STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98727-29360)

Sh. Swaran Singh

s/o Sh. Balwant Singh

r/o Village Burjgil,

Tehsil Phull,

Distt. Bathinda.






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Rampura Phul (Bathinda)





…..Respondent

CC- 863/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Swaran Singh in person. (98727-29360)



None for the Respondent.



In the earlier order dated 17.06.2010, it was recorded: 

“Respondent states that Tehsil office is in possession of Parhat Patwar.  However, Parhat Sarkar is not available.  He assures the court that they will procure a copy of Parhat Sarkar after getting necessary permission from the Deputy Commissioner and deliver the same to the complainant in a month or so.”


Complainant is present today and has brought a copy of Parhat Sarkar received from the Respondent but states that he is not satisfied with the detail of his land given in it.  He has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court.  With this, he is satisfied.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Jagat Singh

S/o Sh. Diwan Singh,

Village & Post Office Barasian,

Tehsil Nawanshahr






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

S.B.S. Nagar (Nawanshahr) 




…..Respondent

CC- 1280/10
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Sukhbir Singh



In the earlier hearing dated 24.06.2010, none was present on behalf of the complainant or the respondent.  Similar was the case on 10.06.2010.



Today Sh. Sukhbir Singh, DDPO is present and states that the complainant wished a grant for the toilet.  A letter no. 1758 dated 14.07.2010 addressed to the Commission has been presented whereby it has been intimated that a grant as requested by Sh. Jagat Singh son of Sh. Diwan, Chand, resident of village Bairassian has been released to him vide cheque no. 362160 dated 28.06.2010.



Complainant is not present today nor has any further communication been received from him.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94177-38446)

Sh. Prem Kumar 

S/o Sh. Des Raj,

Khu Wali Gali,

Maur Mandi,

Distt. Bathinda.






…Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

(REGISTERED)

Mansa.
 


     



  …Respondent
C.C. No. 680 of 2009

ORDER

Present:-
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Amar Nath, Supdpt. Transport-II, Office of Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh (94174-38842)



In the order dated 24.06.2010, it was recorded as under: -



“In the order dated 04.03.2010, it was recorded as under: -

‘A letter dated 08.02.2010 has been received from the D.T.O. where in DTO Mansa has submitted that because of shortage of staff and other lacking facilities in the infrastructure, the application of the Complainant dated 16.01.2009 could not be attended to.  This letter has only been received in the Commission on 08.02.2010 after the order for imposition of penalty was issued on 19.11.2009.  I have also seen the names of the PIOs and order that the payment of penalty should be made as follows: -
(i)
Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS, DTO, additional charge – posted from 16.01.2009 to 25.03.2009
-
1/3rd
(ii)
Sh.  Nachhattar Singh Brar, PCS, Additional charge – from 28.03.2009 to 18.11.2009

-
2/3rd
Information has been provided to the Complainant in the presence of the court.  Complainant is satisfied.’
This order was initiated on a letter received from the DTO Mansa dated 08.02.2010.
Submission given by the said officers is surprising since they have no knowledge of the case and have no idea who is the







Contd……2/-





-:2:-

person concerned who has equated this division for payment of penalty. They further state that no summons from the Commission have been received by them and none of the documents which includes the original letter of the complainant dated 16.01.2009 is in their knowledge. 
I am sending the statements made by the two officers present, along with copy of penalty order and the application whereby information has been sought on 16.01.2009, to the Secretary Transport, Punjab and Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab to conduct an enquiry as to who has to pay the penalty in this case i.e. CC No. 680/2009 and file a compliance report with the Commission within two weeks.”



