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

Sh Harjit Singh Bawa,

S/o Sh. Hardial Singh Bawa,

# 71, Sector 16-A, Chd. 
 



--------Appellant 







Vs. 

1.PIO, O/O Principal Secretary,

Irrigation Pb., Chd. 



&

2. Appellate Authority-cum-Principal Secretary, 

Irrigation, Pb., Chd. 





--------Respondent.

AC-397-2009 & CC-1219/2009
Present :
Sh. M.R.Singla authorized representative of the Appellant.


Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO-cum-Under Secretary O/o Irrigation 


Deptt.



Sh. Daljit Singh, Sr. Assistant O/o Irrigation Deptt.



Sh. Harbhajan Bhatti, Sr. Asstt. O/o CE/Canal. 


Sh. Kulwant Singh, Senior Asstt. O/o Chief Engineer. 
Order:


The Second Appeal of Sh. Harjit Singh Bawa, Appellant dated 15.06.2009, with respect to his RTI application dated 25.01.2009 had been considered by the Commission in the hearing on 19.08.2009.   Appellant was represented by his counsel Sh. Satnam Singh Ahluwalia in that hearing.  The PIO had stated that the covering letter dated 18.08.2009 addressed by the Chief Engineer, Canals, Department of Irrigation, to Sh. H.S.Bawa, Appellant, with copy endorsed to the State Information Commission giving details of information already supplied to Sh. H.S.Bawa, Appellant.  The set of papers supplied to him was also placed on the record of the Commission. 
2.

However, in the complaint dated 15.06.2009, Sh. H.S.Bawa, Appellant had specifically stated that some of the photocopies of the letters/record sent to him had never been demanded by him, was totally irrelevant and was of no use to him.  He reiterated his demand as per his RTI application.  In para 4 of his complaint he stated “that a bare perusal of above will prove that the applicant is being harassed intentionally because I have filed 
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contempt petition against respondent state for wilful disobedience of orders passed by Division Bench of Punjab and Haryana High Court.  I have specifically stated in my application no. 3/HSB dated 25.01.2009 that information is desired by me for placing on record in present contempt petition i.e. COCP No. 2135 of 08.” 
2.

I, therefore, went through the RTI application point by point in detail in the presence of his counsel Sh. Satnam Singh Ahluwalia and Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO-cum-Under Secretary.  Detailed order was passed on 19.08.2009 which is reproduced as under :- 
“Present:
Sh. Satnam Singh Ahluwalia, Counsel for Appellant.




Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO-cum-Under Secretary O/o 



Irrigation Deptt.




Sh. Daljit Singh, Sr. Assistant O/o Irrigation Deptt.




Sh. Dilawar Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o 



CE/Canals.




Sh. Gurmit Singh, Superintendent O/o CE, Canals.




Sh. Harbhajan Bhatti, Sr. Asstt. O/o CE/Canals. 
ORDER:   



PIO, Sh. Sucha Singh has presented copy of letter dated 18.08.2009 addressed to Sh. Harjit Singh Bawa, Appellant (handed over to his Counsel today during the hearing) with annexures numbering 13 pages (printed seniority list of 1665 engineers concerned). It refers to a detailed reply along with information previously given and purports to cover all points of the RTI application. Appellant is not satisfied and states that specific replies have not been given to the specific information sought in RTI application.  I have gone through the RTI application of the Appellant, which has no doubt been prepared with a lot of effort and time.  In his application, Appellant has in each of the six points (which further contains 5-6 points each) first given detailed information and quoted documents of different communications of the Government, decisions of the Punjab and Haryana High Court and of the PPSC, and in the light of those, has then asked that out of list of 1665 engineers, certain further sub lists be prepared in accordance with the directions quoted in those documents.  

