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

(94171-15187)

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

H. No. 50/30A, Ramgali N.M. Bagh,

Ludhiana. 







---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, (98766-33743)

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, SCO No. 95-97,

Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.







  ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1134 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. Sham Lal Saini in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Hari Chand Gera, Sr. Asstt. (98760-94677)

 

In the earlier order dated 15.07.2010, the ratio of penalty to be divided among the PIOs was recorded as under:



1.
Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu

Rs. 19,000/-



2.
Ms. Neelam Bhagat


Rs.   2,000/-



3.
Ms. Pankaj Sharma


Rs.   4,000/-

  

A letter has been presented written by Superintendent, Establishment Branch dated 02.08.10 which states:- 

“A copy of the order dated 15.07.2010 passed by the Hon’ble Commission in CC No. 1134/2009 – Sh. Sham Lal Saini vs. PIO is sent herewith.  You are advised to deposit the amount of penalty without any further delay and advise the Commission / this office.”













The order of penalty should be complied with under intimation to the Commission.



To come up on 20.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for conformation of compliance.

 

  Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.08.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Ms. Simian Kaur

W/o Sh. Manreet Singh Saini,

9, Sawan Village,

New Officers Colony West,

Patiala.







----Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala







----Respondent

CC- 2441-2442/2009

Order

Present:
Sh. Zoravar Singh for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. APS Virk, ADC-cum-PIO Patiala along with Sh. Jatinder Singh.

 
This case was last hearing on 15.07.2010 when Sh. P.S. Sodhi, former D.R.O. Office of D.C. Patiala, represented against the penalty imposed on him vide order dated 18.03.2010 for causing delay in supply of information.

 
In this case, information was sought by the complainant vide his application dated 17.01.2009 and the same was provided on 30.06.2009.  Consequently, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala was asked to look into the matter and report the actual position as to who is responsible for causing the delay in supply of information.   D.C. Patiala, vide letter no. 1206 dated 02.08.2010 has reported as under: 

“A perusal of the reconstructed office record, as placed below, shows that there is no noting or original document available regarding this case in the office.  The complainant has repeatedly complained against Sh. PS Sodhi, the then DRO-cum-APIO and has also allegedly met him on more than one occasion.   She has also complained that he was ‘rude’ to her and ‘misbehaved’ with her.” 
He has further observed: 

“It appears that this case was never dealt with by the PIOs as no record of any kind is available in the office.  This is further corroborated by the applicant who has repeatedly alleged that she met the DRO-cum-APIO in this connection.  Thus the PIOs of that time cannot be penalized for any delay.  It is also submitted that APIO, if dealing with a particular case, acts on an







Contd…….2/-





-:2:-

application for supply or denial of information, he is as much responsible for the same as PIO.  Sh. Sodhi, it appears, has been rightly penalized for not supplying information under such circumstances as it appears that the PIOs were never brought in picture regarding this case.” 



In view of the position explained above by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala, it has been substantiated that Sh. PS Sodhi is responsible for causing delay in supply of information to the complainant. 



In view of above, Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO, Patiala (now posted as DRO Fatehgarh Sahib) is directed to deposit the amount of penalty Rs. 10,000/- imposed on him vide order dated 18.03.2010, within a period of 15 days failing which Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib is directed to deduct this amount from the salary of Sh. P.S. Sodhi for the month of August 2010 and deposit the same into the Government treasury under the head –
86-C / RTI Act 2005 / Penalty in CC No. 2441-2442/09 

Treasury Code

  800


DDO Code


  702


Major Head


0070 – Other Administrative Services


Sub-Major Head

0060 – Other Services


Minor Head


0800 – Other Receipts


Sub-Head


  ----

 

A copy of the challan be sent to the Commission.



A copy of this order is also sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib for necessary compliance.


To come up on 06.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.08.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Man Singh,

H. No. 146, Street No. 6,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar,

Majitha Road,

Amritsar.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

State Transport, Punjab,

Chandigarh.  




