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

Sh. Mohinder Singh, S/O Sh. Bhag Singh,

Vill Khakh, P.S. Tanda,

The. Sasua, Distt. Hoshiarpur.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Pb. State Elect. Board,

Sub Urban Division, 

Tanda, District Hoshiarpur.



-------- Respondent






CC No- 2463-2008
Present :
None for Complainant.


None for PIO. 
Order:


In the interest of justice one more opportunity is given to both the parties to present their case. 


Adjourned to 08.09.2009.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Sham Singh Harika,

S/o Late S Dyal Singh,

Eucalyptus Garden,

Village Birmi, BPO Malikpur,

Tehsil and District Ludhiana.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1472-2008 
Present :
None for the complainant. 


None for the PIO.


Order:

This case was disposed of on 19.06.2009, in the absence of both parties.  Due to lack of time the order could not be dictated on the day of hearing itself.

2.
 The complaint of Shri Sham Singh Harika dated 26.6.08 in respect of his RTI application  dated 10.1.08 made to the address of PIO/Collector Agrarian Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana had been considered by the Commission in its hearings dated 11.11.08, 17.12.08, 25.2.09 and 29.4.2009 and comprehensive orders passed each time.  In all these, Shri Sham Singh Harika, Complainant appeared only once in the hearing of 17.12.08. He had been sending applications for adjournment or making telephone calls to the office of the Bench at the last moment, only on the day or at the time of hearing asking for adjournment on some count or other but then never appeared on the next date. On the last date of hearing, it was noted that vide letter dated 28.4.09 he filed an application for exemption from the hearing, and stated “I tried my level best to get the record inspected but the respondent  is avoiding me on one pretext or the other to show me the record.” However, he had not given any specific details of when he contacted the PIO or was refused inspection.  Today, on 19.06.2009 also, the Reader to the Bench has reported as follows :-


 “a telephonic call has been received from Sh. Sham Singh Harika, Complainant that he is not feeling well and cannot attend the hearing today i.e. on 19.06.2009.  He has received partial information but he is 
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not satisfied with the information given by the PIO.  So, he has requested to adjourned the case for any other day.

Sd-

(LALITA)

19.06.2009”

Once again he has not mentioned specifies or given details of deficiencies. 
3.
On the last date of hearing on 29.4.09, when neither the Complainant nor the PIO appeared, it had been  noted that: 
“The Commission is sensible to the imperatives of the on going Election process for the Parliament seats which started in the month of April and shall continue till the 3rd week of May until after counting etc.  Therefore, the case is further adjourned to 19.6.2009 giving last opportunity to the PIO for compliance of the directions of the Commission. “

4.
Although the representative of the PIO has again not appeared, Shri Tarinder Kumar, Kanungo Agrarian has sent a letter dated 8.6.2009.  He has stated that the applicant had flatly refused to receive the documents/information ‘dasti’ (through messenger). This information had, therefore, been sent to him (free of charge) through a parcel as per receipt No. RPA. 5608-Counter I, weight 352 gms dated 2.6.2009, after paying the fee of Rs. 36 for postal charges on his stated address. A full set of the information supplied has already been placed on the record of the Commission vide covering letter of the APIO-cum-DRO dated 24.02.2009 (64 pages) with point wise reply (2 foolscap paper) by Sh. Tarinder Kumar, Kanungo Agrarian enclosing copies of information supplied earlier also. 
5.
The case had been adjourned to 19.6.09 giving last opportunity to the PIO for compliance of the directions of the Commission to give the information. The information had since been provided vide registered parcel dated 2.6.09, as per the communication dated 8.6.09.  Shri Sham Singh Harika has neither appeared himself today nor through any representative, or sent any communication,  giving any specific details or deficiencies, in terms of para 8 of order dated 17.12.2008 or page 2 and 3 of order dated 25.02.2009, although he had due and adequate 
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notice of the hearing to be held today but has once again rang up just to say that he is not satisfied. This state of affairs cannot be allowed to continue.  The Commission cannot keep the case pending when he himself is not cooperating the PIO or attending the hearings, whenever be the reason.    

Thus, the case is hereby disposed of in terms of the today’s order as read with previous orders dated 11.11.08, 17.12.08, 25.2.09 and 29.4.2009.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 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. 

1. PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner Revenue,

   Punjab, Main Civil Sectt. Punjab, Chd.
&

2. First Appellate Authority-cum-

   -Financial Commissioner Revenue,

   O/o FCR, Main Civil Sectt. Pb., Chd.


--------Respondent 






AC No- 126-2009 

Present :
None for Appellant.


None for PIO.

Order:


The PIO has not appeared in the Second hearing of the case scheduled for today.  The Commission observes that it is entirely optional for the Appellant to appear, since he has already filed a detailed Second Appeal in the matter.  However, it is mandatory for the PIO to be present herself, or through an authorized representative, not below the rank of APIO and/or to send a communication adding the comments on the complaint received.  The PIO has not done any of these things.  In the present case, since the case was part heard on 05.05.2009, in regard to the submissions of the Appellant, the matter was adjourned to 19.06.2009. However, the Complainant has not appeared to complete his oral submissions either. 
2.

I have gone through the Second Appeal and consider it necessary to direct the First Appellate Authority to place on the record of the Commission, a copy of the order passed by it on the First Appeal, after the hearing conducted on 17.11.2008 or to state clearly that the said Appeal is still pending for disposal. The attention of the First Appellate Authority is drawn to the provisions of the Act 
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under which the First Appeal is required to be disposed of by the First Appellate Authority within 45 days.  She is hereby directed to decide the said First Appeal within a month through a speaking order passed after rehearing Sh. Jiwan Garg on residual matters, if necessary. The State Information Commission will come into the picture only after the First Appeal is disposed of by her. Thereafter a Second Appeal can be filed before the State Information Commission, if considered necessary.  
3.
It is observed that Sh. Jiwan Garg, through his RTI application, First Appeal, and Second Appeal is trying to highlight the fact that there exist no sufficient/necessary guidelines issued to the Sub Registrars in the State having the responsibility of registering sale deeds in respect of transactions of immoveable urban property for the purpose of prior verification of the genuineness of transferors title/ownership before registration thereof, in certain types of transactions.  He has mentioned two types of properties i.e. Urban Residential property falling within or outside the ‘lal lakir’ (I think he is alluding to notified areas). He has brought out existing lacunae leading to total discretion of the officials due to lack of reference material/clear guidelines for deciding the cases where no official records exist with the Tehsils or Municipal Committees with respect to the ownership of properties with particular reference to properties belonging to Hindu Joint families.  While it is necessary that existing guidelines, instructions, if any be provided to the Appellant, it is also necessary that it may be clearly stated where no such instructions exist, except the general duty of conformity to the laws of the land which every citizen/official is ‘expected’ to know.  In this respect, the Right to Information Act has assumed the role of a two ay medium, to seek information and also to give information to the authorities in the Government, by way of a wake-up call, to enable them to take concrete steps to remove existing lacunae, leading to lifetimes of litigation for citizens of the State.   
4.
From the papers provided by the Appellant, it is observed that during the personal hearing given to him by the Learned Financial Commissioner Revenue, 
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Sh. Jiwan Garg, Appellant has descended from the general scenario to a specific case of a Tehsildar against whom he had filed a complaint regarding a specific registration of such a sale deed.  This refers to para 8 of the letter of Appellant dated 9th December, 2008 addressed to Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab as Appellate Authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  It is observed that since Appellant had been asked to give details of specific cases with respect to para 4 of the RTI application, when such a case has been mentioned by him, the status of that complaint should be given to the Appellant and the particular file produced for his inspection.    
5.
The case is disposed of with the directions that Learned Financial Commissioner Revenue-cum-First Appellate Authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005, finalize the First Appeal through a speaking order and also place a copy of the same on the record of the Commission, immediately.  In case, this is not done within one month of the receipt of this order (which should be delivered to the Private Secretary to the Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab through the peon of the Bench). Sh. Jiwan Garg, Appellant is free to get this case re-opened, through a simple letter addressed to the Bench. 


With these directions the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 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 :
Sh. Gurpal Singh, Complainant in person.



Mr. R.S.Rahi, Sr. XEN-cum-PIO in person.



