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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi, Advocate

S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

Yadwinder Complex, Lawyers Chamber No 592,

District & Session Courts, Patiala.



--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer, PWD, Patiala,

Construction Building, Block-C, Mini Sectt.,

Patiala.







--------Respondent 






AC No- 123-2009 

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri M.P.Singh. APIO-cum-SDE, O/O costruction Div., B&R, Patiala.

Shri Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O Chief Engineer, PWD, HQ.

ORDER:


This case could not be heard as the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner had to go to attend the cremation of Sh. P.H.Vaishnav, former Chief Secretary to Govt.,Punjab.


Adjourned to 19.6.2009.








Sd- 

Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Jiwan Garg,

# F-2/194, Sector 16,

Rohini, Delhi-110089.




--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Punjab. 







--------Respondent 






AC No- 126-2009 

Present:
Shri Jiwan Garg, Complainant in person.

Shri Amarjit Singh Walia, APIO-cum-Under Secretary, O/O FCR, Punjab.



Shri Gurmeet Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, O/O FCR.



Shri Surinder Singh Passi, Supdt-cum-APIO. O/O FCR.



Shi Ajit Singh, Supdt.cum-APIO. O/O FCR.

ORDER:
                  The matter could not be taken up in detail and the submissions of the Complainant on the case remained part heard.  The matter had to be adjourned due to the sad demise of Shri P.H.Vaishnav, IAS, (Retd.), erstwhile Chief Secretary of Punjab. The Presiding Officer attended the State Funeral accorded to him.   

Adjourned to 19.6.09.








Sd- 

 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Yash Pal,

S/o Sh. Gurdass Ram,

R/o Plot NO. 35-B,

Jawahar Market Nangal,

Tehsil Nangal, Distt. Ropar.



--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.






--------Respondent 






AC No- 129-2009
Present :
Shri Anuj, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO, O/O PSEB. Patiala.

ORDER:


Sh. Yashpal vide his Appeal dated 21.02.2009 to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated 10.12.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/PSEB, Patiala had not been attended to and no information had been supplied.  Instead PIO/Deputy Secretary/RTI, PSEB, Patiala has sent a letter dated 17.12.2008 stating that the information asked for by him was covered under Section 8(1)(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and hence rejected.  Since the particulars of the Appellate Authority were not given, he wrote another letter dated 29.12.2008 asking the PIO to give him the name of the Appellate Authority of the Department.  However, he states that he received a letter once again from the PIO-cum-Deputy Secretary/ RTI dated 06.02.2009 in which this information was stated to be exempt from disclosure since it was concerned with third party.  A set of the papers were sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.  
2.

There is no copy of the First Appeal, if any, nor of the decision of the First Appellate Authority.  Nor is there any proof attached that any such appeal had been filed.  On record is letter dated 02.04.2009 sent by the 
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Appellant to the Commission by way of a covering letter, with a copy of the earlier Appeal dated 21.02.2009 alongwith a copy of a judgment delivered by a Double Bench in CWP No. 19935/2008 decided on 25.11.2009.  However, it is quite clear that this is not a Second Appeal but a complaint, since no copy of any first appeal filed has been provided by the Appellant. 
3.

The background of the case is that Sh. Yash Pal, Appellant has asked for the following information :-

“supply me the copies of all Confidential reports of Sh. Satish Kumar Jagota Working as a R.A. in Anandpur Division of P.S.E.B from the date of appointment in P.S.E.B till today” 


