Dharam Pal, APIO states that Sh. Gurinder Singh was informed in writing  to appear in his office on 23rd and 24th Aug.,2010 to inspect the concerned papers. Shri Onkar Singh, Dealing Asstt. also  informed him accordingly in person, but Shri Gurinder Singh stated that he will inspect the papers on the date of hearing in the Commission. However, he has not cared to appear today. Shri Dharam Pal is carrying with him the full photostat copies, duly attested,  of the works of all the 12 Contractors, in addition to the original files and bills. It is nor 4.00 PM Sh. Gurinder Singh has not appeared so far. 

2.
Shri Dharam Pal is hereby directed to sent the papers to him through registered post and to place a copy of the same on the record of the Commission also.


With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.
 







Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,
S/O Sh. Kuldeep Mahajan,
Opp. Water tank,
Muncipal Market Mission  Road,

Pathancot


                                                 --------Complainant    







Vs. 

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

Provincial Div. Jalandhar




____   Respondent  






CC No-1000-2010 

Present:
Sh.Yogesh Mahajan


S.N Verma, SDO,PWD (B&R)

ORDER:



Shri Yogesh Mahajan is hereby directed to appear before the Commission and to comply with the orders dated 4.5.2010 and followed up by orders dated 9.6.2010 so that further necessary action is taken on his complaint.



 The case is adjourned to 6.10.2010.
 







Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


7.9.2010
(sood)  

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

Sh. Rajinder Singh Koonar, 

S/O Sh. Hardit Singh, Advocate,  

H.No. 58-D, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana.
  


--------Appellant    







Vs. 

1.
PIO, O/O Sr. XEN, PSEB Samrala(Ludhiana)

2. First Appellate Authority-cum-

Dy. Chief Engg. PSEB Circle, Roop Nagar.

____   Respondent  






AC No-213-2010       

Present:
 Mr. Balwant Singh Azad for Sh J S Chahal Advocate, for the, 


Appellant. 



Sh. Ratan Deep Singh,APIO cum Sr.Xen in person.
ORDER:



It was brought to the pointed notice of the APIO present in the commission today that Sh Prem Singh SDO Katani Kalan,  has been severely  indicted by the self same Presiding Officer in AC-364/09, where he was held to have acted in a malafide manner while  servicing RTI application of the same applicant Sh. Rajinder Singh Koonar. In that case Sh Prem Singh has been  penalized to the extent of Rs. 25000/- to be paid by him in terms of Section 20 (i) of the Act. ( The compliance of that order may also be reported by the APIO  for the record of the Commission).

2- It is therefore directed that the present application filed by the same applicant requires to be dealt with by an authority other than Shri Prem Singh, SDO Katani Kalan.  In fact, this work may be assigned to the then substituted APIO Sh. Harinderjit Singh, and should not be handled by the present APIO. An attested photo copy of the full file may be made available to Shri Rajinder Singh Koonar, Advocate under due receipt alongwith a certificate that no other paper is in the custody of the department.

3- In para 6 of his complaint to the commission Sh Rajinder Singh Koonar has stated that relevant material/documents have either been withheld or destroyed, refused, obstructed / blocked intentionally since as per Rules and provisions of the PSEB, documents which were essentially part of the file for the 
approval of the initial application for connection, as well as for further shifting of the Tube-Well connection number  PA  dated 10.8.1988 had not been supplied. The APIO may also like to give his comments on whether there is any report regarding the missing of the papers, which ought to have been a part of the record, but have not now been provided. 
4.

However, the Commission is unable to go behind a certificate, if given by the PIO to find out whether any document have been destroyed and if so by whom?  In case Shri Koonar has any apprehension, he may file a complaint with the Competent Authority in the Executive i.e Chairman, Power Com or the Principal Secretary, Irrigation & Power etc. or go to the Court, if  he so chooses and is so advised.  Shri Koonar has presented an application with a 
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medical certificate that he remained  in the hospital after surgery and was advised  rest  for another two months from 31.7.2010 onward. In view of that the next date is fixed for 27.10.2010. Shri Koonar may sent his representative, if he is not in a position to attend on that date. It is not possible for the Commission to keep the case pending after the orders passed today have been complied with.
The case stands adjourned to 27.10.2010.








 Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
State Information Commissioner


07.09. 2010   

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

Sh. Karamjit Singh





--------Complainant 

H.No.94, Sunny Exclave,

Kharar








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Distt. Industries Office Cum.

Registrar Soecities & Firms, 

SAS Nagar





____   Respondent  






CC No-216-2010  
Present:
Shri G.S.Sindra, as representative of the complainant.

Shri Kulbir Singh, Jr. Asstt. for the  PIO, Addl. Registrasr,  Societies    and Firms. 
ORDER:


The representative of the complainant requested for an adjournment, which is granted.


Adjourned  to 30.9.2010.

 






Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner


07.09. 2010 

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

Sh.Surinder Mahajan 

Lane No.2

Rampura, Near SDM Court                                                --------Complainant.    

Pathankot







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN,  P.W.D 

(Construction Division)


  
               ____   Respondent  

Pathankot   





CC No-3907-2009    

Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, complainant in person.


None for the PIO.

ORDER:


This case was considered by the Commission in its hearing on 4.5.2010 and was adjourned to 23.6.2010. It is noted that on the last date of hearing on 23.6.10, Shri Surinder Mahajan  had come for the hearing, but none was present on behalf of the PIO. The hearing was however not conducted due to administrative reasons. Today again,  neither the PIO nor his representative is present, nor has any communication been sent asking for adjournment, nor has any reply been received for the hearing scheduled for 23.6.2010 or today in respect of the show cause notice  u/s 20(1) of the Act for penalty, nor the PIO cared to appear for personal hearing afforded to him Under Section 20(i) proviso thereof.

The name of the PIO as disclosed by the complainant is Sh. Lal Chand Bains who has been posted there since the date of application till today. Therefore, Sh. Lal Chand Bains, PIO-cum Xen , Water Supply & Sanitation ( (WRS) Division, Pathankot ( by name) is hereby given one more opportunity to give his written explanation and to appear for personal hearing under the provision of Section 20(i) and Section 20(i) proviso thereof.  No further opportunity would be given. In case he does not appear the Commission will go ahead and the orders on merits.

At this stage, the complainant stated and also gave a written application that he is no more interested in pursuing the case and would like  the case to be disposed of. Keeping in view his written requested given during the hearing today, the case is hereby disposed of.

  






Sd/-
 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner

07.09.2010

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

Sh.Surinder Mahajan 

Lane No.2

Rampura, Near SDM Court                                                 --------Complainant.    

Pathankot







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN,  P.W.D 

(Construction Division)


  
                ____     Respondent  

Pathankot   






CC No-3904-2009.    

Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, Complainant in person


Shri Rajinder Singh, Xen, PWD B&R, Pathankot-cum-PIO

ORDER:


The information is admitted to have been provided in full and it is clear that the information has been provided on  23.6.2010 with covering letter and  one annexure.  It is in respect 8 separate works of dismantling and assembling of 4 separate Pantoon bridges in District Gurdaspur. The complainant states that the information has not doubt been provided but  not in terms of Section 7(1) of the Act i.e. not within 30 days of the receipt of the RTI application. According to the complainant, there is a delay of 230 days after deducting 30 days permissible.

2.
On his part, the XEN states that under the Rules of government, his office has immediately written to him on 16.2.10 in connection with his RTI application dated 9.12.10 that the application had not been made in the prescribed form, as per the rules. The relevant rules have been quoted by the PIO.  (It had already been commented by the Commission that wrong rules have been quoted.) Thereafter the office had sent another letter dated 21.10.09. This time specifically stating that the application was not in the prescribed form and neither had any self addressed envelope, duly stamped, been sent, for sending the information through registered post. He states that they have received no reply from Shri Mahajan. Thereafter, he states that in addition, another letter was received from the Deputy Commissioner on 30.11.09. On reference from Deputy Commissioner, the reply was sent vide No. 1946 dated 16.12.09 stating clearly that the information cannot be supplied since the applicant has not asked for the information in accordance with the provisions of the Act. For the fourth time. the reply was sent to the Commission also accordingly on receiving the notice. However, after the order of the Commission dated 4.5.10 was received, the information was thereafter supplied to the applicant, without awaiting the application in the prescribed form. The PIO stated that the delay was not intentional but due to the provisions of  the Rules..
3-
The Commission observes that whatever be the case, it is not expected that any PIO/APIO should remain unaware of the provisions of the Act even after 
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four years of coming into force of the RTI Act, 2005. The Commission also observes that the rule 3(iv) which states, “ Incomplete application which has not been in the prescribed form and received without requisite fee should not be entertained and shall be liable to be rejected straightway without giving any notice to the applicant” is not consistent with Section 6 of the Act. Under Section of the Act no such stipulation of making the application only in the prescribed proforma has been indicated. Any application  which is understandable and which contains clearly all the ingredients/details of the information required , is required to be entertained, as such, even if given on a simple paper. As for the fee for the registry and self addressed envelope, that could have been indicated to the applicant separately. The Department of Information and Technology is hereby directed to correct its mistake and amend its Rules and Advice to other Departments of the Government accordingly, as any Rule which is inconsistent with the provisions of the Act, is illegal. 
4.