Mr. Surinder Kumar, Superintendent, City Centre Division, 


Amritsar. 
ORDER :


The PIO states that in compliance of the order dated 05.05.2009 a full set of papers which had already been supplied to Sh. Gurpal Singh vide covering letter dated 06.02.209 with annexures.  The same has been placed on the record of the Commission with covering letter dated 18.06.2009 containing index as well as proof of registry of letter dated 06.02.2009.  Sh. Gurpal Singh, Complainant acknowledges that he has received the letter dated 06.02.2009 but states that he has not received the three additional pages i.e. covering letter, index and proof of registry which had been supplied to the Commission today.  In addition to the communication, a copy of these papers has also been handed over to him today.   
2.

Sh. Gurpal Singh states that he has not received a copy of order of the Commission dated 05.05.20009 (although the Respondent who is also stationed in Amritsar has received copy of the same).  Reader may check up from Registry because this is a second complaint today from the Complainants that they have not received copies of orders sent to them well in advance.  Copy of the order dated 05.05.2009 was supplied to him today during the hearing.  
CC No- 447-2009








-2-

2.

In accordance with the order dated 05.05.2009 Sh. Gurpal Singh was required to state the exact deficiencies and misleading statements as alleged by him in the record already supplied so that the PIO could complete the same, if any, from the record strictly in accordance with the original RTI application.  

3.

It is, however, straightaway seen that information in connection with para 4 of the application that is “certified copies of the entire correspondence and records of your office with other offices and higher offices & any public man having been exchanged in relation with the above mentioned application for new  electricity connection.” 
4.

The Senior XEN and the Superintendent are carrying two files of the related complaint with them today.  They state that in addition to this there would be two different files one dealing with his application in office of SDO, Husainpura and second one with the SDO, Commercial City Center.  Since the information has not been provided, these files should be permitted to be inspected by him.  For this, after mutual consultation, Friday 3rd July, 2009 at 10.30 AM has been fixed.  The office of the Superintendent City Center, Mr. Surinder Kumar shall be the venue.  In case, the inspection of four files has not completed, then he may be allowed to continue the inspection on Monday 6th July, 2009.  After inspection, Sh. Gurpal Singh shall give a list of papers of which he wishes photo copies and list of papers of which he want attested copies.  These papers should be supplied to him free of cost where the copies are of documents asked for are over and above those applied for under RTI they shall be provided at his own expense.  Papers should be supplied to him within two days after giving the list of papers under due receipt from the Complainant.  
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5.

Compliance report should be reported on 15.07.2009.  After these files have been inspected, there is no scope for any deficiency and the case will be disposed of on the next date of hearing.   


Adjourned to 15.07.2009. 
    







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(LS)

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.



Mrs. Amarjeet Kaur, Superintendent O/o XEN, Electrical 



Division, Pb. PWD, B&R for PIO along with Sh. Gurcharan 


Singh, SDO.
ORDER :


This case had been heard and disposed of on 05.05.2009.  However, after the orders had been dictated and the PIO had left, the Complainant Sh. 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 Sh. Bhupinder Singh wished to make some more submissions, therefore, it was ordered that the case should not be considered to be disposed of but may be re-fixed for 19.06.2009 in chamber to giving Complainant another chance.  The case has been called twice since morning and Smt. Amarjeet Kaur, Superintendent has been present since morning on behalf of PIO along with Sh. Gurcharan Singh, SDO from the same office.  But the Complainant has not appeared till 1.30 PM.  However, he is not appeared himself or through any representative and neither he has sent any communication.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.    









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 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 & CC-819/2009 
Present :
Shri Jarnail Singh, complainant in person.

Shi Prem Kumar Kansal, Revenue Accountant, on behalf of the PIO, O/O SDO, PSEB, Rama Mandi.