This information has been refused by the PIO who has claimed exemption under Section 8(1)(j).  It is observed that due to the many decisions given by the Central Information Commission and the Punjab State Information Commission as well as by the Ld. Punjab & Haryana High Court, it is now accepted that confidential reports cannot be kept ‘confidential’ from the official in respect of whom they are recorded.  It has been so held in AC-67/2006 titled as “Sh. Faquir Chand Sharma Vs. PIO/Executive Engineer, Provincial Division No. 1, PWD, (B&R), Patiala” by the Full Bench constituted of Sh. Rajan Kashyap, Chief Information Commissioners, Sh. R.K.Gupta and Sh. Surinder Singh State Information Commissioner vide their decision dated 05.11.2007.  The veil of secrecy has been removed which existed between Reporting/Reviewing/Accepting authorities of the confidential reports and the employee reported upon. However, it does not mean that the confidential reports are to be made public to all and sundry on demand.  In fact, these documents are by their very nature ‘confidential’ and these documents are such which truly qualify under the “Third Party” provision of Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The Judgment of the Punjab & Haryana (DB) CWP 19935/2008 decided on 25.11.2008, supplied by the present Complainant, ”UCO Bench Vs. Central Information Commission and another” as reported in RCR(Civil) 2009 (1) 
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is also regarding disclosing of confidential report to the Respondent No. 2 which have been written regarding him, and not regarding other persons who were promoted, and therefore, is very much in line with the thinking of the Punjab State Information Commission as expressed by the Full Bench earlier.  I therefore agree with the PIO’s decision to deny the information in the shape of copies of the confidential reports of third person.   


With these observations, the complaint is hereby disposed of.   







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009 
(LS)

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

Sh. Tarsem Singh,

# 7-B/24, Near Telephone Exchange,

Dhuri-148024,

District Sangrur.





--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief I.R. &W,

Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala.

--------Respondent 






AC No- 142-2009 

Present :
Sh. Tarsem Singh, Appellant in person.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Public Relation Officer for PIO.
ORDER 



The three requests for information by Sh. Tarsem Singh vide his RTI application dated 01.08.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Chief IR&W, PSEB, Patiala are as under :-

“(1)  Which officer of the Board was competent authority to allow direct supply of an M.S.Category consumer in case his meter burnt/damaged, as per rules/regulations of PSEB applicable on or before 31.05.2004? (I repeat my question is regarding M.S. Category consumer, not regarding L.S.Category for which CC No. 38/2000 is already available). Copy/reference of the instructions issued in this regard may be sent/given with the information.

(2)  Had the PSEB till 31.05.2004 framed/issued the rules/regulations to tackle the situation when meter of an M.S. Consumer is burnt and he requests for its replacement, but due to non availability of meters in stores of PSEB and open market, he request for direct supply till replacement of his meter? If yes, supply copy of same.”

(3) Should the supply of such an M.S. Consumer whose meter has been burnt/damaged beyond his control remain disconnected for the whole unlimited period, when there are no meters available in stores of PSEB? “
2.

A letter was finally received on 30.10.2008 enclosing inter departmental correspondence by the Deputy Chief Engineers.  A set of the Appeal papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.
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3.

Today, APIO states that full information has since been provided vide letter dated 30.10.2008. From this, it is clear that there were no instructions on the subject and a reference is made to the “higher authority” by the official receiving the request.  However, putting myself in the shoes of the said consumer, I do not feel that the information is complete.  It is required to be stated at what level such cases are approved, for which perhaps the delegation orders and precedents need to be consulted.  The PIO is hereby directed to answer this query in full.

4.

As for the Appellant, it was explained that his request for seeking opinion of the Board on this subject has been considered.  It has already been clarified to him that there are no regulations.  As such “opinions” on the subject are not required to be formulated.  The “opinions” and “advices” mentioned in the definition of information under Section 2(f) of the Act refers to opinions and advices available on the file e.g. of the Finance Wing, Personnel Department, Technical opinion etc. and does not refer to opinion to be formulated on the request of the Appellant.  
5.

The RTI is powerful tool in the hand of the public.  It can serve to seek information from the Government Department, but it also serves to give information to the Government Department on any wrong doings, or lacunae in the functioning of the Department, which are troubling the people.  This is one such lacuna pointed out where no regulation exists to deal with this particular kind of case.  The PIO may like to bring the matter to be attention of the Board for formulation of such regulations, with a copy of this order.      


Adjourned to 19.06.2009 for action on para 3 and 5.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Sh. Jarnail Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdev Singh 

R/o Paka Khurd,

PO Shekhu Tehsil Talwandi Sabo,

District Bathinda. 





--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO,

Punjab State Electricity Board, 

Rama Mandi, Bathinda.




--------Respondent 






    CC No- 430-2009 

Present :
Sh. Balwinder Singh on behalf of the Complainant.


