STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Simran 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:
For the complainant: Sh. Zorawar Singh (93563-69542)


For the respondent: Sh. Gurjit Singh, clerk (97802-00814)



Sh. Gurjit Singh, clerk is present on behalf of the respondent.  He is appearing without any authority letter.  It is to be noted that the notice of hearing from the Commission clearly states that only an authorized representative, not below the rank of APIO shall attend the hearing which is again brought to the notice of the respondent in this case. 



In the earlier hearing dated 14.12.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“I am advising the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to look into the matter and ensure that the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 10,000/- is recovered from the salary of Sh. P.S. Sodhi who is now posted as D.R.O. Fatehgarh Sahib, as soon as possible.”



The Deputy Commissioner, Patiala was also directed to ensure that the order of the Commission is complied with immediately under intimation to the Commission.



Today, a letter dated 03.01.2011 has been received from the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala addressed to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala and states: -



“Ref. your office Memo. no. RTI/10416 dated 13.12.2010.
It is submitted that I was directed to again enquire into the matter in case CC No. 2441-42, regarding recovery of penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- from the salary of Distt. Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib.








Contd……2/-





-:2:-

It is submitted that similar direction was given by the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide order dated 15.07.2010.  Accordingly, the enquiry was conducted by the D.C. Patiala.  Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO, Fatehgarh Sahib (at present) has been found responsible for not providing the information.  As directed, report of this enquiry has already been forwarded to the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide letter no. 1206 dated 02.08.2010.  A copy of the same is attached with this letter for further necessary action please.”



Copy of letter dated 02.08.2010 as mentioned in the letter dated 03.01.2011 has also been appended to it which reads: -

“Brief of this case are the Smt. Simran Kaur had requested for supply of copy of will dated 15.09.1991 of Shri Devinder Singh S/o Ratan Singh r/o 25 New Officer’s Colony, Patiala produced in file No. 24/ACI (PGO) date of institution 14.12.1994.

The applicant has been repeatedly asserting that she had sought this information from the then DRO cum APIO Shri PS Sodhi, who not only failed to supply her information in time but also dealt with her “rudely”.

No record of the noting portion of this case is available in office. There is no record of reminders/applications received from the applicant in the office, as per the dealing hand Shri Mohinder Singh, Clerk who had been responsible for maintaining the record pertaining of the RTI cases. 

The dealing clerk has produced some photocopies of the application/reminders presumably sent by the applicant. 

A perusal of the reconstructed office record, as placed below, shows that there is no nothing or original document available regarding this case in the office. The Complainant has repeatedly complained against Shri 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. 

Shri APS Virk was the PIO from 17.01.2009 to 20.02.2009 and for the remaining period i.e. from 20.02.2009 to 30.06.2009, Shri Darshan Singh Sandhu, PCS had been the PIO being the ADC, Patiala. 
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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 application for supply or denial of information, he is as much responsible for the same as PIO. Shri 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.” 



From the outcome of the enquiry and the order of the Commission, it has been established that Sh. P.S. Sodhi is responsible for payment of the amount of penalty of Rs. 10,000/-.  A copy of this order be sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh for effecting the recovery of the amount from the salary of Sh. Sodhi and onward remission of the same in the State Treasury. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Simran Kaur

w/o Sh. Manreet Singh Saini, 


9, Sawan Villa,

New Officers Colony West,

Patiala.







        …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Collector Agrarian,

Patiala.







         …Respondent

C.C. No. 702 of 2009

Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Zorawar Singh (93563-69542)


For the respondent: Sh. Gurjit Singh, clerk (97802-00814)



Copy of an order dated 14.12.2010 passed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in CWP No. 22252/2010 has been received.  This writ petition was filed by Sh. Gurmeet Singh, SDM Patiala challenging the orders of the Commission dated 21.01.2010 and 15.11.2010 passed in CC No. 702/2009.  The order of the Hon’ble High Court reads as under: -
“ 
Ld. Counsel contends that the petitioner never dealt with the file under the RTI Act, 2005 and yet has been burdened with penalty vide Orders Annexure P-4 and P-7.  The concerned PIO was Additional Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. 