2.
 It is observed that perhaps the sub lists should have been prepared  by the Executive as per details pointed out by the complainant. However, under the RTI Act, 2005, it is required only that records in the custody of the Public Authority should be opened up to the 
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Appellant, so that nothing is hidden from the eye and to enable him to make representations on the basis of facts as revealed from the documents. It is not at all the mandate of the Act that perceived wrongs should be righted through action to be taken, as required by the applicant in the Right to Information application, and the information thus created be supplied thereafter. Under RTI Act, 2005, every citizen no doubt has right to information, but subject to the provisions of the Act as provided in Section 3 of the  Act, As such, ‘information’, ‘record’ and ‘right to information’ as defined in Section 2(f), Section 2(i) and Section 2(j) of the Act must be kept in mind by the applicant, while demanding information. 

3.      
 As such, it is felt by the Commission that since the PIO has no objection to showing the file, correspondence and noting concerning the seniority lists, and proposals based upon that list, sent to the PPSC from time to time, and the Counsel for the Appellant has also stated that he will be satisfied if he is shown that file,  it is hereby directed that the concerned file may be got inspected by the Appellant/his Counsel. After the inspection thereof, they are directed to give a written list of any papers, of which attested photo copies are required and those should then be provided to him within a week against due receipt.  After mutual consultation, date, time and venue fixed for inspection as 28th August, 2009 at 11.AM in the office of the Under Secretary, Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO.

  Compliance report of the directions of the Commission be filed on 23.09.2009.”         
3.

Today, APIO-cum-Under Secretary Sh. Sucha Singh has placed on record a communication dated 23.09.2009 addressed to the Commission stated following :- 
“The above case came for hearing, before your goodself on 19.8.2009.  As per directions of the Commission, available seniority list of 1665, Temporary Engineer/SDOs/AD’s was supplied to the Counsel of Sh. H.S.Bawa.  The Commission had given the directions to get the relevant record inspected to Sh. Bawa’s Counsel on 28.8.2009.  Government have declared holiday on 28.8.2009, as such Sh. Bawa or his Counsel was asked to inspect the relevant record on 04.09.2009 at 11.00 am.

On 4.9.2009 Sh. H.S.Bawa did not came up personally to inspect the record.  However, he authorized Sh. M.R.Singla XEN (Retd.) to inspect the relevant record on his behalf.  A copy of authority letter is enclosed.
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On 4.9.2009 Sh. M.R.Singla came in the office.  The entire office relevant record given below was place before Sh. Singla

(i) File No. 22/241/93-3IP2, Part-1,

(ii) File No. 22/241/93-3IP2, Part-2,

(iii) File No. 22/241/93-3IP2, Part-3,

(iv) File No. 22/4/99-3IP2, Part-1,

(v) File No. 22/4/99-3IP2, Part-2, and six files of the O/o Chief Engineer Canals were placed before Sh. Singla for inspecting in the room of Under Secretary Irrigation.  Sh. Singla inspected some files but he remained un-convinced.  At 4.00 PM he left the office after handing over the enclosed letter. Because he wanted the office to prepare the information as per the application of Sh. Bawa.” 
4.

Sh. H.S.Bawa, Appellant and Sh. Satnam Singh Ahluwalia, Counsel had been authorized to inspect the records/files and to apply for the desired documents thereafter as per the orders of the SIC.  However, he gave the authority to a new representative who stated in his letter “para wise information desired is not available in the files put up to me which is very relevant in this case.  The staff has not cooperated with me.  So necessary action in this regard be take please” 
5.

The orders of the Commission were detailed and very clear.  No fresh information or replies documents were required to be prepared, only copies of documents already available in the files were to be provided.  It was clear on the last occasion when counsel for Sh. H.S.Bawa was present, that the information asked for by him was not available in the form in which it had been asked for.  The ruling of the Commission had been given in respect of what information was to be provided to Sh. H.S.Bawa in the alternative.  The intention of the Act is to open up the records available with the Government departments to the sunlight and not to allow anything to be concealed.  If there is no such record as asked for, it cannot be created and supplied as per the demand of the applicant.  It is for this reason that the Commission had permitted to Sh. H.S.Bawa to inspect all the files available and to glean from those files whatever 
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information, positive or negative, and to take copies of any documents available on the record.  

