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ORDER

This matter has come up before us earlier and an interim order was
passed on 8/5/2008. The brief facts are already mentioned therein. The
point that was not clear to us is as to who misplaced the documents
requested by the Appellant i.e. whether Respondent No. 1 or the Vigilance
Department. Earlier both the Respondent No. 1 and the Additional Director
of Vigilance have filed their statements before us that the documents are not
in their respective offices and that they had already thoroughly searched their
records. The Respondent No. 1, on the other hand, has stated that the
documents were submitted by his office on 3/10/1994 to the Vigilance
Department. Though no acknowledgment of the Vigilance Department is
produced by the Respondent No. 1, the receipt of the documents by the
Vigilance Department is not denied. Actually, the Vigilance Department has
conducted an inquiry, finalized the matter and sent a letter on 13/12/1999
stating that some excess payment is to be recovered from the Contractor. In
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the same letter, a mention was made of the return of the documents. The
documents were not sent by the same letter but a request was made by the
then Dy. Director of Vigilance to the Respondent No. 1 to send a
representative of the Water Resources Department within 5 days to collect
the documents in original from the Vigilance Department. It is after this date,
that both the Departments have lost track of the documents. The Vigilance
Department was unable to produce any acknowledgment of returning the
documents. We are, therefore, constrained to observe that the documents
have to be traced out by the Vigilance Department only so that the
Respondent No. 1 can take further action of releasing the final payment due
to Contractor.

2. As it has come on record very clearly that the documents are not with
the Respondent No. 1, the Commission is satisfied with the reasons submitted
by the Respondent No. 1 for non-compliance of the orders of the first
Appellate Authority dated 17/03/2008. No further action will lie against the
Respondent No. 1. However, the misplacement of the important documents
like measurement books cannot be ignored. To a question posed by the
Commission during the course of the hearing whether the reconstruction of
the documents will be possible, the Respondent No. 1 has clearly mentioned
that the work measurement books cannot be reconstructed. We, therefore,
direct the Secretary (Vigilance), Goa Government, to hold an inquiry into the
misplacing of records and fix up responsibility on the employees of the

Vigilance Department.
3. With the above directions, the appeal stands disposed off.
Pronounced in the open court on this 13" day of August, 2008.
Sd/-

(A. Venkataratnam)
State Chief Information Commissioner

Sd/-
(G. G. Kambli)
State Information Commissioner