None for Respondent.
ORDER 



Sh. Jarnail Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 03.09.2008 made to the commission stated that his application under RTI dated 04.12.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of the SDO, Punjab State Electricity Boar, Rama Mandi, Bathinda had not been replied to within a stipulated period. A set of the complaint was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post. 
2.

Today, the representative of the Complainant has stated that he and his brother have a joint connection and had deposited a due payment against the bill on 07.08.2008 but they had lost the receipt.  They had wished to challenge it as they have been overcharged which the PSEB was not providing to them in the ordinary course.  Hence the RTI application when they could not get it through an ordinary application (earlier filed on 20.11.2008 which had been receipted in that office vide no. 1465 dated 30.11.2008).  Complainant stated that after receiving the notice, the Assistant XEN sent a registered letter dated 29.04.2009 (he has been asked to place the copy of said letter on the record of the Commission) stating that according to the cash ledger, the total amount deposited on that day is available in the computer.  Deposits have been made through computer from 01.08.2008 to 11.08.2008 which 
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indicates the total but because computer has defaulted, the details are not available regarding which the higher authorities have already been approached.  He has also stated that corrections have been made in the bills where receipts of payments made have been produced by the Complainant. 
3.

However, the Complainant states that this position is not correct because the computerized receipts had not been issued but hand written receipts had been issued.  He presented the original receipt by one Sh. Sukhmander Singh S/o Sh. Gagan Singh of Pakka Khurd, Rama Mandi bill no. 77409 dated 21.07.2008 in which a hand written receipt has been given (seen and returned). In view of this, the PIO may give his comments on the facts stated by the Complainant. He may once again find ways and means for giving the information to the Complainant.  He may also state what is the way out for rectifying the bill, if any, in case the records are not available.



Adjourned to 19.06.2009 (in chamber).   







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(LS)


  After the hearing was over, the order had been dictated and the Complainant had left, Sh. Kaushal Kumar appeared on behalf of the PIO.  He was apprised of the contents of the order.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Sh. Gurpal Singh,

G.P.Enterprises,

Opposite Masjid,

Narula Complex,

Hall Bazar, Amritsar.





--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Senior Executive Engineer Operation

City Centre Division, Pb. State Electricity Board,

O/S Hall Gate, Amritsar.





--------Respondent 






CC No- 447-2009
Present :
None for the complainant.



Shri Daljit Singh, APIO-cum-Addl. SDE, PSEB, Patiala.

ORDER 


Shri Gurpal Singh, vide his complaint dated 13.2.09 made to the Commission  stated that his application under RTI dated 9.1.09 made to the address of Sr. XEN Operation, City Centre Division, PSEB, Amritsar, with due payment of fee had not been attended to properly. He stated that  the information supplied is incomplete, misleading and incorrect. The complainant has not brought out which portion of the information is misleading, incorrect and incomplete. It is not for the State Information Commissioner to study the set of 50 papers or so supplied to him, to see which are suitable and which are not suitable to his need. It is for the complainant to bring out the exact deficiencies for the consideration of the Commission. 
2.
A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed and both parties informed through registered post.  Today, the complainant has sent a fax dated 5.5.09 at today at 10.00 AM stating that he is unable to attend the hearing and has requested that he may be informed about the next date of hearing on his phone. It is observed that the adjournment should be sought well in time with copy to the PIO so that the time of all concerned is not wasted. The PIO has supplied information vide covering letter No. 1059, dated 6.2.09 along 
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with  a plethora of papers.  He is directed to supply the set of papers to the Complainant, if not, already supplied, under due receipt or with proof of registry. An adjournment is being given on the condition that Sh. Gurpal Singh shall set out clearly what are the exact deficiencies/misleading and incorrect information  in the information provided within 15 days with copy to the PIO. If it is not done, complaint will be disposed of on the next date of hearing. A set of papers being supplied today is being placed on the file for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 19.6.2009 (In Chamber). 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Bhupinder Singh, 

# 12 FF MIG Flat, Madan Lal 

Dhingra Housing Complex,

Mall Mandi, Amritsar. 





--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Electrical Division, Pb. PWD B&R,

SCO 39, Sec 7-C, Madhya Marg, Chd.


--------Respondent 






CC No- 457-2009
Present :
None for Complainant.