The Commission has noted that the information has been supplied to the applicant free of charge.. However, the applicant has had to approach the State Information Commission for enforcing his rights under the Act and to that extent has had to undergo needless trouble. Besides no proof of registry  has been shown to the Commission in respect of  the letter supposed to have been written to the applicant within time asking him to apply in the prescribed form etc. Now the PIO has been advised that no application should be withheld, if it is very clear in its contents and give the full details of the required information in future cases. In view of the Rules, which had clearly been enunciated by the Department of Information & Technology the PIO/ Xen cannot be held to have deliberately avoided to give the information. 
5.

Therefore, Sh. Surinder Mahajan may be compensated to the extent of Rs.250/- per day for his attendance on 04/05/2010 and 23/06/2010,  when he actually received the information (Rs.Five hundred only).  This compensation is to be paid to him by the “Public Authority” and compliance be reported with due receipt.

With this the case is hereby disposed of.

 

 






          Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner

07.09.2010

(Ptk)

Copy to the Principal Secretary, Department of the Information & Technology for compliance with the directions contained in para 5 of the order. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh.Surinder Mahajan 

Lane No.2

Rampura, Near SDM Court                                                  --------Complainant.    

Pathankot







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN,  P.W.D 

(Construction Division)


  

        ____   Respondent  

Pathankot   






CC No-3908-2009       

Present:
Shri Surinder Mahajan, Complainant in person



None for PIO

ORDER:

The complainant has given in writing today that he is no more interested in pursuing the case and wants that the case be disposed of.  Keeping in view his written request given during the hearing today, the case is hereby disposed of.


  







Sd/-


  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner

07.09.2010(ptk)

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, H/O late Smt. Ranjit Kaur, LDC,

35, Shiv Colony, Kapurthala.


                      -------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o Sr. XEN, PSEB Sub Urban, Kapurthala.

--------Respondent. 






CC No-346/2010  

Present:
Sh.Jaspal Singh, complainant in person
Sh.Raj Kumar, Revenue Accountant for the PIO/ XenPSEB Sub Urban Kapurthala

ORDER:


This case has been considered on two occasions on 16.4.2010  and 19.5.2010. In compliance of the order of the Commission, Shri Jaspal Singh gave a list of deficiencies vide his letter handed over after the hearing., a copy of which was also supplied to S.E.  Inspite of that no reply/ comments has been supplied by the PIO/ Er.Ravinder Singh, although he has mentioned by name in the complaint dated Nil in para 1 that he was threatened by the PIO.

2.

.In addition, the PIO has not brought to the notice of the Commission, whether, and if so,what action was taken by the authorities, in respect of the  medical bills stated to have been received in the office, later on lost from there. Once received, they are the record of the office Whose responsibility has been fixed for the missing record/ bills? The Commission would like to be apprised of the efforts made to locate the said medical bills. As per Shri Jaspal Singh these were available with Shri Balwinder Singh, Assistant at that time.
3.

As regards the matter regarding the request for the special pension  and the latest status, the circular No. 9/06 dated: 21.06.2006 appears to be wrongly supplied.  It will be helpful if a copy of the instructions obtaining in the year 2005 ( the year when Shmt. Ranjit Kaur died) is made available in this case. 



Adjourned to.6.10.2010.








 Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.09. 2010   

(Ptk) 

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

Sh. Joginder Singh S./O Bhola Singh,
R.O Bholath, Distt. Kapurthala.



           -------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o SDO, Asstt. XEN, PSEB, Bholath.


--------Respondent. 






CC No-339/2010 

Present:
Shri Joginder Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Mohinder Ram, APIO-cum-AEE, PSEB Bholath.



Shri Baldev Raj, Rev. Accountant.

 

ORDER:

With reference to previous orders dated 16.4,.10 and 19.5.2010, the complainant was asked to give exact deficiencies so that information could be supplied to him accordingly. He stated that he had recently purchased some land from Shri Dasondha Singh s/o Natha Singh. At that time connection number B-3-1743 was located as per the original sanction, on  one side of the  Field  next to the  Raasta. But now it had been shifted to the middle of his Field. The SDO present today stated that he would verify the original location from the record of the Patwari and supply it through the PIO to the applicant, (because the record which is supposed to be available on the file  is not available). This will also serve to  complete the shortcomings of the record regarding original location of the said motor. 

Adjourned for compliance to 6.10.2010


                                                                      Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


07.09. 2010   

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO 32-33-34. SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

G.C Swadeshi, Retd.      
                           


      ---Complainant

Accounts Officer

# 3239, Krishana Nagar

New Colony

Sirhind 140406

Vs.

PIO O/o Secretary.PSEB, PSPC Ltd. H.O 
     

--------Respondent.

The Mall, Patiala 147001 

CC No. 1651/10
Present:    None for the complainant
 

Shri Jaspal Singh PIO/ Asstt. Engg..PSEB, Sub Urban         Kapurthala
ORDER:

Sh.Gurcharan Singh Sr. Assistant, PSEB is representing PIO/Dy.Secretary ENG states that Sh. G.C Swadeshi has rung him up and informed him that he has been involved in a serious accident and fractured his leg and as such will not be in a position to attend the hearing today. He had also informed him that he had separately sent a fax to the Commission ( not yet received). He stated that Sh G.C Swadeshi had requested in the fax for an adjournment for atleast 2 months.

2.

On going through the file, it is seen that it originates with RTI application dated 25.12..2009 as amended by application dated 05.01.2010. It is noted that both the application have separate processing fee. As such unless the 
application dated 5.1.2010 concerns in all 5 items mentioned in the earlier RTI  Application dated 25.12.2009, they will be treated as separate applications.

3. 

In respect of earlier application dated 25.12.2009, it is seen that it in connection with the latest status of certain complaints made by Shri G.C Swadeshi to various authorities. In fact each of the letters concerns a different authority. As such it will be advisable if the Nodal Officer, PSEB i.e. Deputy .Secretary, RTI, coordinates in this matter and  presents himself to do the needful.
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4.

It is observed that Sh G.C Swadeshi’s requests are not limited in scope or nature, but he is monitoring the progress of action taken on his various complaints from time to time through this one RTI application. As such in view of the undersigned the  best course for the Nodal Officer RTI   would be to ensure  that files of each of his complaints have been dealt are made available with full noting and correspondence for inspection to Sh G.C Swadeshi and after he has inspected the said files, he would be in a position to answer most of the questions raised by him  in respect of his whys and wherefores.  He may then give a list in writing  of the papers  of which he requires attested photo stat copies which should be provided by him with a week thereafter against due receipt. The papers to be provided to him should be with a covering letter containing list of annexures duly page marked and attested. The receipt should taken on the face of the covering letters and placed in the file of the commission. Armed with orders  which he has been able to get through RTI At, Sh. Swadeshi may approach the competent authority in the Executive or Civil Court  as he chooses if he so choose and if he so advised. The settling of complaints or monitoring the progress to the end is not the part of the RTI Act he will have to approach the Executive for redressal of his grievances if any.

5.

Since Sh.G.C Swadeshi is not well and as and when he recovers, he should approach the Nodal Officer, PSEB, who will arrange to get the necessary files made available for the inspection of Sh. G C Swadeshi. The Nodal Office is further directed to comply with the directions given in the present order as and when Sh Swadeshi approaches him for the same. 

With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of . 

07.09.2010

                                                                     Sd/-

                                                                          (Mrs.Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner

