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

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar,

S/o Sh. Jasmer Singh,

# 360-A, Village Maloya, 

U.T., Chd.   

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Industries & Commerce, 

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.



& 
PIO/Director Industries & Commerce, 
Controller of Stores, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 





____   Respondent  





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


Shri Tehal Singh Sekhon, Store Inspection Officer, O/O Controller of Stores, Pb.

Smt. Neelam Rani, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O Controller of Stores.

Shri Resham Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O Controller of Stores.

ORDER:


A preliminary hearing was conducted on the complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 22.10.09 with annexures and the reply dated 21.12.09 from the PIO. Adjourned for further consideration on 4.2.2010.
                                                                                     Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jasbir Singh, S/O Sh. Pritam Singh,

Gali No. 9L, Isher Singh, Backside GIE College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.  




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Tech. Education & Industrial Trg.

Punjab, Sector 36, Chandigarh.




____   Respondent 






CC No-1416 -2009   
Present:
None for Complainant.



Smt. Sangeeta Maini, PIO-cum-Assistant Director with Smt. 


Kamaljit, Sr. Asstt. 

ORDER:



This case had been disposed of on 26.08.2009 and the following orders were passed :- 
“2.
Today, both parties are present.  APIO states that vide letter dated 26.08.2009 (covering letter) copy of the noting dated 06.08.2009 with orders of the authorities passed thereon as well as copy of the noting of latest orders passed by Sh. Swarna Ram, Minister of Technical Education have provided to the Complainant.  However, it is observed that “latest orders passed by Hon’ble Minister” does not mean literally only the portion where his signatures exist but the entire noting leading up to his orders also.  APIO is hereby directed to supply the full noting against due receipt of the Complainant, free of cost under Section 7(6) of the Act and to send a copy of the same along with the receipt of the Complainant for the record of the Commission. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. In case, Complainant does not receive the information within 15 days of the hearing which has been passed in the presence of both the parties, Complainant as well as APIO, he may get this case reopened through a simple letter addressed to this Bench. ” 
2.

Thereafter, Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant vide his letter dated 14.09.2009 stated that although 15 days were over he had not received the information.  The case was reopened vide order dated 26.11.2009 and the case 
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was re-fixed for today.  Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant had visited the Commission and the supply of information was delayed beyond the stipulated period by the PIO when Complainant arrived for the hearing on 26.08.2009.  He was handed over some papers on the same day which the Commission in its order noted that these were in complete and the case had been disposed of with directions to supply the information within 15 days, since the orders with the noting of Sh. Swarna Ram had been supplied but in an incomplete form.  (Only the orders of the minister were supplied and the remaining noting were not supplied) therefore, it meant that the file was available with the PIO.  Therefore, the plea of the PIO today i.e. file was not available is not acceptable.  Also, the information had been supplied once again with seven days delay.  Smt. Sangeeta Maini, PIO regretted the delay and requested that it may be excused.  PIO is warned to be careful in future.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 
                                                                                       Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009  
(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Chander Mohan Tandon,

# 191/6, Pukhraj Colony,

Bathinda.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Secretary, Punjab State Elect. Board,

Patiala.





____   Respondent.






CC No-2576 -2008 

Present:
Sh. Chander Mohan Tandon, Complainant in person.
ORDER:



This case had been disposed of on 17.03.2009 with interim information supplied by the PIO that the CC-2696 was still under investigation and, therefore, it is not possible to supply the information. Thereafter, Complainant send letter dated nil received on 11.11.2009 in which he stated that report is very much available but it is not being supplied.  It was not clear from his letter whether the Enquiry report had already been finalized when the interim reply was given by the PSEB to him that the matter was still under investigation, as Sh. Chander Mohan Tandon, Complainant has not mentioned any dates in his letter.  It was though fit to send the notice only to the Complainant to clarify the matter. 
2.

Today, it is seen that the PIO gave the correct states of affairs as the matter was still under investigation. The case had been disposed of accordingly.  
3.

Now, in case there is any fresh development, the Complainant should put in a fresh RTI application to get the information.  With these comments, the case may be filed and is not necessary to be reopened.   