On 28th June, 2010, an email had been received from office of DTO Mansa giving details of various DTOs posted at Mansa, along with the period of their posting.  It reads as: -



“Sh. Gurjeet Singh Pannu, PCS up to 15.01.2009;

Sh. Munish Kumar, PCS, 16.01.2009 to 31.03.2009;

Dr. N.S. Brar, PCS: 01.04.2009 to 12.11.2009;

Sh. Amandeep Bansal, PCS: 16.11.2009 to 22.02.2010;

Sh. Manjit Singh, PCS: 22.02.2010 to 13.03.2010; and

Sh. Rajinder Sobti: 13.03.2010 to 26.05.2010”



Today, Sh. Amar Nath, Superintendent from the office of Principal Secretary Transport is present.  He states that as per directions for the enquiry to be conducted by the Principal Secretary Transport, they have appointed Sh. Harmel Singh, Additional State Transport Commissioner (Enforcement) as the Enquiry Officer vide letter dated 08.07.2010.  Sh. Singh has sought records from the office of District Transport Officer, Mansa vide his letter dated 09.07.2010.



Principal Secretary Transport should intimate the Commission when the enquiry is concluded, so that the orders of the Commission could be implemented. 



To come up on 30.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98726-42815)

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

Village Dumewal,

P.O. Jhaj, Tehsil-Anandpur Sahib,

Distt-Ropar.






          …. Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o D.P.I (S) Punjab,

Chandigarh







     ...Respondent

CC No. 1030 of 2008 

Order
Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali (98148-03293), Ms. Sushma Kansal, ADPI (EE) 90239-43017), Ms. Madhu Sharma, Sr. Asstt. and Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. 



In the hearing dated 02.06.2010, directions were given to DPI (E) (Sh. Sadhu Singh Randhawa to implement the orders of the Commission and deduct the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 25,000/- from the salary payable to M. Surjit Kaur and deposit the same in the treasury.



In the next order dated 24.06.2010, it was recorded that no compliance of the earlier order was made at the level of the Government even though Secretary School Education was directed to look into the matter personally and take action against the persons at fault and get the order of the Commission implemented.   Directions were also given to send the order to the Secretary School Education and to Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali under registered cover. 



In the hearing dated 02.06.2010, Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali was supposed to appear but did not do so since on 09.04.2010, the case was adjourned to 10.05.2010 and summons were sent through the Deputy Registrar to inform the office of DPI that the next hearing in the case had been fixed as 02.06.2010 at 12.00 Noon due to administrative reasons.   Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali who is present today, states that she was not informed by the said department to appear.  In the hearing on 24.06.2010, Ms. Surjit Kaur appeared and it was recorded: 

“I have gone through the case file.  It is evident from the record that Ms. Surjit Kaur, PIO at the relevant time, and one Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director came present on 29.07.2009, the subsequent hearing after notice for imposition of penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was issued on 20.05.2009.   The case was adjourned
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to 07.09.2009 at 12 Noon for confirmation of compliance of earlier order.   Ms. Surjit Kaur never chose to reply to the show cause notice nor did she come present on the subsequent hearings i.e. on 07.09.2009, 04.11.2009, 10.12.2009, 04.02.2010, 10.03.2010, 02.06.2010 and 24.06.2010.  However, representative from the office of DPI had come present on some of the dates.  It is not mentioned in her letter dated 17.06.2010 when she was posted in the DPI office and she had made any complaint regarding the mismanagement in the office to any higher authority for taking action against the officers / officials of the DPI.    At this stage, accusation on officials of DPI office is far fetched and is a pretext to blame them and shift her responsibility of delay caused in supply of information and also for not attending the Commission on the particular dates of hearing.   This plea of Ms Surjit Kaur cannot be believed at this belated stage.  Therefore, I do not agree with the explanation tendered by Ms. Surjit Kaur at this point of time. 

Office of DPI vide letter dated 14.06.2010 addressed to Ms. Surjit Kaur with a copy endorsed to the Commission, directed her to make compliance of the order of Commission imposing penalty of Rs. 25,000/-.”


Today, Ms. Surjit Kaur has given copy of a letter dated 28.06.2010 written to Ms. Neelam Bhagat, PIO (Recruitment Cell-cum-Dy. Director (School Admn.) to review the allegations of Ms. Neelam Bhagat written in the order dated 02.06.2010.   She claims that no reply has been given to this letter.  She also claims that she has written to the Secretary Education representing her case but there has been no response.   She has been advised that since no communication to this effect is received, the order of the Commission for Ms. Surjit Kaur to pay the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- stands.  