6.

Sh. H.S.Bawa, Appellant and his counsel had both been permitted to inspect the said record, however, Sh. H.S.Bawa chose not to attend the office of the PIO or to request for a different date, which could perhaps have been suitable for him.   Neither did his counsel go to the said office.  Instead he authorized a fresh person, Sh. M.R.Singla (Retd.) XEN to go on his behalf for inspection.  Satisfaction or non-satisfaction of Sh. M.R.Singla is of no consequence since he was not authorized by the Commission. Sh. M.R.Singla has appeared today also and in fact wants to reopen matters already adjudicated upon in the presence of the Appellant and his counsel which is not feasible. In case, Sh. M.R.Singla wants any papers, he should apply himself in his own name.   
7.

Now, APIO-cum-Under Secretary is hereby directed to state in respect of any of the documents demanded, whether any such document is available in the form in which he has asked for it, and if not it should be clearly so stated.  Since H.S.Bawa did not go to the PIO’s office as the Commission authorized him to, no further opportunity can be given for inspection.  After this reply has been given, the case will be disposed of. 

8.

Complaint no. 1219/2009 has been transferred by Mr. R.K.Gupta, State Information Commissioner to this Bench through the Chief Information Commissioner.  It has been found to be identical in every manner with the present AC-397/2009.  It is irregular to file a complaint and an Appeal in the same matter.  However, this does not appear to be the case.  It appears that he has filed a double set of papers (one for serving to the PIO) and the Registry has probably wrongly construed to mean two separate cases. As such CC-1219/2009 
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which is regarding the same RTI application is hereby clubbed with AC-397/2009 and the same orders shall apply to both the cases.   
Adjourned to 06.10.2009.   









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh G.S.Sikka, Advocate,

# 43, Friends Colony Model Gram,

Ludhiana. 






--------Appellant 







Vs. 

1.PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industry & Export Corporation,

Ltd., Udyog Bhavan Sector 17, Chandigarh. 



&

2. Appellate Authority-cum-Managing Director,

Punjab Small Industry & Export Corporation,

Ltd., Udyog Bhavan Sector 17, Chandigarh.

--------Respondent 






    AC-400-2009
Present :
None for Appellant.



Sh. G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal for PIO.

Order:


The Second Appeal of Sh. G.S.Sikka, Appellant dated 22.06.2009 in connection with his RTI application dated 8th March, 2009 (with postal order dated 10.04.2009) and First Appeal under Section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005, dated 14.05.2009 both of which remained without any action on the part of the PIO/Punjab Small Industries & Experts Corporation, Ltd. as well as Appellate Authority-cum-Managing Director of the said corporation was considered by the Commission in its hearing on 19.08.2009.  On that date vide letter dated 19.08.2009 information and annexures, full information was supplied to Sh. G.S.Sikka, Appellant.  Since it was supplied only that day, it was only fair that he should study the information supplied and if he has any submission to make he should state in writing.  
2.

Today, Sh. G.S.Sikka, Appellant sent a letter dated 22.09.2009 copy of which has been supplied to the APIO in which he has submitted that there is a delay of four and a half months i.e. 129 days and has asked that penalty should be imposed as per the Act.  A copy of the same has been supplied to the APIO today.  
3.

The PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein be not imposed upon him/her @ Rs. 250/- per 
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day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- for non supply of/delay in providing the information.  He is required to given his reply in writing.  

4.

The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, before imposing the penalty on the next date 5.

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

6.

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the remaining information to the Appellant.  The information is required to be supplied to the Appellant, with a covering letter addressed to the Appellant, giving reference of the number and date of the RTI application, and containing an index of documents being supplied duly page-marked and attested.  The receipt of the Appellant is required to be taken on the face of the covering letter, and copy of that letter/proof of registry is required to be placed on the record of the Commission.  


Adjourned to 28.10.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

www.infocommpunjab.com 

Smt. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP)

175124.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary,

Finance Department,

Pb. Govt., Chd. 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1618-2008 

Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Kashmira Singh, PIO-cum-Budget Officer. 

Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o Finance 

Personnel for PIO with Sh. Harnek Singh, Sr. Assistant.  
Order:


The Budget officer Sh. Kashmira Singh requested for some time as he is calling for the explanation of the officials concerned for the many faults of omission and commission pointed out by the Bench.  The explanation of the concerned persons (both the Assistant and the Superintendent) should also be brought and be submitted to the Bench on the next date of hearing so that the matter may be considered.   


Adjourned to 28.10.2009.  








Sd-  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. S.S.Dhaliwal (Lt. Colonel),

# Kothi No. 4, Ghuman Chowk,

PO Sudhar Bazar.



District Ludhiana-141104.




----Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.





 
      -----Respondent.






CC No-2005 -2008   
Present :
Major H.S.Dhaliwal Father of Lt. Col. S.S.Dhaliwal, 




Complainant.


None for PIO-cum-ADC(G), Patiala.



Sh. Harvinder Singh, Clerk of Tehsil office Patiala on behalf of 


SDM, Patiala.  
Order:


Sh. Harvinder Singh, Clerk is carrying a letter sent by the SDM to the APIO/DC, Patiala which does not bear date, number and signatures.  A second letter purports to authorize him to attend the hearing today which is again unsigned.  Neither is he of the rank of the APIO as directed on the last date of hearing. This is not in order.  The Commission takes strong objection to the absence of the PIO or his representative not below the rank of APIO as per the directions of the Commission.  Nor has any communication being received from him stating why it has not been possible for him to attend the hearing today.  Nor has noting portion of the file of the Deputy Commissioner and the noting portion of the file of the SDM being produced as per the directions reiterated in para 2 of the order dated 11.08.2009.   
2.

It is also noted that no reply has been sent to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the Act for penalty which had been issued to the PIO on 11.08.2009.  He had also been given an opportunity for personal hearing for today and he has not availed himself of the personal hearing either.  The PIO had been given a last opportunity to carry out the directions of the Commission in 
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order dated 11.08.2009.  It had been stated that if, he does not do so, the PIO risks further action to be taken against him in addition to proposed penalty under Section 20(2) for recommending disciplinary action to be taken against him by the Competent Authority. Neither has the PIO given any reply to show cause why compensation should not awarded to the Complainant.  In view of the request of the representative of the Complainant, who is more interesting in getting the information rather than the action against the PIO, one more opportunity is given to the PIO to comply with the directions being last opportunity. 
3.

Sh. H.S.Dhaliwal, father of the Complainant had requested on the last date that he wished to inspect the files which are in the custody of the Commission.  He is permitted to inspect the same today in the presence of Sh. Harvinder Singh, Clerk and private Secretary to the Bench Sh. A.D.Pathak, thereafter Sh. H.S.Dhaliwal shall give a list of papers of which he requires attested copies which should be got prepared and given to him on the next date of hearing by getting them prepared in Chandigarh for which purpose the stamp of office should be carried by an officer authorized to attest the papers.  


Adjourned to 28.10.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Smt. Sunita

W/o Sh. Vinod Kumar,

W.No. 9, Gali Shivalik School Wali,

Bhucho Mandi, Bathinda.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O DPI(S),

Education Department,

Sector 17-D, Chd.





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2309 -2008 

Present :
None for Complainant.


Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director-cum-PIO 



(Recruitment Branch) O/o DPI, Pb. 
Order:


PIO has stated that vide covering letter dated 10.09.2009 reply has already been provided to Smt. Sunita, Complainant in CC-1726/2008.  A set of the papers supplied to her in that case has been attached and it has been stated that the present matter is identical and, therefore, the information should be considered to have been supplied.  This is not correct, as the information supplied is not at all the information asked for under the RTI application dated 04.08.2009 which is presently under consideration.  Reply given today is not relevant to the present case.   
2.

Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, PIO-cum-Deputy Director stated on oath and in writing during the hearing today that full record with respect to 1992 recruitments was requisitioned by the Committee constituted by the Vidhan Sabha in the year 2000 and this record has not been received back.  The PIO is required to supply copies of record held in his custody.  If the record is not in the custody of the PIO, it should have been so stated to Smt. Sunita, Complainant rather than after a delay of one year and 2 months.  It appears that the PIO has not gone through the previous orders of the Commission or the statements of the PIO/representative of the PIO made before the Commission while seeking adjournment for specific reasons.  
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Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu prays for one last opportunity which is given to him. 



Adjourned to 04.11.2009.    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Ms. Baltej Kaur,

D/o Sh. Balbir Singh,

Opposite Max Auto, Khalifa Bagh,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D,Chandigiarh.

    
   -----Respondent.






CC No-2153 -2008 
Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director-cum-PIO 



(Recruitment Branch) O/o DPI, Pb. 



Smt. Surjit Kaur, Assistant Director the then PIO


Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal, Nodal Officer, RTI Cell.



Smt. Shashi Bala, Senior Assistant, RTI Cell.



Sh. Baljit, Senior Assistant. 



Sh. Amandeep, Record Keeper, Recruitment Cell. 
Order:


This case has been considered on 27.01.2009, 24.03.2009, 06.05.2009, 24.06.2009 and 29.07.2009.  Today, OSD has stated that each of the orders of the Commission starting from the first notice of hearing dated 05.12.2008 issued through registered post to the parties, till the last one have been found duly receipted in the receipt register of the RTI cell, and have been passed on to the recruitment cell against due signatures.  He is directed to give a detailed report alongwith photostat in each case of the register of the RTI cell and the receipt by the recruitment cell.  
2.

Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director-cum-PIO who is also incharge of recruitment cell with effect from 02.07.2009 states that as per the report of the record clerk, no file has been opened for this complaint.  The record clerk states that none of these letters have been found with any of the Assistants presently working in the branch.  He stated that no such file/record has been 
CC No-2153 -2008








-2-

deposited with him.  Sh. Jagjeet Singh Sidhu states that there is only one Assistant Sh. Baljit Singh dealing with the RTI cases in the recruitment cell.  In the distribution of work Sh. Baljit Singh has been given the work of the RTI and the other three assistants are dealing with Court cases.  However, Sh. Baljit Singh is not present and neither has his explanation been added.  Sh. Jagjit Singh has not stated who is the person who has received these papers from the RTI Cell in each case, whether it is Sh. Baljit Singh or the Superintendent Sh. Yoginder Dutt, and if so what further enquiry has been made by Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu to fix responsibility for the disappearance or concealment?  The responsibility should immediately fixed and the commission may be apprised of the action taken against the delinquent officials including the registration of an FIR, if necessary, to recover the papers.  The Commission takes a very serious view of the matter and draws the pointed attention of the DPI to the state of affairs.  In case papers have been concealed/destroyed what action has been taken against the erring officials?  
3.

It is a sad commentary on the DPI’s office that officers should indulge in blame games, in respect of lower officials, who are not present before the Commission.  The Commission would, therefore, like that responsibility should be fixed by the DPI in this present case including for the PIO and a report alongwith action taken against those found responsible submitted to the Commission so that further action as may be necessary could be instituted against them under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

4.

Sh. Jagjit Singh stated that there is one assistant Smt. Bhupinder Kaur who has custody of the entire recruitment record, who is not parting with the record with one excuse or other.  It is observed that to overcome the problems which are being faced by the RTI Applicants in connection with results of various recruitments, the help of Smt. Bhupinder Kaur could have been sought by the PIO under Section 5(4) of the Right to Information Act in so far as queries 
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regarding recruitment are concerned. In that case, under Section 5(5) she can be held responsible for the delay on her part. 
5.