Order:

Shri Prem Kumar Kansal  has presented a letter dated 18.6.09, addressed to the  Commission by the PIO/ O/O SDO, PSEB, Rama Mand,  in which it has been stated that a total amount  of Rs. 4,73,333/- was  deposited by the consumers from 1.8.08 to 11.8.08, where the total amount had been recorded  but the details of individual consumers who had made the payment was not available. In order to reconstruct their basic information, the computer and the printer having crashed for the said period, the amounts due were shown as outstanding balance in the next bill. As such all persons came disputing the said balance with proof of having already paid earlier with proof of receipts. The bills were rectified/adjusted for those consumers, while reconstructing their own accounts at the same time. However, no persons had turned up till now for the remaining amount of Rs. 2,50,438/- already received except the present Complainant, and in their cases further action was being taken to disconnect their connections due to the bills being shown as outstanding against their names. At  
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that stage, it is likely that they would either produce the receipt of having paid earlier or may even pay a second time, or may be, as in the case of Sh. Jarnail Singh, they may raise a dispute.  While the ingenuity of the PSEB is adopting these novel tactics is acknowledged, which is no doubt in the interest of the PSEB as an organization, it does not appear to be fair to the hapless consumers, since the problem is clearly of the PSEB . 
2.
It is suggested that since extra amount received of Rs. 2,50,438/- has still not been accounted for/adjusted, perhaps the PSEB  can consider to take an affidavit from the Complainant stating that he has given the  payment and take him at his word, since the fault lies with the Department’s computer in this case. The affidavit could say that “amount of Rs.---- has already been paid by me, for which I have lost the receipt of the amount deposited and the computer has not  been able to verify the fact, since the Computer is not in working order.  Kindly adjust the amount as having been paid and oblige. I also agree to pay the amount, in case, at later date, your computer is corrected and the amount is not found duly credited”.  It is also seen that  an identical complaint has been given a separate number CC-819/09, by the registry, which was a reminder dated 17.3.09, wrongly treated as a fresh complaint, which is also disposed of and copy of these order be placed on that file also.
3.

The Complainant is not satisfied with this order, which he says does afford him any justice as he has had to struggle a lot due to the attitude of the PSEB officials.  However, it does not lie within the scope of duties of the Commission to give justice, only to ensure that he gets the information under the Act.  However, armed with the information he has been able to get under the Right to Information Act, 2005, the Complainant is free to make a complaint to the Competent Authority in the Executive or to the Consumer Court, for redressal of his perceived grievances, or may be advised. 
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With these observations, the matter is hereby disposed of with order passed today, or read with the order passed on 05.05.2009. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(Ptk)

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.



Mr. Rajinder Singh, PRO-cum-APIO for PIO O/o PSEB, Patiala.



Mr. Parkash Ram, Senior Assistant for PIO.   
ORDER :


In compliance with order dated 05.05.2009, Sh. Parkash Ram, Senior Assistant has presented letter dated 18.06.2009 addressed by the Chief Accounts Officer to the Commission with a copy to the PIO but none to the Complainant.  He has been directed to give the said letter with full annexures to the Complainant also. He states that separately the full information had already been given to the complainant vide letter dated 12.06.2009 being covering letter containing full index of documents.  The complainant confirms having received the letter dated 12.06.2009.  He has supplied a copy of the said letter dated 12.06.2009 for the record of the Commission also today. He has stated that with this, the full record has been supplied to the Complainant. He has also brought the files with him for inspection by the Complainant if he so desires.  

2.

Based on letter dated 12.06.2009 Sh. Navinder Krishan had prepared the representation, however, after getting a letter dated 18.06.2009 he is satisfied with full information has now been given to him.  However, he states that had this information given to him earlier he would have been in a position to take some concrete steps to right the problem.  For example, he has been informed that some of his applications have been filed, as they have not been “marked” by the Chairman.  Had he known this earlier, he would have got 
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applications “marked” by the Chairman.  He has also raised some other points and asked for some more information and given his grievances. He has been told that no information can be asked for at this stage and the complaint which is being dealt with, is only with reference to his original RTI application.  In that application also he had asked for reasons for transfer of other persons and for rejection of his own requests for transfer and the answer had been given to him on 26.09.2007 stating that this was an “administrative” matter.  The PIO was correct in the sense that under RTI no replies to questions or reasons why a particular action was done or not done is required to be given, only the record is to be provided.  It was the Commission which ordered that files be brought, so that he could be permitted to inspect them if he so wished to discern the ‘reason’ for himself.  Today, he has been permitted to inspect the file including noting and correspondence, as ordered by the Commission.  Sh. Navinder Krishan should apply to the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances, if any, based on concrete information, as the role of the RTI is over.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 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 :
None for Appellant.


