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

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

S/o Sh. Panna Lal,

# 21, W.No. 3, Moh. Prem Nagar,

Gurdaspur-143521.



                 --------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, Pb. State Electricity Board,

Civil Works, Jalandhar Road, Phuhara Chowk,

Batala. 





                ____   Respondent 






CC No-4065-2009 

Present:
Shri Vinod Kumar, complainant in person.

Shri Perminder Singh, APIO-cum- SDO, Civil Works,PSEB, Batala.

Order:




The APIO states that on the last date of hearing attested copies of the original Muster Rolls as well as attested photo copies of the photo copies available on the record were brought for the delivery to Shri Vinod Kumar. However, Sh. Vinod Kumar refused to receive the same and the full set had been placed on the record of the commission under order of the Commission.
2.

The APIO also states that that in the interim period full efforts have been made to unearth the original service book. To that end an official Shri Gurdial Singh Ex SDC who was in position at the relevant period and who has since retired has been  summoned under threat of starting of disciplinary proceedings against him, so that  he can trace the  service book or give all information in this connection to the office.  He placed on record a letter dated 7.9.2010 addressed to Shri Gurdial Singh, the then SDC for the information of the Commission and copy also supplied to the complainant.
3.

He also states that full service book has been reconstructed according to the record available in the office. It had been brought to day and is seen to contain entries and details from 7.8.1975 till 5/95. He stated 
that he had deputed Shri Brij Narayan, LDC Civil Works, Sub Divn., Batala for the same and the said official has visited the offices of the SDO, Civil Works ,Amritsar/ Batala, Main Office, Civil Works Divn, Jalandhar and has prepared a set of duplicate service book, duly attested by the Xen. The said service book has been brought today for delivery. He states that a copy of this service book has also been delivered on 19.3.2010 to the counsel fo the applicant Shri Jagmohan Singh, Advocate, District Court, Gurdaspur. This service book contains 15 pages. However, Sh. Vinod Kumar says that  he has already photo copies of the same and has filed the same in the lower court.  Therefore the duplicate service book has been returned back to the SDO.

4.
The SDO is not directed to comply with the orders of the Commission passed on 29.6.2010 where it was necessary to get the service record traced and if it not made available, to fix the responsibility for the loss thereof. Report may be filed on the next date of hearing. 


Case is adjourned to 5.10.2010

             Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9.2010
(ptk)


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

# Jiwan Niwas, Talhi Mohalla

Ferozepur City, Pb. 152002.



--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Superintending Engineer,

Canal Lining Circle, Bathinda. 



____   Respondent 






CC No-3775-2009  

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Satinder Pal, SDO, Canal Lining Div. No. 2, Bathinda.


Shri Tilak Raj, Sr. Asstt. O/O Chief Engg. Irrigation.

ORDER:

This case has been considered by the Commission in its hearings dated 5.3.2010, 20.4.2010, 26.5.2010 and 29.6.2010. Detailed speaking orders were passed on each date. During this period Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal has expressed his apprehensions  against the PIO and his staff and there have been counter allegations made by both the sides. With a view to bring this case to a close, it is necessary to get back to the RTI application dated 9.6.2009 made to the PIO SE Canal Lining Circle, Bhatinda and to see what documents remain  to be delivered to him.  The specific details of information required as mentioned by him in his RTI application are as follows:
i) “Action taken on application dated 15.5.09 sent by speed post and its present status.

ii)  Attested copies of Medical Certificate, Appointment letters dated 18.3.79 Appointment letter dated 13.5.80, Police Verification Report , mentioned as missing in above referred application dated 15.5.09 and in Xen-II letter dated 5.5.09 ( copy enclosed).”
2.
In letter dated 15.5.09 regarding which he has asked for the status report, reads as follows:
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“To



The Superintending Engineer,



Canal Lining Circle, bathinda.
Subject & Reference:  Executive Engineer, Canal Lining Divn,. No.2 Bhatinda letter No. 362 / Court Case dated 12.5.09

Sir,


Xen-II has declined me salary as per my request dated 23.4.09 and in the process removed my Medical Certificate ( given by me at the time of my entry into service) and some other crucial annexures in my Service Book.