Under the powers conferred upon it by Section 19(8)(a)(ii), wherein the State Information Commission has been given power to appoint a State Public Information Officer, where necessary. Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, or whoever has the custody of the record is hereby appointed as PIO by the State Information Commission, in addition to the PIO already designated for applications in which information is sought about the results of recruitments already made, in view of the problems being faced.  She or her replacement, shall be responsible for providing timely information with respect to results of examinations for recruitment already held including results where post scrutiny is held where the record is in her custody.  In case, she considers it necessary she may seek the orders of her superior, in which case the said superior shall also be treated as PIO.  In case, the record asked for by any candidate requires screening of a large record she may seek the assistance of any other official/s under Section 5(4) of the Act.   She or her replacement will of course be working under the overall control of Deputy Director Recruitment, who is also PIO not only for recruitment cell, but whole of the DPI office.  

6.

In the present case, it has been seen that Smt. Baltej Kaur, Complainant (who has never appeared before the Commission so far in any of the hearings) has asked for record concerning results of Social Science masters declared on 12.01.1996-SER women candidates roll no. 020117-0223360, results of selection up to the merit of that roll number.  She has asked for the information in a particular proforma.  In case, it is not possible to give that information in proforma which she has asked for, for reasons enumerated under Section 7(9) of the Act, the Complainant could be invited to the office and allowed to inspect the record and take photo copies of papers needed by her.  
7.

In addition, it should be ensured that Smt. Bhupinder Kaur, Assistant or her replacement, now appointed as PIO in addition to Sh. Jagjit Singh delivers the information to the concerned Complainant, as per 
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the suggestions of the Commission. Information should now been supplied within one month without fail. 


Adjourned to 04.11.2009 for supply of information.          









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Varinder Mahajan,

# 198, Tilak Nagar,

Professor Colony,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief IR&W,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent.






CC No-1200 -2009  
Present :
None for Complainant.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, PRO-cum-APIO for Respondent.



Sh. Balwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. Estt. Non Gazetted Br. II, PSEB. 



Smt. Parkash Kaur, Superintendent-II O/o ENG Branch-2, 


PSEB, Patiala. 


Sh. Girish Khanna, Senior Assistant O/o Chief Engineer Border 

Zone, Amritsar. 
Order:


In compliance with the order dated 19.08.2009 it has been clarified by the Superintendent, ENG Branch-II, PSEB that out of 18 points in the RTI application dated nil (PIO has received the same on 13.03.2009), points no. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 11 concern the Establishment ENG Branch-II and full information has been given to him after finalization of the Administration Appeal preferred by the said Complainant under the Punishment and Appeal Rules. For the remaining points, Sh. Girish Khanna, Senior Assistant is carrying the file of the Chief Engineer Border Zone, Amritsar with him today bearing no. ER-270 volume-II City Circle Amritsar.  After checking up the remaining points he stated that the said file contains information regarding all these points, which has been duly inspected by Sh. Varinder Mahajan on an earlier occasion and has given written confirmation to that effect, which has already been brought to the notice of the Commission earlier.  Therefore, no further information is required to be supplied to him on these points.  
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2.

Sh. Varinder Mahajan, Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today, since a copy of the last order passed during the hearing on 19.08.2009, when he was not present, had also been sent to him with covering letter dated 02.09.2009.  He has neither appeared nor has sent any communication, it is clear that he has nothing to say and received the information.   


With this, the case is hereby disposed of in terms of the present order, as read with order dated 19.08.2009.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Ashok Kumar, S/O Sh. Prakash Chand,

R/O Gali Gurdwara Wali,

Jatinder Chowk, Faridkot.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

 Water Supply & Construction Div., 

Faridkot.







--------Respondent 






CC No-1556-2009 

Present :
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

The order of the Commissioner dated 3.8.09 has been received back  unopened. Earlier notice of hearing issued to him on the same address has not been received back and therefore it is presumed to be delivered. However, it has been noticed that there is discrepancy in the address. A copy of the order dated 3.8.09 may be sent to the applicant once again.


In the interest of justice one more opportunity is also given to the PIO for compliance of orders of the Commission dated 3.8.09. Adjourned to 28.10.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

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

Sh. Ram Singh, 

S/o Sh. Santa Singh,

Village & PO Kadma,

Tehsil & District Ferozepur.  