Mr. Rajinder Singh, PRO-cum-APIO for PIO O/o PSEB, Patiala.

ORDER :


A letter dated 09.06.2009 has been received from Sh. Tarsem Singh, Appellant in which he has expressed his dissatisfaction with the order of the Commission with reference to his RTI application as well as the information supplied by the PIO, both.  He has repeated his request to impose penalty on PIO as per Act since, correct information has not been supplied to him for his RTI application dated 01.08.2008.  On his part, the APIO has presented copy of letter dated 18.06.2009 addressed to the Complainant by the Deputy Director Sales-III, PSEB, Patiala in which the exact position in respect of burnt meter has been now given. 
2.

However, it is seen that the instructions dated 29th June, 2007 cited therein, were stated to be inforce since 01.01.2008, whereas the information sought by the Appellant was relating to the period till 31.05.2004, as once again stressed in his letter dated 09.06.2009.  It is seen that Sh. Tarsem Singh, Appellant has not endorsed a copy of the letter dated 09.06.2009 to the PIO, (a copy has been given to him today) and it is seen that PIO has not sent copy of letter dated 18.06.2009 presented in the court today to the Appellant. He is directed to do so immediately, by way of interim information, although it is for a 
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different period.  The instructions relevant to the period asked for should be supplied to the Complainant, if any.  
Adjourned to 22.07.2009.






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(LS)


After the order had been dictated, Sh. Munish Garg, Assistant Engineer, O/o Deputy Chief Engineer, Sangrur has appeared and was apprised of the order passed.   


Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(LS)
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 :
Shri Manjit Singh Nagi, complainant in person.



Shri Harchand Singh, Sr. Asstt., PWD B&R I Br. For the PIO.


Order:

With reference to para 3 of order dated 5.5.09.
Shri Manjit Singh Nagi has placed on record copies of the correspondence exchanged by him with the Administrative Department. He has placed on record  his representation dated 25.3.08 with annexures  regarding the status on which he has filed an RTI application. In so far as  the PIO is concerned, has also sought to put his version on record. Information supplied to him earlier in connection with his earlier RTI application is not relevant to the present case. The information which run into 174 pages  is confirmed to have been received by the applicant earlier and therefore has been returned to the PIO while retaining the letter( with covering) letter dated 19.6.09 as well as  7.1.08, copies of which were addressed to the applicant giving the latest position of his case.  
2.
The latest position of the case, according to this letter is that “it is still under consideration”. The representative of the PIO stated that it is under “active consideration” and has been submitted for orders to higher authorities. As and when orders are passed, the applicant will be informed of the decision taken.  The status of the representation dated 25.3.08 with respect  to the promotion to 
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Sh. Manjit Singh Nagi with retrospective effect, from the date his juniors were promoted, has thus been given by the PIO.
3.
While the Commission cannot monitor the progress of the said representation from time to time till the conclusion to the satisfaction of Shri Nagi, the Commission  takes notice of his anguish that his case has been lingering from for the last seven years, since February, 2002 and the status of the case continues to remain “under consideration” of the Administrative department.  The Commission can only observe that it is hoped that his waiting will end soon. 

With this the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(Ptk)

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 :
Shri Narinder Singh Lamba, complainant in person.



Shri Sukarn Singh, SDE-cum-APIO, CMC, Unit-II, Ludhiana.

Shri Subjit Singh, Divisional Supdt. O/O Sr. XEN, PSEB,IDE, CMC Unit II, Ludhiana.


Order:

With reference to the order of the Commission dated 5.5.09, Shri Sukarn Singh, SDE-cum-APIO, CMC, Unit-II, Ludhiana, has presented letter dated 18.6.09  addressed to the State Information Commission  by Sr. XEN/OP, CMC(Spl) Divn.,PSEB, Ludhiana. A copy of this has been provided to Sh. Lamba today through the Commission. It is noted that in the first paragraph in this letter it is written that:


“In this context it is submitted that the complainant was required to ask for any additional information at least 5 days before the next date of hearing but he has sent a registered letter which has been received in this office on 17.6.09 only 2 days before the next hearing. The point wise reply is as under:

2.
In this context the order  of the Commission has been seen, which reads as under:-


“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 
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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 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.” 

