STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94172-22266)

Sh. K.L. Malhotra,

Anand Puri,

Noorwala Road,

Gurdware Wali Gali,

Ludhiana.







----Complainant 





Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer, 
Ludhiana.







----Respondent

CC- 1816/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. K.L. Malhotra in person.


None for the respondent.



In the instant case, complainant, vide his application dated 12.01.2010, sought the following information: 
“Attested photocopies of the No Dues issued to commercial vehicles from 01.01.2009 to 12.01.2009 by DTO Ludhiana along with photocopies of receipts for taxes deposited by them or the counterfoil of bank slips.  Also please provide attested photocopies of respective RCs. 

What the duties assigned to Sh. Pawan Kumar (SO) in the District Transport Officer?  What are his timings?  What is his availability in a week?  When did he join duties?

Since when Sh. Umesh Gupta (SO) has been suspended and on what charge?  Attested photocopies of his suspension orders be provided.”



Today none is present on behalf of the respondent.  However, a fax message from the respondent seeking an adjournment has been received.  Complainant states that no information has been received by him till date.  



One more opportunity is provided to the respondent to supply complete information to the complainant with compliance report to the Commission.



To come up on 06.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.










Contd……2/-

-:2:-



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vinod Kumar

S/o Sh. Krishan Kumar

VPO Sayad wala,

Tehsil Abohar,

Distt. Ferozepur.






----Complainant 





Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer, 

Ferozepur.







----Respondent

CC- 3883/2009
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the last two hearings dated 24.02.10 & 18.03.10, none was present on behalf of the Respondent.   No information has been provided to the complainant. Today again, neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.



The attitude of the respondent is callous and disrespectful towards the RTI Act 2005 as well as towards the directions of the Commission. Therefore, PIO-cum-DTO Ferozepur (Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai) 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. 25000/- 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 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. 



Information should be provided to the complainant within a week with compliance report to the Commission.  On the next date of hearing, the PIO-cum-DTO Ferozepur Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai should be personally present.


To come up on 06.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98882-05006)

Sh. Ripu Daman Ohri.

VPO Raipur Sahoran- 174315

Dist. Una (H.P.)






----Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Hoshiarpur.







----Respondent

CC- 510/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Ripu Daman Ohri in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Junior Assistant



(98143-86099)



A letter has been presented from PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur which reads as under:

“1.
That complainant Sh. Ripu Daman Ohri has been satisfied regarding his all complaints.  He has executed an affidavit dated 22.06.2010 in which he has clearly mentioned that he has received all the documents as per his satisfaction and not to take any action in the complaints.  A compromise has also been affected on 22.06.2010.  The complainant is fully satisfied and all the requirements of the complainant were fulfilled.  Furthermore, the compliant does not want to take any action regarding his complaints and completely satisfied and in this regard, he has executed an affidavit that all his complaints may be dismissed as withdrawn.
2.
The statement of the compliant was also recorded in which the complainant stated that he is fully satisfied and does not want to pursue any action regarding complaints.  The complainant has got recorded his statement that he will not file any compliant / civil suit in any competent court of law and he stated that his all the complaints be dismissed as withdrawn.  Besides this, it is also submitted that the information sought by the applicant i.e. Sh. Ripu Daman Ohri vide application dated 14.11.2008, necessary information has already been provided to him vide this office letter No. 9/RTI/OK dated 04.12.2008.  Copy of this letter is attached for information please. 
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Keeping in view the above submissions, it is humbly submitted that the complaint has got all the documents required by him and now he has no grudge / compliant against the Tehsildar-cum-PIO, Hoshiarpur.  So this complaint may kindly be dismissed as withdrawn.”



Complainant is present and states that information to his satisfaction has been provided.



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



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Parminder Singh

S/o Sh. Pritam Singh

H. NO. 305, Padhian Street,

Dhuri Gate,

Sangrur – 148001






----Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Chief Executive Officer 

Zila Parishad,

Sangrur.







----Respondent

CC- 2836-2813/2008

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the last hearing dated 08.04.2010, Sh. Amit Mehta, advocate, appearing for the respondent, had stated that penalty order of the Commission dated 23.12.2009 was being challenged in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and had assured the Commission that he would provide document in support of the same within one week which was granted.  



Today none is present on behalf of the complainant and the respondent.