He has committed this crime of removing Medical Certificate when the Hon’ble court of Civil Judge, Sr.Division, Bhatinda, Shri K.K Singla has sought a reply from State., in an application, under order 39 CPC latest by 26.5.09. Kindly take a serious note of the act of Xen and report the matters to Police and the Court of Hon’ble Civil Judge, Sr.Division, Sh.K.K Singla immediately on receipt of this letter.”
Yours faithfully,

Sd/- R.K Singal

(Ravinder Kumar Singal)

Date 15.05.09                            R/O Jiwan Niwas    (DOA 26.3.79)
Tahli Mohalla

Ferozxepur City

Pb. 152002.
3.
Thus it is seen that he has sought copies of documents with annexures, which In the RTI application itself , he has accused the Xen-II of removing (the same documents) from his Service Book. At the same time, he has also asked for two appointment letters dated 18.3.79 and 13.5.80, both issued in his name. 

4.
Letter dated 28.7.09 was addressed to the complainant by the Xen, Canal Lining Circle, Division-II, Bathinda with annexures dated 24.6.09 ( page 42-43/C) .There were a few other letters endorsed to him, in all of 
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them, it was stated that no papers had become available. However, an  authentic copy of appointment letter dated 18.3.1979 issued by name was finally supplied to him through the Commission in the hearing dated 20.4.2010 by the Bhakra Main Line, Circle, Patiala.
5.
Today, another  file was produced from the Office of Chief Engineer, Irrigation  Works, in which a copy of the order dated 13.5.80 was found which is quite clear  & legible That letter is seen to concern eleven (11)  persons, including Sh.Ravinder Kumar Singal S/o Sh. Sudarshan Singal, and has been issued vide No. 10759-74-BBMB/1457 dated 13.5.80. The name of Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal, S/o Sudarshan Singal appears at Sl.No.3. These persons have been shown to have been posted against the existing vacancies in the BBMB in the Circle shown against each name. The order has been issued under the name and signature of Sh. V.K Gupta, Chief Engineer, Works, BBMB Nangal Township and a copy has been forwarded by the Xen/Works, BBMB, Nangal. Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal  has been posted with SE, BDC ( Bhakra Dam Circle) Nangal, as has been indicated at the bottom of the order.
6.
It is hereby directed that vide a covering letter an attested copy of this letter dated 13.5.1980. may be supplied to Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal. The records of other persons shown in this posting order could be checked/ they could be contacted to check up whether this was letter of first appointment or one of posting.
7.
In so far as the annexures which Sh.Ravinder Kumar Singal, alleges   were part of the Service Book, such papers as Police Verification Report and Medical Report are not usually part of the Service Book, but part of the  personal file of the person concerned. Full efforts may  been made to search out the personal file. The PIO is directed to check up from all sources, where the personal file could possibly be found, including the 
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place of initial appointment and last appointment as well as in the Head Quarter/ BBMB.  
8.
Here it is necessary to note that Shri Singal has expressed all manner of apprehensions. In fact there have been a lot of allegations  and counter allegations. He has levelled the charges on the Xen, Shri Singal of doing away with his Police Verification Report and initial Medical Report, which he states was with his Service Book, as can be seen in the letter dated 15.5.09. (Letter dated 15.5.09 is the basis of Item No. 1 of his RTI application). However, now he has accused Sh. Satinder Pal SDO and Sh. Nardev Singh, Sr. Assistant  in the office of Chief Engineer, Works, Punjab of removing the said Medical Certificate dated 22.3.79, and other documents, which he states were placed with the Xen, Canal Lining Divn. No.2, on 31.7.91. He has no where explained why he had originally accused the PIO/Xen in his letter dated 15.5.09, addressed to the S.E and why he has now shifted the blame to the SDO and the Dealing Assistant. Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal has also stated that these documents were with SDO and the Dealing Assistant on 29.6.2001. In fact he has now even  made a report in the matter to the Police. 
9.
It is directed that the Photostat copies of papers, with index of documents, duly attested, should be given to Shri Singal, wherever available. A certificate may be given by the PIO, after due search for the personal file if the said documents are not in the custody of Public Authority. 