(emphasis supplied) 
3
It appears that the complainant has been making application for fresh information not asked for in the original RTI application. Such requests are not necessary to be replied to. In case he requires fresh information, he should put a fresh application for the same. As such it is only necessary to see whether information has been supplied in accordance with original RTI application dated 26.8.08 which has been asked for in points  (a) to (g) for purposes of the present complaint.  
4.
Information with regard to (b) (partial),(f) & (g) has been provided to Shri Lamba. Information  regarding (a), (c), (d) and (b) (partial) have not been provided.  
5.
In so far as point no.  (e) is concerned, the plea of the PIO  is accepted that it is not possible to give the record of the raids of the Flying Squads, Patiala, for his meter, since the flying squad is required to do the checking of each and every MS Meter once in 70 days and therefore the record of upto 1 lakh meters will have to be checked for every month to find out the date on which his particular meter was checked. It is not possible to given this information unless he gives the dates of checking himself. He states that  each time  checking is conducted, the consumer’s copy is given to the Consumer and Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba would be having his copy. Therefore, I am of the view that in case 
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he requires this information he should file a separate RTI application giving full information available with him. 
6.
After the remaining information which has not yet been given, has been supplied to the applicant, the case will be closed.

Adjourned  to 22.7.09. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 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 :
Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish, Complainant in person.



Mr. Rajinder Singh, PRO-cum-APIO for PIO O/o PSEB, Patiala.



Mr. Jagjeet Singh, Under Secretary Vigilance O/o PSEB, 



Patiala.  
ORDER :


Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish, Complainant states that he has not received the previous order dated 05.05.2009. This order was dispatched on 18.05.2009 but Complainant has not received it till date although it has been received by the Respondent. The registry should give a report regarding the posting of this letter.  

2.

Sh. Jagjeet Singh, Under Secretary Vigilance who is present in person, has stated that earlier reply dated 18.03.2009 which had been sent to the complainant was posted upon examination of complaint on their file and gave the status at that time. Thereafter the file was duly put up for orders, but the suggestion of office was approved by the Secretary, that since the matter was being dealt with on a separate file, the matter should be closed on this file.  I have seen the noting of the said file, it no where gives the reference of letter dated 11.02.2009.  It mentions PUC I to XIII (without any dates) but nowhere mentions letter dated 11.02.2009 which is the subject matter of the RTI application.  
3.

Separately, he has presented copy of the decision taken separately on compliant dated 16.02.2009 in the matter.  In this, after considering the whole 
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matter in detail, the Chairman has agreed that the matter should be filed.  A copy of this has been provided to Sh. Rajesh Kumar Batish today through the Commission.  He has pointed out that it has not been attested.  The Under Secretary is carrying his seal of office today and he is directed it should be attested immediately. 
4.

However, after going through this letter, it is seen to concern the complaint dated 16.02.2009 and not dated 11.02.2009 which is the subject matter of the present RTI application.  Therefore, PIO should give clarification whether the Complaint dated 16.02.2009 is the same as the complaint dated 11.02.2009, by producing the complaint dated 16.02.2009.  For this, the matter is adjourned to 22.07.2009.        








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009
(LS)

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

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi, Advocate

S/o Sh. Parminder Singh Sodhi,

Yadwindera 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 Appellant.



Mr. Mohinder Pal Singh, SDE, Construction Division, Patiala.



Mr. Amarjit Singh, Coordinator, Senior Assistant, PWD, B&R 


Branch, RTI Cell.

ORDER :



The representative of the PIO states that information has been sent to the Appellant vide letter dated 24.04.2009 well before the last date of hearing on 05.05.2009 which had been adjourned to today. He stated that it has been sent through registered post, however, no proof of registry had been produced.  However, he is taken at his word.  In any case, the Appellant had due and adequate notice of hearings held from time to time but has never appeared himself or through any representative neither has any communication been received from him. The case is, therefore, disposed of. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(LS)

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.