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintending Engineer,

Mechanical Circle, PWD(B&R),

Patiala. 






--------Respondent 






CC No-1639-2009 

Present :
Shri Ram Singh, complainant in person.

Shri Amit Kumar, APIO-XEN, PWD B&R, Mechanical Circle, Patiala.
Order:

Shri Amit Kumar, APIO-XEN, PWD B&R, Mechanical Circle, Patiala has stated with reference to the directions of the Commission dated 20.8.09 that the said reference No. 2/269/90-ES3(2)5041 dated 19.12.90 diarized at dispatch No. 486 dated 21.12.90 has not been found in their office. However, he has requested for an adjournment so that office copy of the same which would be available from the source of dispatch i.e. from the office of Secretary, PWD may be located by him by special efforts at that time. Shri Ram Singh has no objection. Adjournment is hereby granted.


Adjourned to 26.10.09 at 11.30 AM. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Aya Ram

R/o B.III.239/1,

Vakilan Mohalla,

Purana Bazar,  Ludhiana.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief Electrical Engineer,

PSEB, Ferozepur Road, 

Ludhiana. 
 





--------Respondent 






CC No-1690-2009 

Present :
None for the complainant.



Er. Avtar Singh, APIo-cum-SDO, PSEB Hambarn.

 
Order:

In compliance with the order of the Commission dated 19.8.09, Shri Avtar Singh has present a copy of letter dated 15.9.09 (covering letter with annexures 11 pages). These have been sent to Shri Pawan Kumar free of cost vide registered letter dated 19.6.09 (proof of photocopy of receipt of post office has been produced along with a set of papers  and copy of letter dated 15.9.09 endorsed to the Commission for the record of the Commission.
2.
Shri Pawan Kumar had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today. Communication dated 25.8.09 had also been sent to him well in time  for his response. In case he has any further submission, he should have come himself or through he representation or should have sent any communication, but he has not done so. It shows that he has received the information and is satisfied.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

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

Sh. Rajesh Batish, 

Office Hanuman Mandi 

Opposite Kole-Da-Depot,

Ragho Majra, Patiala.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary, 

PSEB, Patiala.  





--------Respondent 





CC No-1708-2009 
Present :
None for Complainant.



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO for PIO.



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



Sh. Balbir Singh, Senior Assistant O/o Deputy Secretary 



General.  

Order:


Sh. Raghbir Singh, APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary states that full information has been provided as per the directions of the Commission issued on 19.08.2009.  A copy of the covering letter containing details of annexures dated 18.09.2009 has been sent to the Complainant by speed post.  Deputy Secretary did not have any proof of posting but he has taken at his word.  A copy of the same has been endorsed to the Commission which has been presented personally today alongwith a set of papers duly attested supplied to the Complainant.  This letter have been posted by speed post on 18.09.2009, however, 19th,  20th, and 21st were holidays and there was only one working day.  Therefore, it may not have reached Sh. Rajesh Batish, Complainant.  I would like to give one more chance to Sh. Rajesh Batish, Complainant.  Sh. Raghbir Singh, APIO-cum-Deputy Secretary has prayed for that the case may be fixed for in the afternoon and he has other cases on 29.09.2009 so i.e. the date which he has requested for.  


The case is adjourned for 29.09.2009 at 3 PM.  In case Sh. Batish, Complainant does not send any communication and makes no 
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further submission personally either it shall be presumed that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him and the case will be disposed of.    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Anirudh P. Singh,

# A/5, SBS College of Engineering &

Technology, Ferozepur.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Technical Education 

& Industrial Training, Pb. 



&

PIO, O/o Shahid Bhagat Singh College of 

Engineering & Technology, Ferozepur. 152004. 
--------Respondent 






CC No-1716-2009  

 Present :
None for the complainant.

Shri Ram Kumar Chopra, Supdt.-cum-APIO, Shaheed bhagat Singh College of Engg. & Technology, Ferozepur.