10.
As for Sh.Ravinder Singal, he has sent a letter stating that he is suffering from Eye flu and therefore cannot appear for the hearing today and has sought an adjournment, which is hereby granted.
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Adjourned to 09.11.2010 for:
i) supply of documents

ii) Consideration of complaint of Sh.Nardev Singh, as well as of Shri Ravinder Kumar Singal.
 







  Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9.2010

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





  REGD POST 

Sh. Tarsem Lal, Sub. Mejor(Retd.)

# 386, W.No. 6,Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhagpur, PO-Bhagpur, 

District Jalandhar (Pb).  




--------Appellant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/o XEN, PSEB,

Bhogpur.


&

First Appellate Authority,

PSEB, Tanda Road, Hoshiarpur. 



____   Respondent   






AC No-321-2010       

Present:
Shri Rajinder Gupta, representative of  the complainant Sh. Tarsem Lal.


Shri Satnam Singh, SDO, PSEB, Bhogpar for the PIO.
ORDER:

This case has been considered by the Commission in its hearings dated 8.6.10 and 29.6.10. On both occasions, detailed orders were passed for compliance. In pursuance of those orders, the representative of the PIO Sh. Satnam Singh, SDO has stated that the said record (original file of  Account No. AB-54/540 below of Shri  Naresh Kumar S/O Sh. Brij Lal) was supposed to be in the custody of  Nirmal Singh, LDC, who has been posted as consumer Clerk since long. His explanation for missing files has been called, considered and found unsatisfactory and it has been recommended to the Sr. XEN, who is also the APIO, that disciplinary action be taken against him for the missing file. The Commission  would have appreciated  if Sr. XEN  would taken corrective steps like issuance of formal charge sheet for major punishment and also consider whether an FIR should be registered for the missing record. The Commission also does not consider the explanation offered by the official regarding “floods etc. to be satisfactory as no report of damaged files seems to have been filed  immediately after the said flood with the senior officers .” The files appear to have been damaged selectively”.
2.
In so far as  Shri Tarsem Lal is concerned, he has now received the information that he wanted through an alternative source i.e. service register. On the basis of documents received with the help of RTI Act, he may, if he so chooses or so advised, approach the Executive in a complaint to redress his grievances, if any. Although it will in no way to mitigate the harassment in getting the information which should have been made available to him immediately,.the Commission is please to award a token compensation of Rs. 250/- to be paid to him by the Public Authority against due receipt. It may be sent to Shri Tarsem Lal 
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through account payee cheque or demand draft or in cash and compliance be reported within 7 days of the receipt of this order.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.






Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal

R/o Jiwan Niwas, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City, Pb 152002.




-------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary, Irrigation & Power,

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chd. 

--------Respondent. 






CC No-463/2010    

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Ram Kishan, APIO-cum-Supdt, Irr. Personal 3 Branch.



Shri Ajay Kumar, Sr. Astt. O/O Secy. Irrigation.



Shri Satinder Pal, SDO, Canal Lining Div. No. 2, Bathinda.


Shri Tilak Raj, Sr. Asstt. O/O Chief Engg. Irrigation.
ORDER:

One more case of the complainant was listed today for hearing,  in which a telephone message was received by the personal staff of the  SIC that he suffering with flu and therefore unable to attend the hearing for today and requested for an adjournment, which is granted.

Adjourned to 9.11.2010.
                                                                           Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 
8.9. 2010 

(Ptk.)

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

Sh. Gurpreet Singh, S/O Sh. Dev Singh,

V& P.O. Kahne-ke, Tehsil Tapa, Distt. Barnala.

--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Irrigation (Canal),Sangrur.


____   Respondent  






CC No-1319-201
Present:
None for the  complainant    
Shri Sh.Arun Kumar,  Ziledar,  Irrigation, Dhanoula, on behalf of the PIO.