Sh. Jaswant Singh, Sr. Asstt. for the PIO O/O Secretary, PWD B&R, Punjab.
Order:

In pursuance of the order dated 19.6.09, Sh. Jaswant Singh, Sr. Asstt.  has stated that full information has been supplied to Sh. Amarjit Singh. However, Sh. Amarjit Singh states that no information was supplied to him on 5.5.09 and the documents submitted in the Commission during the last hearing had not been supplied to him. His letter received on 2.6.09 in the Commission is on record in which he has explained the exact seniority list which he requires, since he states that the earlier seniority list provided to him is not correct one. A copy of the same had been endorsed to the Secretary PWD B&R. Later, he confirms having received letter dated 8.6.09 covering letter addressed by the  APIO to him along with seniority list as contained in letter dated 19.1.07 of Govt. of Punjab circulated/endorsed  to all  other authorities  including the CE PWD B&R vide no. 16/8/99-BR(5)/239-83 dated 23.1.2007. He states that it appears to be a wrong list due to the reasons stated therein. The PIO is hereby directed to provide the correct list and to give his comments on the letter dated 19.6.09 for the consideration of the Commission.

Adjourned to 22.7.09 as last opportunity for giving correct information.






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Hari Swar, 

S/o Sh. Gian Chand,

#874/10, Subhash Gali,

Baran Makan,

Islamabad, Amritsar-143002.



--------Complainant  






Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Chief/IR&W,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent.






CC No-822-2009

Present :
None for Complainant.



Mr. Rajinder Singh, PRO-cum-APIO for PIO O/o PSEB, Patiala.



Mr. Sakattar Singh Dhillon, Sr. XEN O/o PSEB, Amritsar.



Mr. Sandeep Sharma, Divisional Accountant, East Division 


Amritsar, O/o PSEB, Amritsar.
ORDER :



Sh. Hari Swar, Complainant vide his complaint dated 18.03.2009 stated that his application dated 02.01.2009 asking for the latest status/action taken on two communications from certain authorities in connection with his I promotion for clearance of efficiency bar had not been dealt with and no reply had been given to him till date although the stipulated period was long since over.  Copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO. The date of hearing fixed for 26.05.2009 and both parties informed through registered post. On 26.05.2009, none appeared either for Complainant or for PIO and the case was adjourned taking into account that law and order situation and curfew imposed in many Districts of Punjab for two or three days including those preceding the hearing. 

2.

A letter dated 16.06.2009 was thereafter received from Complainant stating that he could not appear on the next date of hearing since his wife was seriously ill and he enclosed the medical certificate in support thereof.  However, on behalf of PIO, Mr. Sakattar Singh Dhillon, Sr. XEN & Mr. 
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Sandeep Sharma, Divisional Accountant from Sub Urban Circle, PSEB, Amritsar appeared today. They presented letter dated 18.06.2009 giving the full status of the reference regarding time bound promotion after 16 years. With letter dated 18.06.2009, they also presented the full correspondence with reference to 16 years time-bound promotional scale as well as the case sent with due recommendations for his promotion to the Department which is required to deal with the matter. They stated that his time bound promotion from 16 years has since been cleared vide order no. 264 dated 18.06.2009 with effect form 15th September, 2005.  The matter has now been referred to the pre-audit cell for clearance.  PIO is directed to place on record the clearance from audit which he says will be given in a week-ten days if required, and he is also directed to send the information to Sh. Hari Swar, Complainant.  

3.

The entire application had been forwarded by the Head office to the Amritsar office, however, Amritsar office once again had referred the RTI application back to the Head office for the purpose of the giving information regarding the status of promotion case on 18.03.2009. He stated that PIO/Chief, IR&W, PSEB, Patiala should have collected the information from both the sources and provided it to the Complainant.  As per the Nodal Officer, Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO O/o PSEB, Patiala of the Head Office, it is for the present designated PIO under Section 6(3) to check up the latest position and not to transfer it back to the RTI cell so, therefore, PIO/Sub Urban Circle, PSEB, Amritsar is hereby directed to send the information as is now available along with copies of the correspondence to the Complainant at the address where he wishes to receive it after checking up from him on his mobile phone.  

4.

It is observed that the Commission does not deal with individual officers but with the PIO or his representative not below the rank of APIO even if, matter concerns with three or more offices.  It is required to be dealt with as one RTI application by the PIO, if not transferred under Section 6(3) to another PIO. It is for the PIO to decide who is to give the information. 
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One more adjournment is given for report the compliance on 22.07.2009.           








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.06. 2009 
(LS)