Therefore, the order of the Commission be implemented in letter and spirit by the Secretary School Education. 



To come up on 02.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Geeta Rani

w/o Sh. Vinod Singla,

H. No. 22,

Ward No. 5-6,

Park Road,

Dhuri. 








…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (Secondary Education),

Punjab,

Chandigarh.







 ….Respondent

C.C. NO. 3134 of 2008
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Ravinder Dogra, Sr. Asstt. O/o DPI (EE) (94639-15556) and Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. 



In the earlier order dated 28.06.2010, it was recorded as under: 
“In the earlier order dated 12.04.2010, directions had been issued to the Secretary Education that penalty imposed on the PIO Office of DPI (Elementary) should definitely be deposited by the PIO of DPI (E) and DPI (SE) in 50:50.

 

Today a letter dated 04.06.2006 has been received from the Deputy Director (School Education) which states: -

“1.
That the Hon’ble Commission vide its order dated 12.04.2010 has directed to identify the PIOs for the period of 19.09.2008 to 28.12.2008.

2.
That the information as per the above directions is as under: -

	S. No.
	Period
	Name of PIO
	Present place of posting

	1
	19.09.2008 to 19.07.2009 (10 months)
	Ms. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director (School Admn)
	D.E.O. (E.E.) Mohali

	2
	20.07.2009 to 06.12.2009 (4 months 16 days)
	Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Retired w.e.f. 31.03.2010

	3
	07.12.2009 till date
	Smt. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Deputy Director (School Admn)


-:2:-
The present information may kindly be taken on record.”

 

Even though in the earlier order dated 12.04.2010, directions were given to the Secretary Education to step in and identify the person in DPI (Elementary) for the period from 19.09.2008 to 28.12.2009 so that penalty could be recovered. It is surprising and sorry state of affairs that no response is received from the Secretary Education.  The impression that I get from the Education Department regarding RTI matters is that Secretary level officers seem to ignore directions of the Commission.  For such defiance, I will be compelled to issue a show cause notice to the Secretary Education and initiation action against section 18(3) of the RTI Act 2005.”

 

Today a letter dated 15.07.2010 is submitted signed by Superintendent E-2 on behalf of the Deputy Director (Elementary Education) which states: -

“This is with reference to the orders of the Government dated 13.07.2010 a copy of which has been sent to you.

In its order dated 14.09.2009, Hon’ble Information Commission had impleaded DPI (SE) as a party in this compliant case.    In his letter dated 15.09.2009, Supdt. RTI Cell DPI (SE) informed this office that this case had come up for hearing on 14.09.2009 but as the department had not received the letter, it could not be attended; therefore no action be taken in response to the letters received form the Hon’ble Commission and the next date of hearing be enquired from the office of Commission as the case concerns DPI (SE) AND DPI (EE)

It will be relevant to point out here that no direct application has been received from the applicant seeking information under the RTI Act.   Therefore, acting  on the letter from the DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh, this case was sent to the DEO (EE) Sangrur was directed to provide the information to the Complainant and DEO provided the information to the complainant on 29.10.2009.  In the last hearing dated 28.06.2010, Hon’ble Commission sought the names of the PIOs in the office of DPI (EE) along with their respective tenure.    As no notice complaint / notice of hearing has been received in this office, no PIOs become liable whose name be sent to the Commission.   Therefore, as the DPI (EE) was not made a party to this case and no summons were received prior to 15.09.2009, you are requested to kindly review the decision dated 14.09.2009 and recover the amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 25,000/- from the DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh.” 
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Copy of another letter dated 13.07.2010 is submitted from the Principal Secretary School Education addressed to Sh. Sadhu Singh Randhawa, Director Education (EE) Punjab, Chandigarh, which states: -

“You are instructed to comply with the orders of the Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab passed on 12.04.2010.  In case of any difficulty, the matter may kindly be taken up with the State Information Commission.   The position be explained before the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Mrs. Ravi Singh on 15.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon by putting in appearance.”