Since no document has been presented supporting the assurance given by Sh. Amit Mehta in the last hearing dated 08.04.2010, therefore, directions are given to the Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Sangrur Sh. Parveen Kumar to implement the orders of the Commission in letter and spirit otherwise I will be constrained to initiate disciplinary proceedings against the erring officer.



To come up on 06.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner









Contd…..2/-
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After the hearing was over, Sh. Harjit Singh (95016-22300) came present for the respondent.  He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Joginder Pal

S/o Sh. Mano Ram,

Village Kunde Laluwal,

PO Jangal,

Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur


PIN – 143532






----Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Head Master,

Primary School

Malhowal,

Distt. Gurdaspur Block I.





----Respondent

CC- 3118/2008

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



None is present on behalf of the complainant and the respondent. 
  Similar was the case in the hearing on 27.01.2010 and 18.03.2010.



On 25.02.2010, the following order was passed: 

“Vide order dated 27.1.2010, a penalty of Rs. 25000/- was imposed upon the PIO-Respondent and he was directed to deposit this amount in a period of one month and at the same time, the required information was also ordered to be supplied to the Complainant within 10 days. A copy of this order was also sent to DPI(E) to take steps to recover this amount from the salary of the Respondent and also intimate to the Commission and this case was adjourned to 25.2.2010.

Today, neither the DPI(S) has informed the Court nor any of the parties appeared before the Commission. One more opportunity is granted to both the parties to comply with the order of the Commission in letter and spirit and also appear before the Commission at the next date of hearing, failing which I will be constrained to recommend disciplinary action against the Respondent under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005.”



On 18.03.2010, the following order was passed: -

“In the last order dated 25.02.2010, none had appeared for the parties.  One more opportunity was granted to comply with the orders of the Commission and it was ordered that the PIO
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should personally appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing.  It was also recorded that I will be constrained to recommend disciplinary action against the PIO under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005 if the directions of the Commission are not complied with.

Today again, none has appeared for both the parties and none of the directions of the Commission have been followed.  Therefore, directions are given to the Education Secretary Punjab, Chandigarh to get the orders of the Commission dated 27.01.2010 implemented and to initiate disciplinary action against the PIO C/o Headmaster, Primary School, Malhowal (Distt. Gurdaspur). Compliance report should be submitted to the Commission when the orders have been complied with.”



I am sending a copy of this order along with a copy of order dated 27.01.2010 imposing penalty, to the Principal Secretary Education and Chief Secretary Punjab to implement the orders of the Commission in letter and spirit.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 06.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1. 
Principal Secretary Education, Punjab,



Chandigarh.

2.
The Chief Secretary, Punjab,



Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(783760-80939)
Sh.  Mehar Singh

S/o Sh. Maggar Singh

C/o Lady Dr. Rano, M.D.

Village Kamalke (Bhodiwala)

P.O. Dharamkot,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga






----Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Moga.








----Respondent

CC- 2209/2009

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mehar Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



In this case, penalty was imposed on the PIO-cum-DTO Moga on 22.12.209 for not supplying the information on the complainant’s application dated 12.03.2009.  After the imposition of penalty, two hearings have taken place – one on 08.02.2010 when the following order was passed: 

“No information has been provided to the complaint in spite of the directions issued vide order dated 22.12.2009.   Penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was imposed on the respondent and I had directed the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab to cause recovery of the amount of penalty made from the salary of the respondent under intimation to the Commission.  It is a sad state of affairs that the Transport office does not take the RTI Act 2005 seriously.  

I am attaching a copy of the order dated 22.12.2009 to the Chief Secretary, Punjab so that the orders of the Commission are implemented in letter and spirit. 

None was present on behalf of the Respondent on the last hearing and similar is the case today.   Therefore, in addition to the above, in exercise of powers conferred under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005, I hereby recommend to the concerned authority for disciplinary action against the PIO C/o Distt. Transport Officer, Moga under the Service Rules applicable to him for having denied the information to the applicant without any reasonable cause.   A copy of this order be sent to the Chief
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Secretary, Punjab.”