Sh. Vijay Kumar, Executive Engineer-cum-APIO O/o Electrical 


Division, PWD, B&R. 

ORDER



Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 13.02.2009 received on 19.02.2009 in the Commission stated that his application dated 29.08.2008 under RTI with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/XEN, PWD, B&R, Pb. had not been attended to and the information had not been provided.  A set of the complaint was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post. 
2.

Today, APIO-cum-Executive Engineer, has presented letter dated 04.05.2009 stating that information had already been sent to the Complainant vide letter no. 3122 dated 05.09.2008 and has enclosed a copy of the stamp register item no. 220 (duly attested).  He stated that the discrepancy in the date of the reference no. 3122 dated 04.09.2008 in the revenue stamp register in place of 3122 dated 05.09.2008, is probably because the XEN had signed the copy on 04.09.2008.  He has also supplied a copy of the letter no. 3122 dated 05.09.2008 vide which the information had been supplied for the record of the Commission.  

3.

It is not understandable why Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Complainant has filed a complaint on 13.02.2009 if he had already received the information.  
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However, Sh. Bhupinder Singh had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing and he has neither appeared nor has sent any communication by which the assertion of the PIO could be refuted.  


The case is hereby disposed of.  







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(LS)


After the orders had been dictated, and the PIO left, the Complainant Shri Bhupinder Singh arrived and stated that he has come from Amritsar and had mistakenly gone to the other building of the State Information Commission. Since the case was heard and disposed of, but the Complainant wishes to make some more submissions. Therefore, the case should not be considered to be disposed of but may is hereby re-fixed for 19.6.2009 (in chamber).  







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba,

R/o Preet Nagar, Gali # 3,

Near Adarsh Vidya Mandir,

Tibba Road, PS Basti,

Jodhewal, Ludhiana-141008.




--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Senior Executive Engineer, 

Punjab State Electricity Board, 

CMC Distribution Division (Spl.),

Ludhiana.







--------Respondent 






CC No- 458-2009
Present :
Narinder Singh Lamba, complainant in person.

Sukaran Singh Grewal, APIO-cum-AE on behalf  of the PIO, O/OXEN, PSEB, CMC, Ludhiana.
ORDER:


Shri Narinder Singh Lamba, vide  his complaint dated 19.2.09 stated that his application under RTI dated 26.8.08 made to the address of the PIO/ O/OXEN, PSEB, CMC, Ludhiana had not been dealt with and the information asked for by him has not been supplied.

2. Today, he has stated that till date no information has been supplied to him. Shri Sukaran Singh, APIO-cum-AE has presented a letter dated 4.5.09 addressed to the State Information Commissioner (covering letter) containing detailed letters dated 4.5.09 again addressed to the State Information Commission by the Senior XEN (operations), in which full information containing annexures and photocopies of documents,  asked for by the applicant has been supplied to him under receipt today.  A copy of the same has been supplied to the Commission for its record.  Since the information has been supplied only today. It is only fair give him chance to study the same.  In case Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba  has any further submission to make regarding any deficiency or incorrect information according to him,  he should state so in writing to the 
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Commission with a copy to the PIO at least 15 days before the next date of hearing. The PIO is also directed to complete the deficiencies, if any, strictly in accordance with the original RTI application at least one week before the next date of hearing under registered cover and proof of receipt from the applicant. The PIO is also directed to supply this information duly indexed, page marked and attested.  If the complainant does not submit any letter of deficiencies or does not appear on the next date of hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to submit and the case will be disposed of.

Adjourned to 19.6.09 (in chamber).







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Er. Amarjit Singh, 

SDE(Retd.),

# 168, Charan Bagh,

Patiala.





--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary to Punjab, 

PWD B&R, Chandigarh. Pb.


--------Respondent 






CC No- 462-2009

Present :
Shri Amarjit Singh, complainant in person.

Shri Jaswant Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of  PIO, O/O Secy. PWD B&R, Punjab.

ORDER:


Representative of the PIO, Shri Jaswant Singh has stated that full information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated 5.5.09, a copy of which has also been placed on the record of the Commission. As this information has been given to the complainant today itself, it is fair to give him some time   to study the same. The complainant is directed to point out the deficiencies, if any, in writing to the Commission, with a copy to the PIO. The PIO is also directed to supply  further information, as pointed out by the complainant strictly as per the original RTI application well before the 15 days from the next date of hearing, a copy of the information supplied be sent to the Commission for its record.