                                                                                      Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009  

(LS)

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

Sh. Basakha Singh,

Assistant engineer, (Electricity),

Sub Division Engineer, 

Office : PWD (B&R),

Branch, Hoshiarpur.   




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer,

PWD B&R, Pb., Patiala.  




____   Respondent 






CC No-2218-2009      

Present:
Sh. Basakha Singh, Complainant in person.



None for PIO. 
ORDER:



After supply of full information to the Complainant and his satisfaction as recorded in the order dictated before him and the PIO, Complainant has again sent a letter dated 23.10.2009 pointing out the deficiencies in the information supplied, and he has stated that information regarding employees at serial number 6 to 8 i.e. Charanjit Kohli, Assistant Engineer, Sh. Turu Ram, Assistant Engineer and Sh. Rakesh Kumar, JE has not been supplied to him. He has not supplied a copy of the same to the PIO.  Copy has been sent to the PIO through notice dated 26.11.2009.  
2.

It has been explained to Sh. Basakha Singh, Complainant that there is no provision for Appeal or review with the Central Information Commission which is not an Appellate courts like Supreme Court for the High Courts.  The orders of the State Information Commission are final and thereafter, if any, person dissatisfied he is to go to writ to the Punjab and Haryana High Court.  
3.

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately give the information or to state why it cannot be done. Adjourned to 04.02.2010. 
                                                                                                         Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009  

(LS) 

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

Sh.  Harsa Singh Gill,

C-2168, Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar.  

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Sr. Executive Engineer (Distribution),

City Center Mandal, 

Amritsar (Hall Gate).




____   Respondent 






CC No-2254-2009  

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Assistant Sub Divisional Clerk on behalf 


Sr. XEN, division Jandiala PSEB, Jandiala Guru, District 



Amritsar. 
ORDER:



Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Assistant Sub Divisional Clerk has appeared only to request that the name of the PIO/Sr. XEN, Divn, Jandiala PSEB, Jandiala Guru, District Amritsar be struck off since the RTI application was transferred to the PIO O/o Sr. XEN (Distribution) City Central Mandal, Amritsar to which it applies.  Further correspondence regarding deficiencies etc. is also duly being carried out by the Complainant with that office.  The Reader is directed to make the change accordingly.  
2.

Neither Sh. Harsa Singh Gill, Complainant nor the PIO has appeared.  A letter dated 03.12.2009 received in the Commission on 16.12.2009 has been found on record in which the PIO of the City Centre Mandal, Amritsar has stated that he has not received the letter of Sh. Harsa Singh Gill due to which the case has been reopened.  This is not a correct statement, because the copy of the letter had been sent to him by the Commission.  It has also been forwarded to the PIO by the PIO/Sr. XEN, Divn, Jandiala PSEB, Jandiala Guru, District Amritsar (copy placed on record) to whom a notice had also been sent.  In any case, the original letter was also written by Sh. Harsa Singh Gill, Complainant to the Senior XEN (distribution) and a copy thereof sent to the State Information Commission, based upon the case has been reopened.  
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3.

The PIO has also written that the letter of Sh. Harsa Singh Gill, Complainant requesting that the case be closed, is enclosed  However, no enclosure was found.  The case is, therefore, adjourned to 04.02.2010 for consideration. 
                                                                                    Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009 
(LS) 

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

Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial,

239-Basant Nagar, 

Majitha Road, Amritsar. 


  


--------Appellant 







Vs. 

1. PIO, O/O XEN, UBDC,

   Majitha Division, Irrigation Deptt., 

   Amritsar. 

    

&

2. Appellate Authority, 

   O/o Superintending Engineer,

    UBDC Circle, Amritsar. 
 



--------Respondent






AC-568-2009
Present:
Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant in person.


Sh. Charanjit Singh, PIO/XEN, UBDC, Majitha Division Irrigatin 


Deptt. Amritsar. 