 
Order:

In compliance of the order dated 19.8.09 The APIO stated that  the communication had been sent  to Shri Anirudh P Singh on 18.9.09 to come and inspect the available record. However, the complainant had not yet received the order of the Commission and requested that he would like to see the order of the Commission and thereafter inspect the record.  Thereafter the College had been sent a communication dated 18.9.09 when the complainant was asked to come and inspect the record of recruitment on 22.9.09 and thereafter to give the list of papers of which he would like to have a copy. The APIO states that these communications have been sent to him through a  peon (with peon-book) but the complainant has neither contacted nor turn up for inspection of the record of recruitment from 8.10.08 to 6.4.09. The APIO has not brought any proof of the receipt of the communication but he is taken at his word. 
2.
The complainant has not come himself today or through any representative, neither has he sent any communication or asked for an adjournment. The complainant had due and adequate time/ knowledge of the hearing to be held today. Although he was not present on the last date of 
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hearing, the copy of orders dated 19.8.09 hearing had been sent to him with a covering letter dated 2.9.09 containing the date of adjournment for 23.9.09. Thus he has chosen not to come. It is clear that he is not interested in pursuing the case or he has received the information.

`With this the case is hereby disposed of.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

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

Sh. Dhanwant Singh,



PIO, O/O Director Public 

S/o Sh. Jarnail Singh,



Instructions (SS)

H.No. 1/1169, Teacher’s Colony,        Vs
SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Zira Road, Moga-142001,



Chandigarh. 

Pb.



&

Sh. Sukhchain Singh,



PIO, O/O Education Secretary,

S/o S. Major Singh,



Punjab, Chandigarh.  

B/s Gill Garden Nursery,


Vs. 

ASR Road, V&PO Landhe Ke

District & Tehsil Moga-142001.

 

CC No-2028 -2008 & CC No-2029 -2008
Present:
None for the complainants.



Shri Yoginder Dutt, Supdt-cum-APIO, O/O DPI(S).



Shri Joginder Singh Sidhu, the then PIO/DPI(S)

ORDER:



This case had been taken up for consideration yesterday in the presence of Shri Sukhchain Singh and Dhanwant Singh, complainants, who were present in person. At that time Shri Yoginder Dutt , APIO-cum-Supdt. & Smt. Surjit Kaur, the then PIO, now Asstt. Director Estt. I. were present. 
2.

Smt. Surjit Kaur had explained that the advertisement for the recruitment was placed on 6th October, 2006 by C-DAC and the result had been declared in Dec., 2006 itself. Appointments had been given to all persons who were declared successful as per the cut off merit determined of each category of each subject at that time. Thereafter, it was seen that as per that criteria, all posts could not be filled for some categories. Two further scrutinies of records of the remaining candidates were carried out by reducing the cut off percentage each time.  
3.

Shri Yoginder Dutt requested for an adjournment for one day and stated that he would produce the full record of selected candidates (Male and Female) which had been finalized till today by the Committee headed by Mrs. Harcharan Kaur, DPI (for female candidates) and Mr, J,S,Khatra, the then DPI(S) 
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(for male candidates). However, Shri Yoginder Dutt is not present himself nor has got produced the necessary lists today as per his vehement assurance given to the Commission. Neither has he produced the CD. 
4.

The PIO of the Recruitment Branch Shri Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Supdt-cum APIO Sh. Yoginder Dutt and the dealing Assistant Sh. Bhupinder Kaur, all three are required to be present in person in the Commission on the next date of hearing and they may supply the information asked by the Commission from time to time. Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu and Smt. Bhupinder Kaur may like to inspect the file of the Commission and to take what ever papers they want, in case these papers are not available for any reason in the office of DPI (S).  
5.

Mrs. Surjit Kaur, the then PIO had filed a reply dated 23.9.09 today during the hearing. This will come up for consideration on the next date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 26.10.2009 at 2.00 PM for compliance.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


23.09. 2009  

(Ptk) 