 

ORDER:

This case was considered in the hearing before Commission on 1.6.2010 and 29.6.2010 and was adjourned both times with detailed orders  for compliance. The complainant had stated that he had received full papers except in respect  of a particular piece of land which had been specifically pointed out on the map to the representative of the PIO. Today the representative of the PIO has presented a copy of the letter dated 6.9.2010 addressed to Shri Gurpreet Singh by Sr.Executive Engineer, Sangrur Division, Department of Irrigation with a copy to Commission in which  of  full information as required by him stands provided to him in respect of persons in occupation of the land belonging to the Irrigation Department.

Shri Arun Kumar, Ziledar, representative of the PIO, department of Irrigation, presently posted at Dhanaula, Irrigation Branch has also presented a copy of the letter written by Shri Gurpreet Singh addressed to the Commission in which he has stated that he has received full information and no longer interested in pursuing the case, which has been placed on record.

                                                                 Sd/-

 






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

(sood)

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

Lt. Col. J.S.Paul(Retd.)

President PLF 11, Leather Complex, Jalandhar.

--------Appellant    






Vs. 
PIO, O/O MD, PSIEC Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, 18 Himalaya Marg, 

Secvtor 17-A, Chandigarh..




____   Respondent  






AC No. 319--2010    
  Present:
None for the complainant

Shri G. S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal, PSIEC.

ORDER:

On the last date of hearing on 29.6.2010, Lt.Col.J.S Paul (Retd.) had filed a reply to the objections. Lt.Col.Dilbagh Singh informed that full information was available on the record of the Corporation which stood correctly supplied and APIO stated that there is no other information available with them. Lt. Col. Dilbagh Singh, authorized representative of the complainant Col.J.S Paul (Retd.) sought one more adjournment to enable him to submit his case properly. He was directed to point out  the deficiencies strictly in accordance with definition of “information” “record” and  “right to information” as contained in Section 2 (f) (i)  & (j) of the RTI Act 2005. Further he has not appeared himself today or through his representative. Neither has he sent any  written communication.. It is clear that he has no  further submissions to make.
The case is accordingly disposed of .









Sd/-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

(sood)

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

Sh.Jagir Singh Soni, S/O  Late Sh. Onkar Singh,

V&PO: Banur, near FCI Godown,

Tehsil Rajpura Distt. Patiala.

   


--------Complainant    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O  SDO, PSEB Banur.




____   Respondent  






CC No-811-2010 
Present:
Sh.Jagir Singh Soni, Complainant  in person

None for PIO / O/O SDO, PSEB Banur.

ORDER:

The PIO has not produced the file containing the earlier estimates with different alignments duly approved (with noting and correspondence, both, as had been ordered,) nor has he provided any certificate to the fact that there was no such other alternative alignment. As such he is directed to make an all out search and file the report in the Commission.

In the meantime he is directed to permit Sh. Jagir Singh Soni to inspect the original file containing alignments both proposed and accepted as well as both the receipt and dispatch registers for the period May-2008 onwards, so that he may also be able to search  any clues  of the whereabouts of the said papers.

The case is adjourned for 5.10.2010.
Sd/-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

(sood)

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

Sanjeev Kumar S/O Jasmer Singh,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya,

U.T. Chandigarh.





--------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO O/O Director Industries & Commerce 

Cum-Controller of Stores, 
Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.

___   Respondent 






CC No-2229-2009 
Present:
Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, complainant in person.

Shri Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-Asstt. Controller of Stores.


Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-APIO.


ORDER:


The hearing of CC-2229/09 was held earlier and disposed of, but was reopened on the complaint of Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, complainant, stating the  papers  given to him in unattested form before the Commission,, were different from the papers supplied to him in attested form. The papers  had been ordered to be supplied to  him in attested form while passing the orders disposing of the case  and had been tampered with before attested them. After examining the two sets of papers, and finding the allegations to be correct, the Commission ordered that the PIO may offer his explanation for the same and may also ask for explanation of all concerned and sent it to the Commission with his comments. It was not done. Instead, the PIO stated that an Inquiry Officer had been appointed to look into the matter. Upon asking, the Commission came to know that the Inquiry Officer was the same  Shri Tahal Singh Sekhon, Store Incharge, in whose charge, both tampered and untampered documents had been supplied to the complainant as well as to the Commission. On the strong objections of the Commission, Shri Tahal Singh Sekhon, Inquiry Officer was changed. Thereafter, the case has been pending for the report of the Inquiry Officer, for which time had been sought.
2. Today, the Inquiry Report dated 2.6.2010 has been produced. It is noted that the responsibility of Shri Amarjit Singh, Clerk has been fixed for tampering with the papers. However, in the end of the Inquiry Report, it has been stated that  it is not  clear as to why the record has been tampered with and at whose behest (as translated). A full set of Inquiry Report along with statements and annexures with covering letter (pages 1-38) has been placed on the file of the Commission. These should also be provided to Shri Sanjeev Kumar. 