ORDER:



This case had been considered by the Commission in its hearing on 22.10.2009 and 25.11.2009 and detailed order passed both times.  In compliance with the order passed on 25.11.2009, PIO has presented letter dated 18.12.2009 addressed to Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant with copy endorsed to the State Information Commission (covering letter) vide which full details of information supplied to him has been provided.  The information has been supplied free of charge under Section 7(6) of the Act.  He also presented copy of letter dated 21.12.2009 bringing out why record pertaining to State Bank of India, Amritsar could not be provided and the whole position had been brought to the notice of Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant in detail.  Appellant also confirms that he has received the full information as per letter dated 18.12.2009 and has also given receipt on the office copy of the PIO in confirmation thereof letter dated 18.12.2009. The record runs into 1594 pages.  For the remaining, he states that Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant was permitted to inspect the record in the office and to take notes as well as to specify which copies he required.  With this full information which had earlier been denied to him by the 
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PIO whose orders to deny the information had been upheld by the Appellate Authority has now been provided to him and the Appellant is satisfied.
2.

In compliance with para 2 of the order where assertion of Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant had been mentioned that no letter dated 18.03.2009 had been sent to him as per the statement of the PIO.  PIO produced dispatch register, the said letter dated 18.03.2009 had been entered in the dispatch register at serial no. 6 on 18.03.2009. However, PIO states that the receipt no. 1720 of the registry which has been pasted thereon shows that the registry was made on 25.03.2009. He has also produced said letter in original which has been returned by the post office with the comments that after repeatedly visiting the house, it was found lock the persons living opposite stated that the occupants had gone out somewhere.  It is mentioned on the said letter that the house was visited on 26.03.2009, 27.03.2009, 28.03.2009, 30.03.2009, 31.03.2009, 01.04.2009 and 02.04.2009.  The unopened envelope has been produced as proof thereof which had been seen both by Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant and the Bench and returned to the PIO.  After seeing this proof, the comments of the Commission that the statements made in para 4 and 7 of the reply of the PIO are not relied upon are hereby withdrawn.  
3.

With respect to para 3 of the order, the PIO has filed a letter from the Appellate Authority-cum-Superintendent Engineer, UBDC Circle, Amritsar in which he has affirmed that he has held proceedings on 11.05.2009 and that both the parties were present before him.  Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant was represented by Sh. S.C.Parbhakar, the appeal was decided after hearing both parties.  Sh. Kewal Krishan Jandial, Appellant stated that no such hearing were held.  He stated that same day hearing had been given to another applicant, Sh. Billa Ram, who also wanted documents from the same file, and he also was not heard on that date.  However, it is noted that the representative of Sh. S.C.Parbhakar has nowhere filed an affidavit or stated that he had not been heard on that date. The proof of his having attended the said hearing by way of 
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his signatures on the file on the said date had been shown on the last date.  Also the Commission does not wish to go behind the order of the Appellate Authority.  The matter rests there.  The Commission is required to take a view in respect of the RTI application and the correctness of the interpretation of the PIO and the Appellate Authority and it has done so.  On release of documents both have already been overruled in para 5 of the order.  Nothing further is called for. 
4.

While parting with this order, the Commission is constrained to comment on the new practice which appears to have come into being in disciplinary cases under the Punishment and Appeal Rules, where chargesheeted officials and the State witnesses are required to apply for documents to be used in the enquiry i.e. copies from the enquiry file and proceeding only through the RTI route. It is infact basic duty of the enquiry officer the PIO that all papers which form the basis of charge sheet and/or proceedings of the enquiry are made available to all concerned persons (errant officers and witnesses) by the Enquiry Officer himself.  Infact it is his bounden duty to permit the inspection and giving copies thereof, where required. In the present case, the State witness has not applied to the Enquiry officer for the necessary papers at all but has chosen to get the papers through the Right to Information Act, 2005, route.  Leave alone 30 days, the process has taken 10 months i.e. nine months delay.  It has taken much time, however, the PIO had decided, which he is required to do one way or other, within 30 days, if the letter dated 18.03.2009 is taken as the date and definitely by 25.03.2009, which is the date on which the registry sent.  Thus, there is a delay of seven days (application dated 19.02.2009 reply of the PIO dated 25.03.2009). 
5.