I have gone through the orders in this case.  In the hearing on 20.05.2009, none appeared for the respondent.    When the order was reserved on 27.09.2009, again none was present on behalf of the respondent.   A penalty was imposed on the PIO office of DPI (SE) on 14.09.2009.  On 30.10.2009 and thereafter, representative of DPI (EE) started appearing in the Commission.   On every hearing thereafter, plea of the representative from Secondary Education is that penalty should be divided in the ratio of 50:50 between the PIO, o/o DPI (SE) and PIO, o/o DPI (EE).


I am of the opinion that penalty should be imposed only on the PIO(s) in the office of DPI (SE) at the relevant time.   I am also sending the order to the Secretary Education to have a final decision in the matter. 


As per letter No. 6/78-09 Rect. Branch (8) dated 10.06.2008, Smt. Surjit Kaur remained as PIO for near about 10 months and later Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu Deputy Director remained as PIO for about three months, during the period the information was delayed.  Therefore, penalty of Rs. 25,000/- for failure of the respondent to supply the information in time is divided in the following ratio: 


(i)
Ms. Surjit Kaur


Rs. 18,000/-


(ii)
Sh. J.S. Sidhu


Rs.   7,000/-



DPI (Secondary Education) is directed to make the recovery of penalty amount from the salary of Ms. Surjit Kaur and from the pension of Sh. J.S. Sidhu who has now superannuated, within a period of two months, be deposited in the treasury and copy of receipted challan(s) be sent to the Commission, failing which the Commission will be constrained; to refer the matter to the Secretary School Education for taking disciplinary action for non-compliance of the orders of the Commission. 


To come up on 20.09.2010 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: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1. D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab, Chandigarh.


2. Secretary Education, Punjab, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98720-70863)

Sh. K.N.S. Sodhi,

Secretary General,

Suchna Adhikar Manch,

Anand Theatre Complex,

Opposite Taj Hotel,

Chamber No. 7-8-9 (Basement)

Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh. 







…Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, 

Dera Bassi.







…Respondent

CC No. 3446/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. K.N.S. Sodhi in person. 

For the respondent: Sh. Dalvinder Singh, Asstt. Office Kanungo (98765-35879)



In the earlier hearing dated 28.06.2010, complainant had been informed that if the information provided, according to him is contradictory, he should challenge the information provided and take up the matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court. 



Show cause notice was issued to the PIO and instructions were given that the PIO Sh. Gurinder Singh, Tehsildar, Dera Bassi should be personally present in today’s hearing. 




A letter / statement dated 15.07.2010 has been presented by Dalvinder Sigh, Asstt. Office Kanungo which states: -

“Original application filed on 29.09.2009 which was replied on 03.09.09.  The applicant pointed out some clarifications vide his letter dated 09.11.2009 which were answered vide letter no. 1020/ dated 14.01.2010.  The matter went to the worthy court of RTI Commissioner where complainant gave some further observations vide letter dated 02.02.2010 and reply of this was given by the PIO vide letter no. 1154/ dated 10.03.2010.  On the hearing dated 12.04.2010, fresh observations vide letter dated 09.04.2010 were submitted by the complainant which was replied vide letter no. 1512/ dated 10.06.2010 and on the next date of hearing 28.06.2010, worthy court issued a show cause notice that why a penalty may not be imposed on PIO. The reply of which is attached today vide letter no. 1668 dated 14.07.2010.”



Another letter dated 09.07.2010 has been received from the Complainant.  Referring to my order dated 28.06.2010, it informs the Commission that according to the information provided, action should be initiated against responsible persons for violation of guidelines as per Punjab Civil Service Rules, 1970.



I have gone through the letter and find the allegations are not related to the information under the RTI Act 2005.



I am satisfied with the reply provided by the respondent in his letters dated 03.09.2009 and 09.11.2009.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Aditya Bansal

Advocate,

C/o Pardeep Eye care Centre,

Hospital Road,

Mansa – 151505.






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, 

Punjab, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.  