3. However, the PIO has not informed the Commission of the action proposed to be taken against the miscreants. The Commission is of the view that in such blatant case the PIO should seriously consider the registering of an FIR for the tampering with  government documents. It is brought to the notice of the PIO that this is not the first case of tampering in his office. In the matter of the
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 same employee, but in another case CC-1345/09, titled Sh. Sanjeev Kumar Vs Director of Industries, Punjab, tampering had been brought to the notice of both the PIOs, Director of Industries & Commerce/ Controller of Stores, Punjab and separately a copy has been sent to the Controller of Stores in his administrative capacity. It is clear that all is not  well in that office and the authorities appear  to be taking a kindly view towards the happenings and are allowing these flagrations to continue, even after being once pointed out in a separate case. The fact that blatant tempering is going on under the nose of the higher authorities throws a poor light on those who are to prevent such happenings.  
4. It is sad commentary that papers required by an employee for preparing his defense in a case where he has been served a charge sheet, should have to be asked for under the RTI Act. These should have been supplied to him automatically as a part of the chargesheet or when he required them for his defense. 
5. The Commission would now like to be apprised of the action taken by the PIO/ Controller of Stores cum-Director of Industries in terms of his duties under the RTI Act and in his/their administrative & executive capacity. Orders of the Commission made from time to time i.e. on 4.2.10, 29.4.2010, 9.6.2010 are brought  to the pointed notice of Sh. S.S.Bains, IAS, Director of Industries and  Controller of Stores (by name) for  compliance. 
6. The orders of the Commission containing in para 2 of order dated 4.2.10 have not been complied with so far. In view of the goings on, it may be treated as a formal order to show cause, in terms of Section 20(i) as to why penalty be not imposed upon the PIO for tampering with the documents, in addition to action against him in Section 20(2) for disciplinary proceedings. The answer should be given in writing.  If not given, it will be presumed that he has no explanation and decision will be taken on merits and ex-parte, if necessary.. 
Adjourned to 5.10.2010.









Sd/-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

Copy to Director of Industries & Commerce ( by name).

Copy to Controller of Stores Punjab(by name).

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: 
Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, complainant in person.


Shri Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-Asstt. Controller of Stores.


Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-APIO.


ORDER:



This case was considered on 7.4.2010 and 19.5.2010. Full papers have been got provided to Shri Sanjeev Kumar through RTI Act. Shri Sanjeev Kumar had on the last date of hearing submitted his complaint dated 17.5.2010 ( 3 pages) in which he explained the importance of the document which he asked for and for the effect of the delay in supplying of the documents to him. He has explained that the said confidential report documents were very important since his representation made to the Competent Authority in the case of his ACR for the year 2007-08 in respect of  an “Average” entry given to him. was concerned.. The papers sought by him now formed the basis is representation. Luckily for him the said representation in which he had been given oral hearing had not yet been finalized.  The Commission hereby directs the Competent Authority that Shri Sanjeev Kumar should be given another personal hearing so that he is able to present the authentic papers which he has been able to get through RTI Act.  In this manner the effect of the delay would be nullified.  

With this the Commission considers it appropriate to close the case.








Sd/-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 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-250-2010   

Present:        Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, complainant in person.


Shri Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-Asstt. Controller of Stores.


Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-APIO.