In these circumstances, I do not consider it necessary to issue any notice under Section 20(1) to the then PIO.  With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.                                                              Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009 

(LS) 

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

Sukhdarshan Singh,

S/O Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

Vill.  Jindapur, P.O. Bela,

Tehsil Chamkaur Sahib, Distt. Ropar.


--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. SDO, PSEB, Balachaur-2.

Distt. Nawan Shahar.



--------Respondent 






AC-638-2009
Present:
Sh. Sukhdarshan Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Surinder Pal, APIO-cum-SDO, Balachaur. 

ORDER:



The Second Appeal of Sh Sukhdarshan Singh, Appellant with reference to his RTI application dated 30.01.2009 made to the address of the PIO/SDO, PSEB, Balachaur had been considered in its hearing on 17.11.2009.  The information was provided to Sh Sukhdarshan Singh, Appellant on 17.11.2009 by the SDO with a covering letter giving point-wise information on all four points as well as explaining that certain notices were not issue to him at all as per record and, therefore, copies not supplied to Sh Sukhdarshan Singh, Appellant.  Appellant confirms that he has received the full information.  However, he states that one of the documents is not legible and the photo stat thereof is quite unclear i.e. regarding copy of the site report register item no. 146 page 15.  The PIO stated that this is as per photo copy of the office copy available. However, he offered to get it typed out and attested which is appreciated.  Appellant had by mistake in his application asked for notice dated 10.10.2007 whereas the actual date of notice issued was 16.10.2007. The SDO also offered to look up for that letter and also supplied to him, if available.  APIO stated that this is the first time that he has been called up by the Commission and he stated that he has sent the information to the Deputy Commissioner’s office promptly since it had sent by the Suvidha Centre and he was under the 
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impression that the information also to be provided by the Suvidha Centre.  He regretted the delay and requested that it may be excused and he would see to it, that all other applications were dealt with promptly.  In view of the fact the Appellant will also receive information over and above what he had asked for, the case is hereby disposed of.  
                                                                                    Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Harinder, 

# 9, Gali No. 1, Sullar Road,

Back Side Sheesh Mehal,

Patiala.   

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO,

PSEB Cantt. 

Sub Division, Patiala.  




____   Respondent 






CC No-2296-2009 
Present:
Sh. Harinder,  Complainant in person.



None for PIO.

ORDER:



It has been seen that the next date of hearing mentioned in the order of the Commission dated 25.11.2009 has been wrongly mentioned as 22.11.2009 in place of 22.12.2009.  The same mistake has also occurred in the covering letter vide which the orders was sent to the PIO and to the Complainant also.  The mistake is regretted.  Since, the Complainant has make a fruitlessly visit today in the absence of the PIO. 

2.

PIO is hereby directed not to make any default on the next of hearing, the concerned file should be produced without fail as directed in order dated 22.10.2009.  In case, the information is still not supplied/the file is not produced on the next date of hearing the PIO may bring with himself his explanation in terms of Section 20(1) of the Act for imposition of penalty upon him by the Commission for non supply of information and inordinate delay in supply thereof. He may also avail himself of the personal opportunity on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 04.02.2010.  
    







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

(LS) 

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

Sh. Gopal Singh Randhawa,

S/o Sh. Achhar Singh,

R/o VPO-Udoke Kalan,

Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.   

  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Executive Engineer,

Majitha Division,

UBDC, Amritsar. 






____   Respondent 






CC No-2300-2009 
Present:
Sh. Gopal Singh Randhawa, Complainant in person. 


Sh. Charanjit Singh, PIO/XEN, UBDC, Majitha Division 



Irrigation Deptt. Amritsar. 