2.

In case the Complainant sends no letter as directed, it will be presumed that he has received the information and the case will be disposed of on the next date.


Adjourned to 19.6.09 (in chamber). 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Sh. Dinesh Kumar Goyal,

Deputy Collector, Ropar

Head Works Sirhind Canal Circle,

Ferozepur Road. 




Ludhiana. 






--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Pb. Chandigarh.





--------Respondent 






CC No- 466-2009

Present :
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurmeet Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. O.O FCR, Pb.


ORDER:


Shri Dinesh Goyal, complainant, visited the office of the Commission a day before this hearing in connection with some other case fixed with other Bench. He has requested in writing that the same information asked vide CC-466/09 has already been asked separately  by him in CC No. 664/09 and CC-665/09, which have already been fixed for hearing on  12.5.2009 in the Bench of undersigned. He has  requested that this case may be filed  being  to avoid duplication.

Keeping in view the request of the complainant, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

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

Sh. Manjit Singh Nagi, SE (Retired)

# 2207, Phase-2, Urban Estate,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana-141013



--------Complainant.  







Vs. 
PIO, O/O Secretary,

PWD, B&R Branch, 

Government of Punjab,

Chandigarh.







--------Respondent 






CC No- 483-2009 

Present :
Sh. Manjit Singh Nagi, SE (Retired), Complainant in person.



Sh. Harcharan Singh, Senior Assistant (without authority of 


letter) on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER 



Sh. Manjit Singh Nagi, Complainant vide his complaint dated 22.01.2009 to the Commission stated that his application dated 30.09.2008 made to the address of the PIO O/o, Secretary, PWD, B&R, Pb with due payment of fee had not been attended to and no reply had been sent to him till date.  He followed up his application with reminder dated 04.11.2008.  To no effect.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through Registered Post.  In the notice itself, it had been clearly stated that PIO is to be present himself or through authorized officer not below the rank of APIO, well conversant with the fact of the case would be treated as if given by the PIO and he is responsible for his correctness.  Inspite of this, a Senior Assistant without letter of authority has come.  He is no carrying the concerned file or papers with him and states that a reply has been sent to the Complainant stating that his complaint is under consideration of the Department.  However, he is neither carrying the file nor copy of the reference.  

2.

Sh. Nagi has stated that the matter concerns the decision regarding his promotion with retrospective effect.  The advice of the Department of 
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Personnel had been sought which had been replied to, and the A.D. advised to take a decision at its own level, under rules, which were stated to be very clear. 
3.

Sh. Nagi stated that the interim reply does not disclose the status of his representation dated 25.03.2008.  It is seen that this case is a sequel to his previous complaint no. 1900 of 2007 and ask information for the next period, from where that application left off.  It is seen that Sh. Nagi’s representation dated 25.03.2008 is not on record. It also appears that correspondence has been exchanged between the Complainant and the PIO with reference to this application thereafter, copies of which are also not available on the record. He has been directed to place copies on the record of the Commission, in order that the mater be considered further.  These papers should be got completed within a week. 


Adjourned to 19.06.2009 (in chamber).    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Navinder Krishan

Gali No. 17/3,

Guru Gobind Singh,

Nagar, Bathinda.





--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab State Electricity Board, 

Patiala.






--------Respondent 






CC No- 530-2009 

Present :
Sh. Navinder Krishan, Complainant in person.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-Public Relation Officer for PIO.

