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Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal,

R/o Jiwan Ashram, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City – 152 002.





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Engineer,

Canal Lining, Division No. 2,

Old PUDA Complex,

Bhagu Road,

Bathinda (Pb.).






…… Respondent





  CC – 2216 of 2007



             

 


                      ORDER

1.  
Order regarding imposition of penalty for the delay in providing information and award of compensation for the detriment suffered by the complainant in seeking information, was reserved.
2.  
The case relates to seeking information pertaining to a service matter covering period 1990 and thereafter.  Initial request was submitted by registered post on 28.11.2007 and it had nine items.  On being refused acceptance the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission on 01.12.2007.  The case regarding provision of information to the complainant was finally closed on 02.04.2009.
3.  
I had, however, directed the Respondent PIOs (both present and the previous) to submit affidavits showing cause as to why penalty not be imposed under the provision of Section 20 (1) of the RTI Act for the delay in providing information and why compensation not be awarded to the complainant for the detriment suffered.  The PIOs were also directed to provide response to the submissions made by the complainant vide his letters dated 07.03.2009, 10.04.2009 and 17.04.2009.
4.  
Affidavits, accordingly, were submitted by the following who had  performed duties of the PIO:- 

(a) Sh. A.K.Chhabra 

till 31.05.2008
(b) Sh. R.L.Sandhu 

02.06.2008 to 16.07.2008
(c ) Sh. T.S. Tikka 

16.07.2008 to 03.10.2008

(d) Sh. A.K. Kansal 

03.10.2008 till date
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5.  The respondent has also responded to submissions sent by the complainant vide letters dated 07.03.2008, 10.04.2009 and 17.04.2009. I have carefully perused documents placed on record. 

6. Information as it existed on record, alongwith response to various observations/comments submitted by the complainant, has been supplied to the complainant, vide Respondents letters No. 1092/PF dated 16.07.2008, 1219-20/PF dated 19.08.2008 and 1298-99 dated 27.08.2008.  Further, a consolidated response was provided to the complainant vide letters No. 1369/PF dated 23.09.2008 and 1410/PF dated 25.09.2008.  The case had been fixed on eleven occasions.  The complainant had been raising a number of issues during these proceedings but none of these have finally pointed towards any deficiency in information supplied.  However, there has been a delay in providing information to the complainant.  Further, the respondent refused acceptance of a registered letter containing request for information dated 28.11.2007.  In his affidavit dated 29.04.2009 Sh. A.K.Chhabra, Executive Engineer-cum- PIO (now retired), the then PIO, gives no explanation for this refusal and subsequent delay in providing information. 

7. In view of the foregoing and to meet the ends of justice a penalty of Rs.5000/- ( Rs. Five thousand only) is imposed on Sh. A.K.Chhabra, Executive Engineer-cum- PIO (for the period 31.05.2007 to 31.05.2008) for the delay in providing information to the complainant. 

8. Further, for the detriment suffered in seeking information, ends of justice would be met, if the complainant is awarded a compensation of 
Rs.5500/- (Rs. Five thousand five hundred only) payable by the respondent department. 
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9. The amount of penalty will be deposited in the Govt. Treasury by Sh. A.K Chhabra, Executive Engineer-cum-PIO and compensation will be paid to the complainant by the respondent department by 01.07.2009.

10.  To come up for compliance of orders on 16.07.2009 at 
2.00 PM. 

11. Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh




     

 ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2009




             Lt. Gen. (Retd.)





 
     

State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector-17C, Chandigarh.

 


Visit us at: www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal,

R/o Jiwan Ashram, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City – 152 002.





…… Complainant





          Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.







…… Respondent




 
  CC – 1850 of 2007



             

 


                      ORDER

1.  
Order regarding provision of information was reserved on 03.03.2009.

2. 
 
This case concerns three applications submitted by the complainant to the PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.  These are dated 18.07.2006, 17.10.2006 and 16.12.2006.  Since the orders had been passed on his applications dated 18.07.2006 and 16.12.2006 on 06.12.2007 by the bench of Sh. P.K Verma, 
SIC, his request for information dated 17.10.2006 was taken up by me after the case was transferred by the then CIC on 14.01.2008.

3. 
 
Request for information dated 17.10.2006 contained 14 items.  The respondent had been given some information on  06.12.2007 and the complainant had stated that he did not require any further information in respect of the points contained in his application dated 17.10.2006 which concerned the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.  The points concerning other public authorities had been sent to them as was required under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act.  The respondent had been asked to give copies of the letters sent by him  to other PIOs so that they could be impleaded as respondents.  Accordingly, the  respondent provided details vide his letter dated 03.01.2008.

4.  
 
Based on the response of various PIOs, the complainant submitted his observations dated 05.05.2008.  The respondent responded to these observations vide his letter dated 22.05.2008.  Since the complainant was still not satisfied, with the 
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mutual consent, he was given an opportunity on 23.05.2008 and again on 
07.07.2008 to personally inspect and collect documents required by him.  During these opportunities, the complainant collected documents and submitted the requisite receipts. 

5. 
 
Throughout the proceedings, the complainant had been alleging coercive means being adopted by the respondent to obtain his signatures but he was not able to substantiate the same.  He had also alleged that documents had been removed from various files. 

6. 

Accordingly, to finalise the case, the Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Bathinda was ordered to be personally present for the proceedings so that a clear picture could emerge with regard to the allegations being levelled by the complainant. 

7. 
 
The Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO personally attended the proceedings on 21.10.2008 and submitted a response dated 29.09.2008.  He was directed to provide a consolidated response to the requisioned information and allegations made by the complainant from time to time.   His response was sent to the complainant vide letter No. 202/RTI dated 11.11.2008 with a copy to the Commission. 

8. 
 
Thereafter the complainant was directed on 11.12.2008 to submit observations that he may have on the information supplied.  Since he did not submit any observations/comments on the information supplied, he was given another opportunity to do so on 20.01.2009.

9.  
 
In response the complainant responded by stating “ I shall not pen any observations to the respondent in under reference case unless the persons accused by me in my complaints dated 04.09.2008, 09.09.2008 and the persons responsible for cheating booked and prosecuted as per law”. 

10.  
 
Since the case had reached finality and there were no further comments on information by the complainant,  I reserved the order regarding further supply of information to the complainant on 03.03.2009.
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11. 
 
I have perused various documents placed on record by both sides.  I find that the requisitioned items as demanded by the complainant have no link with 
one-another. In fact it required the Respondent/PIO to transfer the requisioned information to various other PIOs under provisions of Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act.    Further, information sought against some items was not specific, e.g., “ Item 14.  All other representations/complaints/applications, etc sent by the undersigned but not figuring above”.  

12.  
 
Notwithstanding the vagueness and interse contradictions of the contents of the application dated 17.10.2006, the respondent extended all help  to provide all available information as per Sections 2 (f) and 2 (j) of the RTI Act.  

13. 
 
The complainant through- out the proceedings has also been alleging misbehavior by various officials.  He has also been reporting concern for his personal safety.  He was advised to approach police, as per law of the land for his personal safety. 

14.  
 
The case is thus disposed of and closed. 

15.  
 
Copies be sent to both the parties. 

Chandigarh





     
 ( P.K.Grover )

Dated: 05.06.2009


     
     

  Lt. Gen. (Retd.)






            
State Information Commissioner