Another hearing took place on 08.04.2010 when the following order was passed: -

“Hearing in this case was held on 19.10.2009, 03.11.2009, 22.12.2009 and 08.02.2010.  None has been present on behalf of the respndent on all these hearings.  In my order dated 08.02.2010, a penalty of Rs. 25,000/- was impsoed on the PIO and I had directed the Principal Secretary Transport to cause the recovery from the salary of the concerned PIO. No action has been taken in spite of the directions for disciplinary action agaisnt the PIO c/o Distt. Transport Officer, Moga under the rules applicable, for having denied the information to the complainant without any reasonable cause. 

One final opportunity is granted to the Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab to follow the directions of the Commission.  The information should also be provided to the complainant within 15 days. “



No response has been recieved from the said department.  Complainant has presented copy of a letter dated 31.03.2010 received from the respondent whereby he was asked to provide more particulars regarding his learner’s licence on which the information was sought.  Complainant presents proof of his learner’s licence (form 3) which was sent to the respondent by registered post on 31.03.2010.  Thereafter, no response has been received.  


Till now, I have not been able to ascertain as to who is the PIO in the office of District Transport Office, Moga from 12.03.2009 till date.   Complianant submits that Sh. Ajay Sood is the District Trasnprot Officer at present.  



I am again sending this order to the Secretary Transport, Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab and the Chief Secretary,  Punjab, to at least reveal to the Commission as to who is responsible for paying the penalty in this case. 



Information has also not been suplied till which which sould be provided to the compainant.   It seems that the office of DTO Moga has no respect for the RTI Act 2005 and continues to defy the directions of the Commission.   If by the next hearing,this order is not imlplemented, I will be constrained to issue order under section 18(3) of the RTI Act 2005.  
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For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 06.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



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


None for the respondent.



Copy of a letter No. 959-61/RTI dated 24.05.2010 has been received which has been addressed by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi, District Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib which reads as under: -

“Copy of an order of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Punjab is being sent to you, whereby Hon’ble Commission has imposed a penalty of Rs. 10,000/- for not providing the information to Ms. Simran Kaur wife of Sh. Manreet Singh resident of Patiala.  You are advised to ensure that the penalty of Rs. 10,000/- should be deposited through the treasury challan under intimation to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala and the State Information Commission.  The next date of hearing has been fixed as 24.06.2010.”


Another letter No. 1047/RTI dated 17.06.2010 has been received from the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala which reads as follows: -

“It is submitted that a copy of the order received from the Hon’ble Commission has been sent to Sh. Parshottam Singh, former District Revenue Officer, Patiala, now District Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib that the penalty of Rs. 10,000/- has been imposed for not providing information to Ms. Simran Kaur wife of Sh. Manreet Singh resident of Patiala and he has been advised to follow the order in letter and spirit and deposit the penalty amount of Rs. 10,000/- in the treasury before 24.06.2010 under intimation to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala and the State Information Commission.  A copy of the same has also been sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib.
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Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi, Distt. Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib has written to APIO Patiala that during his tenure in no case any penalty was imposed to Sh. P.S. Sodhi and when he left the charge on 06.10.2009, no such case was pending in which delay had occurred.   He has written to the APIO Patiala regarding non-payment of penalty and disposal of the case.
It is submitted that Sh. Parshottam Singh Sodhi has been transferred from this district.  He is currently working as Distt. Revenue Officer, Fatehgarh Sahib.  Therefore, you are requested to kindly issue directions to the Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarah Sahib for implementation of the order.” 



In my order dated 18.03.2010, it was recorded as under: -

“In this case the application for information was made by the appellant on 17.01.2009. The information is regarding: “Copy of Will dated 15.09.1991, executed by Shri Devinder Singh, S/o Shri Rattan Singh, R/o 25, New Officers Colony (W), Patiala.” A reminder was sent to the PIO C/o Deputy Commissioner Patiala on 16.04.2009. Since no response was received by the appellant, he filed the complaint in the commission on 29.05.2009. A notice of hearing was sent from the commission on 24.09.2009 for hearing on Monday, the 9th Nov., 2009. On 09.11.2009 Zorawar Singh on behalf of the complainant and Sh. Jitender Singh APIO cum DRO on behalf of the Respondent was present. 

On 09.11.2009 the Respondent states that information had been provided to complainant on 30.06.2009 and he was satisfied. The Complainant at this stage, wanted penalty for unreasonable delay in providing information since the original application was filed on 17.01.2009 and the information was late by five months. Therefore, the PIO was 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. 25000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished. 