ORDER 



Sh. Navinder Krishan, Complainant vide his complaint dated 12.01.2009/21.02.2009 stated that his application under RTI dated 28.07.2007 made to the Chief IR&W (Chief RTI Officer) with postal order dated 11.09.2007 had not been attended to and no information had been given.  Instead he had been stone walled with the statement “it is to inform you that it is a administrative affair as far as transfer concerned”.  Hence the complaint.  Sh. Navinder Krishan further states that besides his three requests for transfer to Bathinda regarding which he had put in his RTI application, yet another post was vacant which had been created in thermal plant, Bathinda and had become vacant on 31.07.2006 and he was not accommodated for that post either.  On account of this, he had to put his application for pre-mature retirement under the great mental stress and tension caused by the refusal of the authorities to consider his reasonable request for getting a post at the station of his choice in the last two years of service.  The APIO states that the matter does not concern him but concerns the Deputy Chief Accounts Officer who is the PIO in this case.  Neither he is carrying the files with references regarding which the information is being sought by the Complainant.  This is not acceptable.  The APIO is to represent the PIO before the Commission 
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and does not have the role of a post office only but is required to be well versed with all aspects of the subject at hand and is expected to have studied the papers.  The Commission is not required to deal with the persons who have nothing to do with the matter.  
2.

The PIO is hereby directed to produce the files in the Commission on the next date of hearing without fail in which the representations of Sh. Navinder Krishan for transfers have been dealt, as well as the cases of transfer of the other persons has been dealt, both noting and correspondence. It is pointed out to the PIO that no information on Government files is exempt excepted under specific provisions of Section 8 which have to be quoted whenever information is withheld.  


Adjourned to 19.06.2009 (in chamber). 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Krishan Kumar,

# 2514, Phase-II,

Urban Estate,

Patiala. 






--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary,

Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala.

--------Respondent 






CC No-536-2009 

Present :
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Singh, APIO-PRO, O/O PSEB. Patiala.

ORDER :

Shri Krishan Kumar, vide his complaint dated 18.2.09 to the Commission stated that his application dated 10.11.08 under RTI made to the PIO/Dy. Secretary, RTI Cell Patiala has not been replied to. A copy of the complaint (9 pages) was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through Registered Post.

2.
Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. The APIO sates that full information has since been supplied to Sh. Krishan Kumar vide Memo. No.71231/RTI/507. dated 3.3.09 with reference to his RTI application dated 10.11.08 with covering letter  enclosing 9 pages, free of cost due to the time period having been exceeded. He stated that earlier on 13.3.09, full inquiry report of 202 pages including the statements of witnesses etc, has been sent to the complainant again through Registered letter No. 467 dated 4.3.09. Action taken by the Board has also been disclosed to him vide letter dated 3.3.09, already supplied to the complainant  in earlier letter of 9 pages. With this full information stand supplied.

3.
The complainant had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing and the information has already been sent to him in the month of March, 2009. It is 
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obvious that he has received the information and has no further submission to make. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish,

Office Hanumann Mandir,

Opp. Coal Depu,

Ragho Mazra, Patiala-147001.




--------Complainant.  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab State Electricity Board, 

Patiala.







--------Respondent 






CC No- 544-2009 

Present :
None for Complainant.


Sh. Baldev Krishan, PIO-cum-Deputy Director Vigilance O/o 


PSEB, Patiala. 

Sh. Rajinder Kumar, APIO-cum-Public Relation Officer for PIO.

ORDER  


Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish vide his complaint dated 24.02.2009 to the Commission stated that his application under RTI dated 16.02.2009 made to the address of the SP, PSEB, Head Officer, Patiala had not been replied to till date. Today, a phone call has been received in the reception attended to by Mrs. Ravneet Kaur, Receptionist from Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish where he has stated that he has not received any information and he is unable to attend the hearing today, since he is out of station and has requested for an adjournment.  The Complainant has not supplied copy of his complaint dated 11.02.2009 regarding the status of which information has been sought under RTI Act.  He is directed to do so immediately.  On his part, Sh. Baldev Krishan, PIO-cum-Deputy Director Vigilance states that reply has been sent to Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish vide letter dated 18.03.2009 by registered post.  He has directed to place a copy on the record of the Commission.    
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2.

It is observed that the complaint to the Commission is dated 24.02.2009 whereas the PIO states that reply sent on 18.03.2009.  From the reply, it is clear that no action has been initiated on the complaint so far, and orders of the Competent Authority have not yet been taken.  It is for Sh. Batish to follow up the matter with the Competent Authority in the Executive through reminder/representation etc. and not through the RTI.  However, since he has asked for adjournment, one adjournment is granted for him to offer and/or make submissions, if any.  


Adjourned to 19.06.2009. 








-Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

 

   State Information Commissioner 


05.05. 2009

(LS)