                        …..Respondent

CC- 1571/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Aditya Bansal in person. (098157-07406)

For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Dhawan, Sr. Asstt. (97795-96677)



All information has been provided to the complainant except  the break up of the amount of medical reimbursement in respect of bills for the period 12.07.2009 to 22.07.2009.



Respondent present asked for a photocopy of the original bill which the complainant has agreed to provide to him at the earliest.  Respondent has also assured the court that he will provide the necessary break up of the amount as soon as he received a photocopy of the original bill.   With this, the Complainant is satisfied.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



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. Maan Singh in person.



None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearing dated 28.06.2010, following directions were given: 

“In the instant case, it seems that the notice of hearing has been sent to the office of State Transport Commissioner instead of sending it to the office of Director, State Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh. 

Therefore, the necessary correction be done and notice be sent to the PIO office of Director State Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh.” 


None has appeared on behalf of the PIO office of Director, State Transport.  No information has been provided to the complainant.  



In the instant case, complainant has sought information on matters regarding his suspension from service from 05.07.1996.



One more opportunity is provided to the PIO to supply complete information to the complainant as per his original application dated 13.01.2010. 



To come up on 03.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rabinder Singh

6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar.







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.  




                                  …..Respondent

CC- 1507/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Rabinder Singh in person. (98724-00032)

For the respondent: Sh. Rajbir Singh, DRO, Kapurthala (98726-67001)



In the earlier order dated 28.06.2010, directions were given to the respondent to provide information to the complainant, without charges since the letter written by the Respondent to the complainant was beyond the stipulated period of 30 days. 



Information has been provided to the complainant on 04.06.2010.



I have gone through each point in the information provided to the complainant regarding his application dated 09.09.2009.  Complainant is not satisfied and states that regarding point no. 4, the enquiry conducted by the Tehsildar and then by the DRO should have been carried out by the Deputy Commission whom the complaint had been marked.   He has been advised to take up this matter with the higher competent authority or a civil court.  With this, the complainant is satisfied. 



Documents are presented wherein it is shown that the complaint 09.09.2009 was received in the office of Deputy Commissioner on 26.10.2009.  A reply was sent on 04.11.2009.  Following letters are stated to have been written to the complainant by the respondent:  Dated 04.11.2009, 14.12.2009; 04.06.2010. Complainant states that all the statements provided by the respondent are lies and does not even want to believe the dispatch number of the letters.



I have advised him to take up the matter further with the Deputy Commissioner since it is an internal matter of the department. 



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


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Simran Kaur

w/o Sh. Manrit Singh,

9, Sawan Villa,

New Officer Colony, (West)

Patiala.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Patiala.  




                                  …..Respondent

CC- 1485/2010

Order

Present:
Sh. Zoravar Singh for the Complainant. (93563-69542)



For the respondent: Sh. Gurtej Singh, Clerk (94176-29584)



Information has been provided to the complainant on 30.06.2010 when he visited the office of Patwari at Jhill and Jassowal.   Complainant is satisfied.



Advice is given to the office of Tehsildar Patiala that applications which are submitted to the said office for information under the RTI Act 2005 should be forwarded to the concerned department / branch in time.  



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: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

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:
None for the Complainant. 



For the respondent: Sh. Jaspal Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94634-37209)



In the earlier order dated 14.06.2010, Respondent Mrs. Harvinder Kaur submitted that they had made an enquiry as to who is the PIO during the period mentioned in the order dated 07.04.2010 and that this information will be provided to the Commission within 15 days.  



In the next order dated 29.06.2010, Sh. Jaspal Singh, Sr. Asstt. was present and stated that the penalty was wrongly imposed.  I had sent the order dated 29.06.2010 to the Director Public Instruction (SE) Sh. Sukhwinder Singh to look into the case. 



Today, a letter dated 14.07.2010 has been present which is written by the Assistant Director (School Administration-2) which states: -

“1.
That the present complaint is listed for hearing on 15.07.2010.