ORDER:



This case was considered by the Commission for the first time on 17.4.2010, hen orders were passed for fixing the date for inspection of documents, and for supply of the documents required by Shri Sanjeev Kumar, vide his RTI application dated 24.8.09,which had not been supplied to him till that date.  The complete papers of the complaint dated 20.1.2010 had been sent to the PIO ( 6 pages) vide notice dated 10.3.2010, informing the PIO of the hearing to be held on 7.4.2010. The notice gave  due opportunity to the PIO to send his reply regarding the complaint made in case,. or to contradict  any averment made by the complainant or to state that the information had already been given. The said office did not reply. 
2.

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar states that he had been informed through peon of the order that the date of 1.4.2010 at 3.00 P.M had been fixed for him to inspect the record, that too, only at 12.00 Noon on the same date i.e. 1.4.2010, But he was not carrying his own correspondence/ or relevant , personal notes and record and neither had he taken leave from his office to inspect the papers. He had requested for atleast 2 days notice for the inspection.  He had also informed the office  that the date and time  for the hearing in the Commission was fixed for 7.4.2010. All this is mentioned in the order of the Commission dated 7.4.2010, when the date for inspection was fixed for 12.4.2010 by the Commission., thereafter at its own level. It was directed that photo copies of the 
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documents required by him should be provided to him the same day.  In case he required colored photo copies, these were required to be made available to him at his own cost. The case had been adjourned to 19.5.2010 for compliance report.
3.
On 18.5.2010 the Commission received a letter dated 17.5.2010 in which Sh. Sanjeev Kumar informed the Commission in  a 3 - page complaint that he was being threatened regarding spoiling of his Annual Confidential Report etc. He alleged that it was all being done at the behest of Shri Tehal Singh, Store In charge.  During the hearing on 19.5.2010 the PIO was provided a copy of the complaint, and asked for his comments. Sh. Sanjeev Kumar also stated that much delay has been caused, which had been used to tamper with the record. The matter had been adjourned for the comments of PIO. The PIO has provided his comments stating that” in case Sh. Sanjeev Kumar has any problem he should make a complaint to the Competent Authority”. He has given no comments regarding delay (seen to be of eight months) and threats etc.

4.
Today Sh. Sanjeev Kumar has brought to the notice of the Commission that he has been served a charge sheet for having approached the Commission for the documents, and for not taking leave for inspecting the documents on the date and time fixed by the Commission, amongst other things. He has been asked to give full details. This is not a matter for the Competent Authority in the Executive to deal with as per the stand of the PIO, since it is very much concerned with Shri Sanjeev Kumar’s complaint made to the Commission, and the implementation of the orders passed by the Commission.  The Commission cannot permit any applicant to be threatened or punished, because he has asked for the information under the Right to Information Act, 2005, which is his right as per law of the land. Shri Sanjeev Kumar is hereby directed to file his complaint in detail with copy to the PIO. 
5 .
The PIO   states that he is not aware of the matter and has nothing to do with this. This is a very serious matter and the tongue-in-cheek remark of the PIO is not acceptable or appreciated. The PIO is directed    to produce the full file in 
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which it has been decided to charge sheet Sh. Sanjeev Kumar (noting and correspondence) along with the charge sheet, for the perusal of the Commission on next date of hearing.


The case is adjourned to 5.10.2010. 









Sd/-

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

(ptk)

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

Smt.Swaran Kaur,C/O Balkar Singh 

H.No.-739 Gali No.11

Tripree Town,Patiala                                                                     --------Complainant.    







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN,  PSEB, Patran, 

Patiala.







____   Respondent  






CC No-3934-2010       

Present: 
Balkar Singh Brother/Representative Of Smt.Swarn Kaur, complainant,   
Sh. Satnam Singh Line Man, PSEB, Patran, Rep. of the PIO. 
Sh.Surinder Kumar LDC

ORDER:



In compliance of the order passed in the hearing on 04.05.2010 and 9.6.2010, the original files of the persons in whose names Electricity Connection Numbers SA-295 and  SA-827 have been transferred, have been produced. Full set of photo stat copies of the same, duly attested have also been given to Shri Balkar Singh. In respect of Connection No. SA 187, the original file has not been produced, but a full set of photo copies duly attested is available with Shri Balkar Singh, which had been given to him earlier.  Shri Balkar Singh ahs pointed out that: 
i) In respect of the change of name in SA-187 to Sh.Mohinder Singh son of Sh. Dharam Singh, full papers have been received except for the true affidavits,in which while making photo copies, the signatures under the name of Shri Mohinder Singh and Joginder Singh  actual signatures have inadvertently been cut in half .
ii) He has pointed out that these photo stat copies are of the original files of the persons in whose names the said connections have 
been transferred. The original files of the persons in whose name these connections stood earlier have not been produced.