                       …..Respondent

CC- 1566/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Man Singh in person. 

For the respondent: Sukhwinder Walia (98883-978995) and Sh. Sandeep Kumar, Supdt.-cum-APIO 



In the original latter dated 13.01.2010 seeking information, it is not clear as to exactly what information the Complainant is seeking.  However, he has brought the same duly translated into English.  On going through all the points, I am of the view that most of the points relate to promotion of the complainant Sh. Man Singh from the post of Inspector to that of Chief Inspector.  He is also harassed by the vindictive attitude of the officials. He has been advised that RTI Act 2005 is the platform for seeking information and not getting promotion through any department.  Respondent present states that he (the complainant) should apply for promotion to the office and an enquiry will be held to find out if the complainant deserved to be promoted.     


If the complainant wishes to seek any justification for the irregularities in his case, he has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court. 



Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.08.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98555-41076)

Sh. Jawahar Lal Singla

20-C, New Lal Bagh,

Opp. Dera Nirankari,

Patiala-147001






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab,

Chandigarh.  




                       …..Respondent

CC- 810/2010
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Jawahar Lal Singla in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Jr. Asstt. (99159-33263) and Sh. Jatinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. (97795-96677)



In the earlier order dated 20.07.2010, respondent had offered compensation to the complainant Sh. Jawahar Lal Singla for medical bill which was not traced in the PHM Branch.



Today Sh. Rakesh Kumar informed that the bill is still not traceable.  The complainant has agreed to the compensation of Rs. 4,000/- being offered.   This should be paid to the complainant within 15 days under intimation to the Commission.  Respondent assures the court that this will be done. 


Seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.08.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(93573-20441)
Sh. D.P. Jindal,

100, G.T. Road,

Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana. 






  
  … Complainant

VERSUS 
Public Information Officer

O/o Sub-Registrar (East) Ludhiana. 



    …Respondent
C.C. No. 2580 of 2009
Order

Present:
Sh. D.D. Bawa for the Complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Des Raj, Clerk (98786-88430)



In the last six hearings dated 12.11.2009, 06.01.2010, 24.02.2010, 18.03.2010, 22.04.2010 and 19.07.2010, none appeared on behalf of the Respondent.   


Today Sh. Des Raj, clerk is present and presents a letter dated 03.08.2010 by the Registrar, Ludhiana (East) wherein it is stated:

“In the mater of the above complaint, the photocopies of the desired documents were given to the complainant Sh. D.P. Jindal and he was requested vide this office letter no. 432 dated 08.09.2009 to get the certified copies of the documents under the provisions of Land Revenue Act by depositing the fees prescribed by the Government, in the Suvidha Centre at Ludhiana.  The document was again supplied in the month of March to Sh. D.P. Jindal and he showed his satisfaction on the supplied information. The undersigned tenders his unconditional apology to this Hon’ble Commission for not informing the Commission in time regarding the delivery of documents to Sh. D.P. Jindal.”


The letter dated 08.09.2009 addressed to the complainant reads:

“In reference to your letter dated 16.07.2009 on the subject cited above, certify copy of Vasika No. 3509 dated 03.06.2009 may be collected from the record room by way of written application after paying the requisite fee.”



Sh. Des Raj, respondent present has submitted the following statement: 









Contd……….2/-
-:2:-

“It is submitted that for information sought by the applicant under serial no. 2 i.e. Vasika No. 3509 dated 03.06.2009 because no Khasra number or Khata no. has been provided for the same.   This has been registered on the GPA and SPA produced by the parties.  Besides this, the applicant has also been provided information according to his demand regarding this Vasika.  This is submitted for your kind information please.”


Sh. D.D. Bawa is satisfied with this statement and the information supplied to him. 



I am of the view that no malafide intention was intended in the delay occurred in providing the required information.    This is proved by the letter dated 03.08.2010 from the Sub-Registrar, Ludhiana (East) and the statement given by the respondent present Sh. Des Raj.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 03.08.2010



State Information Commissioner