2.
That the information regarding posting of PIOs in office of DPI (SE) Punjab Chandigarh in the present case is as under: 

	S. No
	Period
	Name of PIO
	Present Posting

	1
	10.03.2009 to 06.12.2009 (8 Months 26 days)
	Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Retired w.e.f. 31.03.2010

	2
	07.12.2009 to 26.01.2010 (1 Month 20 days)
	Smt. Neelam Bhagat, Deputy Director (School Admn)
	Deputy Director (School Admn)

	3
	27.01.2010 to 07.04.2010 (2 Months 12 days)
	Smt. Pankaj Sharma, Asstt. Director (S.A.-2)
	Deputy Director (Vocational)



The present information may kindly be taken on record.”



In view of the posting of different PIOs during the relevant period as advised by the respondent vide letter dated 14.07.2010 referred to above, the amount of penalty shall be divided among the PIOs as under: -



1.
Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu

Rs. 19,000/-


2.
Ms. Neelam Bhagat


Rs.   2,000/-



3.
Ms. Pankaj Sharma


Rs.   4,000/-



The amount of penalty should be deposited in the government treasury within a period of two months and copy of receipted challan be submitted to the Commission. 



To come up on 03.08.2010 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: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98555-44433)

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira

c/o Vigilant Citizens’ Forum,

Gill Road Chapter,

3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana  







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Jalandhar



Public Information Officer,

O/o District Health Officer,

Jalandhar.







…..Respondents
CC- 1283/10
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira in person. (985-44433)



For the Respondent: Dr. Roop Lal, DHO (98153-69515)



In the instant case, in the earlier order dated 29.06.2010, show cause notice was issued to the PIO.  Today, submissions have been given by Dr. Roop Lal vide his letter dated 10.07.2010 stating: -

“1.
That I appeared before your Hon’ble court on 29.06.2010 as per your directions. 

2.
That the relevant application / request was received on 22.01.2010 in this office.

3.
That information sought under RTI pertains to 01.01.2003 to 31.12.2009 (seven years)

4.
That on receipt of report of public analyst Punjab, Chandigarh, the compliant is instituted against the accused by this office in the Court of Law. 

5.
That the accused has the right to get the second part of the sample re-examined form Central Food Laboratory through Hon’ble Court.  Second part of the sample is produced in the Court on the said date and sent for re-examination at Central Food Laboratory.  Report / result of analysis is received directly by the Court.  No report / result is received by this office from Central Food Laboratory. 

6.
That part of the information was related to the Hon’ble Court which caused the delay as such. 

7.
That under these circumstances, the delay is regretted and may be condoned.”







Contd…2/-
-:2:-



Merits of the case regarding penalty will be decided at the next hearing.



Respondent to provide the dispatch number vide which the complainant was sent a letter for the first time, within one month of the original application, as stated by him.  

 

To come up on 02.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98763-40061)

Sh. Neeraj Jindal

President,

B.J.P. Youth

H. NO. B11-313,

Band Gali,

Barnala







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Medical Officer,

Barnala







…..Respondent

CC- 865/2010
Order

Present:
Sh. Neeraj Jindal, complainant in person. 

For the respondent: Dr. Neera, APIO (97790-51670), Dr. Ashwnai Malhotra, PIO (94171-88867) and Sh. Jatinder, clerk (90237-89001) 



Respondent present states that the information was dispatched by courier.  However, the complainant stats that number of pages mentioned in the letter sent by courier on 10.06.2010 by SMO is not authentic since he received less pages.    Complainant has been advised that since he is accusing the department concerned of lying, therefore, he should take up the matter with the higher competent authority.



Seeing 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: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98886-02447)

Sh. Janak Raj Goyal

s/o Sh. Hem Raj

Dhillon Nagar,

GFali No. 1,

Near Mandir Madhur Bihari,

Barnala.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Barnala.







…..Respondent

CC- 963/2010
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Dr. Ashwnai Malhotra, PIO (94171-88867)



In the earlier order dated 29.06.2010, none was present on behalf of both the parties and one more opportunity was granted to the respondent to provide information to the complainant as per his original application dated 01.01.2010. 



In the hearing on 17.06.2010, a show cause notice was issued to Dr. Ashwani Malhotra.  Complainant Sh. Janak Raj Goyal had stated that some information had been received by him on 09.06.2010 by registered post which, according to him, was incomplete. 