Ld. Counsel further states that no opportunity of hearing was given to the petitioner before passing an order adverse to the rights of the petitioner.  Had an opportunity been given, the petitioner could have explained the factual position. 


Notice of motion for 23.02.2011.


Operation of the Order dated 15.11.2010 (Annexure P-7) shall remain stayed till the next date of hearing.”



In view of the High Court order reproduced above, this Complaint Case is adjourned sine die.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94170-37443)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

(Distt. Sangrur)






      …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur







      …..Respondent

CC- 3389/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Rakesh Singla in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Kumar, clerk (90413-81068)



In the earlier hearing dated 13.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“It is noted that no information has been provided so far.  It is also pointed out to the respondent the notice of hearing categorically states that only APIO / PIO should appear in the hearing of the case.  Despite this, only a clerk has been sent by the respondent office.  It is a sorry state of affairs that the office of Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur is taking the RTI Act, 2005 and the proceedings so lightly.   The directions in the notice of hearing must be followed strictly.”



In spite of this, a clerk has again been sent for today’s hearing.



Information to his satisfaction has been provided to Sh. Singla today.  However, he demands compensation as provided under Section 19 of the Act and prays for imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay since his original application was filed on 20.09.2010, as per provisions of Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005.



Therefore, PIO Sh. Satinder Khera, DRO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  


In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he
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does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 












Reply to the show cause notice, if any be submitted before the next date of hearing.  Also, in the next hearing, Sh. Satinder Khera, DRO-cum-PIO is directed to appear personally. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94170-37443)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

(Distt. Sangrur)







…..Appellant





Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Medical Officer,

C.H.C.

Lehragaga (Sangrur)

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,



O/o Civil Surgeon,


Sangrur.






    …..Respondents

AC- 953/10

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Rakesh Singla in person.



For the respondent: Dr. Balwinder Singh, SMO-PIO (98156-50212)


Information spread over approx. 600 pages had been sent by the respondent via speed post.  Sh. Singla has brought the same to the court and given back to the respondent with the following observations: 


Information on Point No. 1 is incomplete.



Information on Point no. 2 not provided.



Information on Point no. 6 is incomplete. 



Appellant shall visit the office of the respondent on any working day and examine the records to see of the deficiencies in the information.  Directions are given that pending information, if any, be provided before the next date of hearing. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Mukhtiar Kaur

H. No. 119/B, Topkhana Gate,

Patiala.







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Malerkotla.







       …..Respondent

CC- 3359/10

Order
Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Rajinder Singh (96461-10202)
For the respondent: Sh. Nirmal Singh, Patwari (98559-64735)



Information to the satisfaction of the complainant has been provided in the Court today. However, complainant states that the documents provided are not attested.  Sh. Nirmal Singh states that he is not authorized to certify the same.   


It was also noted in the earlier hearing dated 13.12.2010 that Sh. Gurlovleen Singh Sidhu, SDM was directed to appear in person in today’s hearing.  Despite this, a non-gazetted official has been deputed which is also against the directions contained in the notice of hearing which clearly mentions that an authorized representative not below the rank of an APIO / PIO shall attend the hearing.

 

Therefore, directions are given that certified copies be supplied after attestation.  Sh. Nirmal Singh also stated that the original documents are not traceable in the office and the documents provided have been copies from a copy available in records.   He assures the court that attestation shall be done after the originals are traced which would take 15-20 days.


In the next hearing, it is again directed that the SDM Sh. Gurlovleen Singh Sidhu, SDM shall himself appear in person since none of the directions of the Commission have been followed. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Mukhtiar Kaur

H. No. 119/B, Topkhana Gate,

Patiala.







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Malerkotla.







       …..Respondent

CC- 3360/10

Order
Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Rajinder Singh (96461-10202)

For the respondent: Sh. Nirmal Singh, Patwari (98559-64735)



Complete information to complainant’s satisfaction has been provided in the court. 



Regarding the revenue fees, respondent present has advised the complainant in writing that fee of Rs. 400/- @ Rs. 20/- per page regarding copies of Jamabandi etc. provided, has to be paid, which the complainant has done in the presence of the court.  Sh. Nirmal Singh also stated that remaining documents provided have not been charged for.



Respondent present assured the court that attested copies of the documents as directed shall be dispatched to the complainant at the earliest.