On the next date of hearing on 24.02.2010 Complainant was present but no one came on behalf of the Respondent. No reply to the show cause notice issued on 09.11.2009 was provided. One more opportunity was provided to the respondent to follow the directions of the Commission. The Complainant also submitted an application dated 29.05.2009 regarding behaviour of D.R.O. Sh. Purshottam Singh. Sodhi. As regards the matter of the application dated 29.05.2009 is concerned the Deputy
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Commissioner Patiala is advised to look into the matter since it is internal matter of the department. On the next date of hearing dated 24.02.2010 Sh. Zorawar Singh was present on behalf of the Complainant and none was present on behalf of the Respondent. 

Seeing the circumstances and merits of the case the Respondent becomes liable to be penalized under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005 at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day for the period the default persisted. In the instant case, a period of more than 5 months has already elapsed during which the default has persisted. Computed at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day, the amount of penalty would work out to Rs.45, 000/- (Forty Five Thousand only) upto 06.02.2008. The quantum of penalty, however, is subject to a ceiling of Rs. 25,000/- under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005. I, therefore, impose a penalty of Rs. 10,000/- (Rs. Ten Thousand only).”



Copy of this order was sent to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib. 



In case PIO wishes to challenge the Order of the Commission, he is free to do so.  Till a stay is granted by the court, the order of the Commission stands and is to be implemented by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 15.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1.
Divisional Commissioner,



Patiala Division,



Patiala.


2.
Deputy Commissioner,



Patiala.


3.
Deputy Commissioner,



Fatehgarh Sahib.
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After the hearing, Sh. Mohinder Singh, Junior Assistant came present from the DC’s Office, Patiala.  He has been informed of proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajiv Lohatbaddi

S/o Sh. Baru Ram

# 45, Adarsh Colony,

Bhadson Road,

Patiala.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate / Tehsildar,

Patiala







…..Respondent

CC- 1279/10
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Gurtej Singh, Registration clerk from office of Sub-Registrar, Patiala (94176-29584)



In the instant case, vide application dated 19.01.2010, the complainant sought the following information: -

“Current Market price of Khola no. 223 area 172 Sq. yards Guru Nanak Nagar, Badungar, Patial ownership of Garib Kaur d/o Fateh Singh son of Sewa Singh r/o Didare wala, Tehsil & Distt. Moga (Vasika No. 1278/Vahi no. 1 Jild no. 432 Page No. 378 dated 10.05.1990 / Sub Registrar, Patiala.

Complete information about Khasra No. 459, New Basti Badungar, Patiala as follows: 

1.
Names of the owners as per revenue record.

2.
Who is in possession as per revenue record.

3.
Present position.”



However, when no response was received, the instant complaint was filed on 03.03.2010.



On the last hearing, none appeared for the parties.  Respondent present  states that staff was busy with court cases.   Therefore, they could not attend the last hearing. 



Information has been provided to the complainant by registered post on 16.06.2010.



Complainant is not present nor have any objections been pointed out.   Therefore, it seems he is satisfied. 



The case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



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 parties.


In this case, complainant, vide his application dated 09.12.2009, had sought the following information: 

“I had applied for installation of a toilet at my residence for my daughter Dalvir Kaur who is dumb and unable to move around.  After passing through certain channels, it was last sent to P.J. Branch in DC’s office on 14.09.2009.    What action has been taken on my said application from 25.09.2009 till date?”



In the last hearing, only the complainant was present and none had appeared for the respondent.   Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.



One more opportunity is afforded to the respondent to provide the necessary information to the complainant with compliance report to the Commission.



To come up on 15.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98159-01141)

Dr. Dharamraj Garg,

Guru Gobind Singh Medical Hospital,

508-B, 2 Anandeana Gate,

Faridkot







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34,

Chandigarh. 







…..Respondent

CC- 1818/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. Dharamraj Garg in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Mulkh Raj, Supdt.-cum-APIO



(98721-69588)



Complainant vide his letter dated 25.01.2010 had sought information regarding sanction of advance increments, proficiency increments and other benefits during his posting as Medical Officer at GGS Hospital, Faridkot.  Present complaint has been filed on 24.05.2010 when no response was received. 