Today Dr. Ashwani Malhotra is present and states that all information sought by the complainant has been provided to him as per his original application dated 01.01.2010.



Sh. Janak Raj Goyal, Complainant, when contacted over telephone, informed the Commission that he is out on a tour to Rajasthan and will present his objections within a week to the respondent under intimation to the Commission. 



Directions are given to the respondent to provide information on the objections.  Reply to show cause notice should also be presented to the Commission by the next date of hearing. 



To come up on 29.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh,

34/10, Raj Nagar,

Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar City.






 ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Tehsil Complex,

Jalandhar.                                      



  ---Respondent

C.C. No. 3483 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. A.S. Prabhakar, SDM Jalandhar-I



(98760-00585)



A letter dated 12.07.2010 has been received from the respondent intimating compliance of the orders dated 28.06.2010.  The letter states:- 

“Respondent present states that information was provided to the complainant on 09.04.2010 stating therein that vide letter dated 30.03.2010 from the office of CDPO, Jalandhar, information on Para no. 1 and 2 of the original application had already been provide. On specifically being asked about the objections pointed out by the complainant on point no. 1(a) in his original application dated 26.08.2009, respondent is not aware of the contents of the letter and is unable to answer any queries. 
One more opportunity is provided to the SDM-cum-PIO, Jalandhar Sh. A.S. Prabhakar to provide complete information to the complainant within 15 days with compliance report to the Commission. Also on the next hearing the PIO should be personally present. 
For confirmation of compliance and further proceedings, to come up on 15.07.2010 at 12 Noon in the Chamber. Copies of order be sent to the parties.”

2.
That it is submitted that application dated 26.08.2009 (annexure-I) was never received in the office of respondent. On coming to know about the appeal field by the complainant before this Hon’ble Commission, its copy was procured. Thereafter, the respondent vide his letter No: 549/RTI dated 17.03.2010 transferred the application of the complainant to the District Social Security Officer, Jalandhar under section 6(3) of the Act and requested him to provide the information qua paras no. 1 and 2(a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (j),(k), (l) to the complainant and its copy was endorsed to this Hon’ble Commission as well as to the complainant vide office endst. No. 550-551/RTI/SDA dated 17.03.2010.  A copy of the letter dated 17.03.2010 is attached as Annexure R/1.

3.
That the District Social Security Officer, Jalandhar, however, vide his letter no. DSSO/D/10/0689 dated 19.03.2010, advised the respondent to transfer the matter to the District Programme Officer-cum-PIO, Jalandhar being the related person.  Accordingly, the matter was transferred to the District Programme Officer-cum-PIO Jalandhar vide office endst. No. 1040/RTI dated 19.03.2010 which was further transferred to the CDPO Jalandhar.  A copy of this letter dated 19.03.2010 is attached as Annexure R/2.

4.
That it is revealed form the perusal of letter issued by the Child Development Project Officer, Jalandhar (Urban) addressed to Sh. Paramjit Singh, complainant vide which information under RTI Act was supplied to him and its copy was sent to the respondent vide endst. No. CDPO/10/162-63 dated 30.03.2010 that the matter was further transferred to the Child Development Project Officer, Jalandhar (Urban) by the District Programme Officer-cum-PIO Jalandhar.  A copy of this letter is attached as Annexure R/3.

5.
That it ahs been pointed out by the complainant vide his application dated 27.06.2010 a reference of which has been given by this Hon’ble Commission at para 1 of its order dated 28.06.2010 which reads as under: -


“Since for sanction / rejection of Old age and Widow Pension, the competent authority is Sub Divisional Magistrate (SDM), then how it is possible that SDM office is not having instruction, circulars, notification regarding old age / Widow Pension.  Is SDM office sanctioning/rejecting pension cases without knowledge of instructions/circulars/notifications? It is further submitted that all the Old age/Widow Pension cases are to be decided by the SDM, thus it is evident that SDM office is required to maintain record of all the receipt, disposed, sanctioned/rejected Old age/widow Pension cases, where as vide letter dated 09.04.2010, it have been Respondent that No records have been maintained in respect of information pertaining to Sr/Pt No 39(c), 4 and thus no information have been supplied which amount DEEMED REFUSAL. Respondent have even refused to grant the permission for doing inspection of the record/files relating to Widow/Old age Pension cases.” 