ORDER:



This case had been considered in the hearing of the Commission dated 22.10.2009 in the absence of the Complainant.  Complainant was asked to come personally on the next date of hearing so that the case can be decided in his presence.  A copy of order passed in AC-568/2009 was also sent to the Complainant for his information (which was an order passed in a case where information had been sought from the same PIO).  On the next date of hearing, Complainant appeared himself. In para 1 of the order, he was asked to give his complaint containing all that he was mentioning orally in writing. He states that he has done it and sent by speed post on 16.12.2009, however, it has still not been received.  Office has been directed to locate it.  In the meantime, a photo stat has been taken from him and copy of the same also supplied to the PIO for his comments.  This will be taken up on the next date of hearing.  The PIO states that Complainant was permitted to inspect the record and thereafter the full papers asked for by him have been supplied to him.  He presented copy of the letter dated 18.12.2009 containing a full index of the documents supplied to him duly page marked and receipted by the Complainant.  Complainant also confirms the same.  With this, the full information stands supplied. The complaint of Sh. Gopal Singh Randhawa, Complainant shall be taken up for consideration on the 
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next date of hearing as it has been supplied to the PIO only today. Complainant has been instructed to supply the full annexures of any communications mentioned in his complaint (complainant was asked to give details of the harassment suffered by him, however, he appears to have filed a fresh Appeal under Section 19(3) whereas the present complaint under Section 18 and he has never filed an appeal to the First Appellate Authority.  Therefore, his fresh communication dated 14.12.2009 is to be treated as a complaint and not as a second appeal).  PIO may give his comments, if any.  It will be taken up on the next date of hearing.  


Adjourned to 04.02.2010.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Saudagar Singh,

C/O Accounts Officer, 22 KV Grid

Sub Station, BBMB, Jamalpur, Ludhiana.


--------Complainant







Vs. 
PIO, O/O. Dy. Secretary, RTI Cell,

PSEB, Patiala.




&

PIO O/o S.E, City East Circle,

PSEB, Ludhiana. 






--------Respondent 






CC No-2553-2009
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Dharam Singh, PIO-cum-Nodal Office O/o PSEB, Patiala



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO.



Sh. M.P.Singh, APIO-cum-Senior XEN, Agar Nagar Division, 


Ldh.

ORDER:


With reference to order of the Commission date 17.11.2009, the PIO has presented a full set of papers supplied to Sh. Saudagar Singh, Complainant including two documents which had been left out of the earlier set of documents supplied to him with covering letter dated 04.09.2009.  Therefore, stated now vide letter dated 02.12.2009 (covering letter) that full information has been supplied and a copy thereof has been endorsed to the Commission and full set of papers supplied to him have also been placed on the record of the Commission.   
2.

Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today, he has neither appeared himself nor through any representative.  In order of the last date of hearing, it had been specifically noted “in case Complainant neither appears himself nor sends any letter pointing out the deficiencies, it will be presumed that he will be received the information and the case will be disposed of”.  



In view of the above, the case is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. D.C.Gupta, 

R/O # 778, Urban Estate, Phase I, Patiala-147002.

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Secretary, PWD (B&R), Punjab,

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandiigarh.

--------Respondent 






CC No-2586 /2009 

Present:
Shri D.C.Gupta, complainant in person.



Shri Amarjit Singh, APIO-cum-EO, PWD B&R, Patiala.



Sh. Rakesh Sharma, Supdt.
 

With reference to order of the Commission dated 17.11.09, APIO Sh. Amarjit Singh has provided the information to Sh. D.C.Gupta, regarding the measurement of the area in question.  This time,  a third and new figure of 46 Bigha and 12 Biswas has been provided with no explanation as to how this figure has been arrived at and on what basis the previous two figures were given. This does not appear to be satisfactory.
2.
After going through the remaining deficiencies in the information pointed out in the last order it is  found that the things have not moved from where they were on the last date of hearing. Even the inspection to be carried of the concerned files by Sh. D.C.Gupta could not be carried out. Sh. D.C.Gupta has brought to my notice that the letter fixing 4 days for inspection was received by him on the 5th day after the time allotted was over. The reply of the representative of the PIO who is here today, is also vague and most unsatisfactory. It is felt that the PIO’s office is not  taking the matter seriously.
2.
The E.O. who is present today stated that Shri Ashwani Kumar, the then APIO-cum-SDE who is the person dealing with this RTI application has been taken seriously ill with Asthma attack for the last almost a month and is not able to exert himself as he would wish. For that reason the EO has come to attend the hearing today.
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3.
In view of the reasons given, another adjournment is given. The full information asked for by Sh. D.C.Gupta may be provided to him at lease 10 days before the next date of hearing with a covering letter giving reference to his RTI application and containing index of documents being supplied duly page marked and attested. The receipt of Sh. Gupta may be taken on the covering letter, which may be placed on the record of the Commission. Since the stipulated period is over, the information shall be supplied free of cost.
4.
As of now,  the date of inspection in mutual consultation with the EO-cum-APIO and Sh. D.C.Gupta has been fixed  for 6th January onwards. Sh. Gupta shall report to the office of APIO in the  Mini Secretariat C Block, R.No. 516 at 11.AM. In case, for any reason, this date is required to be changed by a day or two again by mutual consultation, it may be done on phone for which both should exchange their telephone numbers today.