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: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98551-20195)

Sh.  Dilbag Singh 

S/o Sh. Chanan Singh

Village Baina Pur, P.O. Pabwan,

Tehsil Phillaur,

Distt. Jalandhar 






           …..Appellant







Vs
1. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Commissioner,


Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar



     …..Respondents

AC- 866/10

Order

Present:
None for the appellant.


For the respondent: Sh. Harbans Singh, clerk (98147-12244)



In the earlier hearing dated 13.12.2010, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present submits that the relevant information was sent to the appellant on 17.11.2010 and the appellant has signed the copy in token of having received the same.  Sh. Singh further states the appellant has been further informed that the enquiry in the matter is again being conducted by the Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar and any further action would be taken only after that.

Appellant is not present nor has any communication been received.  One more opportunity is granted to Sh. Dilbag Singh to inform the Commission if there are any shortcomings in the information provided.”


Today Sh. Harbans Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, stated that the enquiry indicated in the earlier order is yet not complete and is likely to conclude shortly.  



Directions are given that as and when the enquiry in question is concluded, the appellant be informed under intimation to the Commission.
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Sh. Dilbag Singh is not present nor was he present in the previous hearing.  No communication has been received from him pointing out any discrepancies in the information provided.  Therefore, it appears he is satisfied.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0172-2697982)

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 







        …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 





         …Respondent 

C.C. No. 2194 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Surjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. (95010-37272)



Today, a letter has been submitted by the respondent present informing that the powers of DDO have since been withdrawn from Ms. Surjit Kaur, the DEO (EE) Mohali and the same have now been vested in the DEO (Secondary) Mohali.  He further stated that the DEO (Secondary) Mohali has been directed to recover the amount of penalty from the salary of Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali and deposit the same with the State Treasury, Punjab under intimation to the Commission.  He further stated that the matter is being followed up.  



Sh. Gulati states provides copies of his earlier representations dated 19.03.2010 and 08.09.2010 and requests that the same be forwarded to the respondent.  



Copies of the two representations provided by Sh. Gulati be again sent to Secretary Education, Punjab to take any action on the same, if necessary.



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Secretary Education, Punjab.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector: 39-B,

Chandigarh.





                   
        ---Complainant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o(1) Director of Public Instructions(S),

 
SCO: 95-97, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.


 2.
Secretary School Education, Punjab

  
Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.                        
         ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1616 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Surjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. (95010-37272)



Today, a letter has been submitted by the respondent present informing that the powers of DDO have since been withdrawn from Ms. Surjit Kaur, the DEO (EE) Mohali and the same have now been vested in the DEO (Secondary) Mohali.  He further stated that the DEO (Secondary) Mohali has been directed to recover the amount of penalty from the salary of Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali and deposit the same with the State Treasury, Punjab under intimation to the Commission.  He further stated that the matter is being followed up.  



Sh. Gulati states provides copies of his earlier representations dated 19.03.2010 and 08.09.2010 and requests that the same be forwarded to the respondent.  



Copies of the two representations provided by Sh. Gulati be again sent to Secretary Education, Punjab to take any action on the same, if necessary.



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.02.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Secretary Education, Punjab.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98724-81220)

Sh. Ashok Kumar Mangal

# 1027, Garden Colony,

Kharar,

Tehsil Kharar,

Distt. Mohali







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Ropar






  

        …Respondent

CC- 3121/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ashok Mangal in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Mohd. Iqbal Bhatti, Deputy C.E.O. (94174-52730)



In the earlier hearing dated 13.12.2010, it was recorded: 

“All information except on point no. 4 has been provided to the complainant in the court.  Complainant feels satisfied.  The pending information is about the demarcation.  Respondent present states that they have already written to the Tehsildar, Chamkaur Sahib in this connection and it will take about a fortnight to provide a copy of the same to the complainant.”



It was further recorded: 

“Respondent is directed to inform the complainant and the Commission as soon as the said enquiry concludes.”



Sh. Mohd. Bhatti states that the demarcation has been carried out by the revenue department and a copy of the same is provided to the complainant who feels satisfied.  Complete information stands provided.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-

Chandigarh





            Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 06.01.2011



       State Information Commissioner