It is submitted in this regard that the Punjab Government in the Department of Social Security and Child Development vide its notification no. 6/13/92-3SS/731 dated 27.02.2006 delegated the powers to the concerned Sub Divisional Magistrate as the sanctioning authority to grant pensions to the eligible persons relating to areas within the limits of Urban areas including the areas which falls in the Urban Estate.   This notification was further superceded vide another notification no. 6/12/92-3SS/1719 dated 16.05.2006 dated 16.05.2006.  A copy of notification dated 16.05.2006 has already been supplied to the complainant by the respondent whereas a copy of notification dated 27.02.2006 has also been sent to him separately vide this office letter no. 2126/RTI/SDA dated 12.07.2010.

6.
That it is submitted that the complainant has been apprised once again vide letter dated 12.07.2010 regarding para no. 3(a), 3(c), 4 and 7 of his application that no record has been maintained in the office of SDM Jalandhar I.  In this situation, the allegation regarding denial of information by the respondent is incorrect.  A copy of this letter dated 12.07.2010 is attached as Annexure R/4.

7.
That the application of the complainant seeking information under RTI Act was immediately dealt with after it was procured form this Hon’ble Commission. 

In view of submission made above, it is requested that the respondent has taken all measures to provide the information to the complainant regarding matters which were concerned with him.  However, the remaining points, which were not related with him were transferred to District Programme Officer, Jalandhar being related with him under section 6(3) of the Act.  It is reiterated that the respondent never denied any information to anyone under RTI Act.”

 

I have gone through each point, especially the one mentioned by the complainant Sh. Paramjit Singh in his letter dated 27.06.2010 and 19.04.2010.  I am of the opinion that all pending information asked by the complainant in his original application dated 26.08.2009 has been provided.  The information stands provided on 12.07.2010 by the respondent by speed post.



No objections have been pointed out nor is the complainant present today.  It seems he is satisfied. 


Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



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. (93563-69542)

For the respondent: Sh. P.S. Sodhi, (Presently: DRO Fatehgarh Sahib)
 
Sh. P.S. Sodhi former D.R.O, O/o Deputy Commissioner Patiala now posted in Fatehgarh Sahib in whose tenure information was delayed and a penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was imposed vide order dated 18.03.2010, has represented before the Commission that he was not the PIO at the relevant time. Complainant sought information vide her application 17.01.2009. 

 

This case was heard on 09.11.2009, 17.12.2009, 24.02.2010 and 24.06.2010.  Sh. Jitender Singh DRO came present on 09.11.2009 and on rest of the dates none appeared on behalf of Respondent. A penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was imposed on Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO in whose period the information was delayed, vide order dated 18.03.2010. Today, this case was fixed for conformation of compliance.  Sh. P.S. Sodhi, former DRO Patiala has given a representation, a copy of which is enclosed, stating that he was not PIO when the information was called and supplied. The Deputy Commissioner Patiala is directed to look into the matter personally and report the actual position as to who is responsible in the capacity of PIO during period 17.01.2009 to 30.06.2009. A report should be sent to the Commission before the next date of hearing. 



To come up on 03.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/- 
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98720-83909)

Sh. Davinder Singh

s/o Sh. Kartar Singh

r/o Village Ghuda,

Distt. Bathinda






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Bathinda.







…..Respondent

CC- 919/2010
Order
Present:
None for the parties.



This case was last heard on 29.06.2010 when none appeared for both the parties. Today again Complainant is absent where as Sh. K.P.S. Mahi, SDM Bathinda stated on phone that information has already been supplied to the Complainant. 



The Complainant has neither pointed out any discrepancies nor has he come present.   In this situation, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.07.2010



State Information Commissioner