Respondent presents submits copy of a letter dated 23.06.2010 addressed to the complainant, which reads as under: -

“Report received from the concerned branch is being sent to you along with this letter.”



As regards the ACRs which have not been obtained from the office of Director, Research & Medical Education, Punjab, the complainant is advised to file a separate application for the same which he agrees to do.   With the said information, all his pending queries will stand replied.


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: 24.06.2010



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

Shri Sukhdev Singh

H. No. B/XI/2868,

Anaj Mandi Road,

Barnala 







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Barnala







…..Respondent

CC- 1308/10
Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Copy of a letter dated 10.06.2010 has been received from the office of respondent wherein it is stated:

“With reference to your letter mentioned above, it is submitted that the applicant has already obtained the required information from this office on April 5, 2010 and has issued a receipt in his own hand photocopy whereof is being sent to you for information.

It is therefore, prayed that the case may kindly be closed.”

A copy of the acknowledgement obtained from the complainant has also been sent.



Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.CO. 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: S/Sh. N.S. Brar, SDM, Mansa (98153-88534) & Munish Kumar, former DTO Mansa (currently A.C.A. PUDA, Bathinda Zone) (98150-68884)



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.
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Submission given by the said officers is surprising since they have no knowledge of the case and have no idea who is the 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.



To come up on 15.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1. 
Principal Secretary Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh.


2.
Secretary Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh.


Encls:
As Above.
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:
Complainant in person.
For the respondent: Ms. Sushma Kaushal ADPI (EE) (90239-43017), Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO, Mohali (98148-03293), Ms. Madhu Sharma, Sr. Asstt.,  (98157-41367), S/Sh. Mohan Singh, Sudpt.-cum-APIO (99880-92867), Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt., Varinder Singh, clerk (94172-08339).



In the submission dated 17.06.2010 made by Ms. Surjit Kaur, she  puts all the blame on the working of education department where files are not put up to the PIO.  She further states that she was the PIO from 04.06.2008 to 02.07.2008.  She blames the entire responsibility on DIP(S) office (RTI Cell) who diarizes and sends the letters to the dealing branch.  Dealing branch marks the letter to branches.  After being marked, it goes to dealing hand.  She further states that the dealing hand is not aware as to which files are important and have to be put before the PIO and that in all the hearings, files were suppressed by the dealing hand. 


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 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
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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/-.



As regards the information, complainant states that in both the Mathematics and Science subjects, necessary particulars and details of 6 out of 17 candidates were furnished in each.   Respondent submits that this admission was online.  They wrote to the respective District Education Officers but did not receive any response.  Respondent further states that they had given this fact in writing to the complainant that the same had not been received by them. 



Complainant has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority or with the civil court.  Complainant is satisfied.  Therefore, the information stands provided.   I am also writing this point regarding information which till date has not been traced.  Respondent, in initial hearing, denied the same stating that it was third party information.  On subsequent two hearings, a period of two months and one month was requested which was granted.  Subsequently, after the imposition of penalty, it was revealed that part information sought by the complainant is not traceable.  Secretary Education is advised that if it was a case of missing information for the complainant he should have been informed at the initial stages and not being harassed along with wastage of Commission’s time.  


It has also bee n noticed from the case file that Secretary to Govt. Punjab (School Education) Chandigarh was also directed vide order dated 04.11.2009  to take disciplinary action against the PIO under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act 2005.  He was also directed to ensure that the amount of penalty is deducted from the salary of the PIO and deposited in the Government treasury.   

 

 It is unfortunate that no compliance of this order was made at the level of Government.  Secretary School Education is directed to look into this matter personally and take disciplinary action against the person at fault who has failed to pursue this order and get order of the Government.  This should be done within a period of fortnight.  



To come up on 15.07.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for confirmation of compliance and further proceedings. 
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A copy of this order should also be sent to the Secretary School Education, DPI (S) and Ms. Surjit Kaur, D.E.O. Mohali under registered cover.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-

Chandigarh



 

Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 24.06.2010



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
1.
Secretary School Education, Punjab, Chandigarh. 


2.
D.P.I. (S) Punjab, Chandigarh.


3.
Ms. Surjit Kaur, D.E.O. Mohali [C/o DPI(S) Punjab, Chandigarh]