Adjourned to 4.2.2010.










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

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

Mrs. Varinder Dhillon, 

# 4123, Phase II, Urban Estate,

Patiala-147002.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. SD/DS, PSEB, Patiala.



--------Respondent 






CC No-2673-2009. 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri S.P.Sharma, APIO-AEE, PSEB Patiala.



Shri Sanjeev Kumar, Rev. Accountant, PSEB Patiala.


ORDER:


Shri S.P.Sharma, APIO-AEE, has presented today a letter No. 2664, dated 16.12.09 addressed by him to Smt. Varinder Dhillon , giving point wise information  from (a) to (d-iv) of her RTI application dated 23.6.09 as per directions of the Commission contained in order dated 17.11.09. With this full information stand supplied.

2.
On the last date of hearing after examining the case it was clear that the mix up had occurred  because the said consumer Smt. Varinder Dhillon had made a  mistake of not depositing  her bill at a Bill Collection Centre duly indicated in the bill itself for her area. Instead she got the bill credited at a Bill Collection Centre (i. e. Post Office) meant for other area. As such the amount could not be credited to her account until transferred by the Bill Collection Centre where it has been deposited. 
3.
 However, it is suggested that for the such cases  instructions should be given to the applicant  whom to approach in case of any mix-up or bonafide mistake, leading to serious consequences, like disconnection of electricity connection. The Electricity Deptt. must have some mechanism and designate some officer to sort out such problems for the public. However, no malafide intention is found  on the part of PIO. 
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With the above observations, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009

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

Sh. Surdip Singh, 
S/O Sh. Sadhu Singh,

V&PO. Manupur, 
Tehsil Samrala Distt. Ludhiana.


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, DPI(SE), 
Punjab, Sec. 17, Chandigarh


____   Respondent 






CC No-2833-2009     

Present:
Sh. Surdip Singh, Complainant in person. 
ORDER:



Inspite of the direction contained in the order dated 01.12.2009 sent to the PIO with covering letter dated 11th December, 2009 by the Commission, none has appeared for the hearing today alongwith the file.
2.

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

3.

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 of hearing.  

4.

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.

5.

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the information to the Complainant.  The information is required to be supplied to the Complainant, with a covering letter addressed to the Complainant, 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 Complainant 
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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 04.02.2010.  
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009
(LS) 

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

Sh. Dharampal Saini, SDO(Retd.),

Vill. Kalapur, near Bridge No. 4, 

P.O. Sujanpur, Tehsil Pathankot(Gurdaspur)

--------Appellant  







Vs. 

1. PIO, O/O Chief Engineer, Border Zone, 

PSEB, Amritsar.

    

& 
2. First Appellate Authority-cum- Chief Engineer, 

Border Zone, PSEB, Amritsar.


--------Respondent






AC-728-2009

ORDER:


Sh. Dharampal Saini has made reference to two complaints in respect of two separate RTI application No. 27-EB/RTI dated 18.6.2009 and No. 21-EB dated 18.6.09, in his Second Appeal dated 15.09.2009.  The Appellant is advised to make separate Appeals/Complaints for separate RTI applications in future.