iii) He requests that  attested photo copy of the covers of the files should also be given since these contain important  clues of cross references and other related files.

iv) Also in photo copies of both the Affidavits   it is mentioned that the motor stood  in the name of Sh Dharam Singh s/o Sh Jagat Singh, who had died on 12.4.1981 and that the death certificate was attached. However, no copy of death certificate has been provided to him. 

2.

The PIO is hereby directed to search out the original files of SA-187, SA-827 and SA-295 from which the change over has been made. The PIO
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 is also directed that the deficiencies pointed out above should be supplied. The previous SDC who has retired should be called officially and asked to locate the file. It is to be noted even after retirement an employee remains responsible for the record which they were required to hand over to the next person. The attention of the PIO is also drawn to sub para  2 of the orders dated 9.6.2010 for compliance. The compensation of Rs.150/- is to be paid for the last one hearing by the Public Authority.

         The case is adjourned to 5.10.2010









Sd/-
Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9. 2010 

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

Sh. S.S Jaggi,

131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana 141002






--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSIEC,

Chandigarh







____   Respondent 






CC No-657-2010 

Present:
None for complainant

Shri G.S Sandhu, APIO, PSIEC

Shri Mohinder Pal, S.O PSIEC, Chandigarh

ORDER



Complaint of Shri S.S. Jaggi dated 15.1.2010 to the Commission that his RTI application dated 16.11.2009 addressed to PIO/PSIEC with due payment vide IPO No. 38369( Photo copy enclosed) alongwith a copy of the reminder dated: 22.12.2009 to the PSIEC was not attended to was taken up for consideration in his absence.  The APIO states that no RTI application as mentioned by Shri Jaggi is on the record in the corporation. Shri S.S Jaggi has also not given his mode of sending of the application or any detail of request etc. or proof of receipt in the corporation. However, APIO states that a letter dated 22.12.2009 purporting to be a reminder was received by them which could not be traced to any RTI application. It was only on receipt of papers accompanying the complaint from the Commission that the contents of the application could be known. He states that vide letter dt: 8.9.,10( covering letter) full information as is available on the record of the Corporation will be  sent to Shri S.S Jaggi at his stated address. He has presented a letter dated: 8.9.2010(covering letter) containing annexures, full information/documents as are available in the Corporation, brought for delivery to Shri Jaggi through the commission. Since he is not here for taking delivery, the same be sent to him through registered post.
2.
Shri S.S Jaggi had due and adequate notice of hearing to be conducted today, but he has not come to attend the case himself or through any representative. Neither has he sent any communication. In these circumstances it is thought fit to close the case.


The case is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9.2010
(sood)


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

Sh. S.S Jaggi,

131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana 141002






--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSIEC,

Chandigarh







____   Respondent 






CC No-672-2010 

Present:
None for complainant

Shri G.S Sandhu, APIO, PSIEC


Shri Mohinder Pal, S.O PSIEC, Chandigarh

ORDER



Complaint of Shri S.S. Jaggi dated 27.1.2010 with regard to RTI application dated 21.12.2009 addressed to PIO/PSIEC, Chandigarh was considered today in his absence. The APIO has presented a letter dated 7.9.2010 giving pointwise reply to all the points on the RTI application. This was to be supplied to Shri S.S Jaggi during the hearing giving him a chance to study the information and make any submission that he might wish to. However, Shri Jaggi has not appeared himself or through representative nor has he sent any communication, although he had due and adequate opportunity to make submission if any. As such the APIO is directed to send the information to him through registered post ( copy of information supplied has been placed on the record of the commission). 



The case is hereby disposed of

                                                                                    Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


8.9.2010

(sood)