2.
The Commission has considered his Second Appeal and papers attached thereto.  The attention of the Appellant is drawn to the definition of ‘information’ as contained in Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Under the provisions of the Act, he can ask for copies of record and inspection of files, but cannot demand copies of the “final replies” to his pending representations (as done in his RTI application dated 18.6.09). The said request is to be made to the Executive Authorities only.    
3.
His attention is also drawn to section 6(1) of the Act “Request for obtaining information” as under: 
“Request for obtaining information.-(1)“A person, who desires to obtain any information under this Act, shall make a request in writing or through electronic means in English or hindi in the official language of the area in which the application is being made, accompanying such fee as may be prescribed, to ----
(a) the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, of the concerned public authority. 
(b) The Central Assistant Public Information Officer or the State Assistant Public Information Officer, as the case may be, 
Specifying the particulars of information sought by him or her.” 







(emphasis supplied)
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4.
In case the Appellant is seeking the status of any complaint/representation made by him earlier, he must specify the number and date of his letter, to which authority it was addressed, the number and date of the receipt in that office, if any and supply a copy, if possible.  (His attention is drawn to Items No. 9 & 10 of his letter to which this applies). In so far as items No. 11-13 are concerned, he has again not specified the number and date of reference of his complaint by the Human Rights Commission to the Department for comments. Further he has mentioned. “the whole information required under RTI Act, 2005 is concerned to the complaint lodged by me against R.N.Sharma, SE and others for unlawful fixing HKV Line poll in between the two  gates of my house.”  He has not given the specific number and date of his complaint or specified the address of the authority to whom the complaint was addressed or supplied a copy of his complaint to enable the PIO to look for the said information. His application under RTI  No. 21-EB dated 18.6.09 does not specify the details of the documents/record required by him.  Complaint in this regard against the PIO is therefore not made out.   

5.
In so far as his RTI application No. 22-EB, dated 18.6.09 is concerned, regarding complaint against R.N.Sharma and others, XEN City Div. PSEB, Pathankot (now SE Operation Circle PSEB Gurdaspur) regarding fixing HKV line poll against the law and against the statutory Rules is concerned,  it  is observed that he has once again not given any number and date of his complaint or specified the authority or office to whom the complaint was made/ number and date of the receipt of the said complaint in that office, if available or attached copy of the complaint.  

6.
Further he has stated  “pertaining to the subject  the undersigned  feels a dire necessity  to study all the case files of Divisional Office, Circle office and the office of Chief Engineer. You are requested to please get all the files collected at one place as per your convenience preferably at Pathankot. This is my 
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constitutional right that I can study the record under Right to Information Act, 2005 and you cannot deny it”.  In his further complaint dated 26-EB dated 2.9.09, he has stated  that “the SE HQ  is insisting me to call at Amritsar to see the files  in his office, for which I am not willing to do so”.

7.
In the first place it is observed that no details of the files which he wishes to see have been provided. Secondly, it is not possible to collect all the files at one place, as per his convenience, in this case at Pathankot, as demanded by him.  There is no right under the RTI Act to get  files of other offices located in different stations collected at one place and at the station as per the preference and convenience of the applicant. Therefore, for future, he is advised to authorize his representative, or Counsel, who may be well conversant with his case to study the files on his behalf, since he has stated that he is not willing to go to Amritsar himself.

8.
With these observations his complaint to the State Information Commission is hereby disposed of. He may like to file a fresh application before the PIO specifying clearly the documents or files which he is interested in.  Keeping in mind the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005, he may give all particulars/details/ clues to help the PIO to zero in on the exact documents he needs/or wishes to inspect.   

9.
Further, he is advised to approach the Competent Authority in the Executive through a complaint/representation to remove his grievance with respect to the HKV line poll fixed between his two gates of his house. In case concerned authority does not reply, he may approach the next higher authority or Chairman PSEB/Secretary Power.  The final solution of his problem  does  not lie under the RTI Act.  However, after making a complaint/representation to the higher authorities in the Executive, he can always, after an interval, ask for the status of his ‘specific’ complaint and information regarding action taken on it by the authorities, correspondence made/noting etc.  
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With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. It was not at all necessary to write such a long order in this case, particularly when it was not found necessary to summon the PIO or the Appellant for the hearing. It has been done to guide the Appellant who is obviously a troubled man.  










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


22.12. 2009  

(Ptk)

