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

Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh,

# 1676, Phase-3-B-2,

Mohali.

         …………………………….Appellant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o DPI (SE), Pb,

Chandigarh.

……………………………..Respondent

   AC No. 329  of 2008
Present:

(i) Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh, the Appellant


(ii) Sh. Avtar Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard


2.
Appellant states that he sought information from the PIO, O/o DPI (SE) vide his application dated 14.01.08. He further states that Respondent has provided incomplete information in spite of nine hearings in the Commission. Respondent states that information as available in the record has already been provided to the Appellant and no other information is available in their office.

3.
During various hearings, it transpires that sought for information is provided by different  PIOs in the office of the DPI(SE).  Nodal PIO has also written to Deputy Director (Secondary Education), Establishment branch 1, 2, 3   Service branch 1 & 2 and Record section to provide the information. As the PIOs were unable to provide the information, they were directed to file an affidavit in this regard.

4.
Dr. Ajmer Singh, Deputy Director was directed to file an affidavit regarding non-availability of prints of type writing machines collected in the year 2003 in connection with fake transfer orders.  He has submitted that prints collected were of only few type writing machines, which were too insufficient to identify the culprit as such it was found to be of no use to keep those prints in the record. 
5.
Sh. Sukhminder Singh, PCS, Director, Administration submitted that as the record was not traceable. Smt. Surinder Kataria was appointed as an enquiry officer by the DPI. After conducting the enquiry, she has given her findings that transfer record pertaining to the year 2003 is not available in the establishment branch. She has concluded in her inquiry report that since 
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transfers were not done by the establishment branch as such there is no possibility of availability of the record with the concerned branch.

6.
Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director submitted in his affidavit that record relating to item No.  2, 3, 4, 5, 13 and 20 is not available in the office.

7.
In the aforementioned circumstances, I am of the considered view that no useful purpose would be served by prolonging this matter any further. Whatever information was available with the O/o DPI has already been supplied. The Complainant could not prove that the remaining information demanded by the Appellant is still available with the DPI.  

8.
It is not one of those cases where any single individual / PIO is responsible for the sorry state of affairs prevailing in the department in the matter of maintenance of records.  The flaws are systemic in nature.  Successive officers/officials of the office have undoubtedly been remiss in the proper discharge of their duties.  Had the office been properly managed and administered, the maintenance and preservation of   record would have been given due priority and attention. The public authority, therefore, has been clearly remiss in the discharge of its functions. This has resulted in much avoidable inconvenience and hardship to the Appellant. He is, therefore, entitled to be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) RTI Act 2005 for the loss and detriment suffered by him.  In the circumstances, I am of the view that ends of justice would be met if a sum of Rs.5000/- (Rupees Five thousand only) is awarded to the Appellant as compensation for the delay and harassment  suffered by him in getting the information.  I order accordingly.

8.
The Respondent shall pay the compensation to the Appellant within one week of the receipt of this order. To come up for confirmation of compliance on 29.10.09 (2.00 PM). Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
.
Sd/- 
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakhvir Singh,

S/o Sh. Mohinder Singh,

VPO-Jadhwal, Tehsil-Samrala,

Distt- Ludhiana.

…………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o SDM,

Samrala.

………………………………..Respondent

        

CC No. 1230 of 2009


Present:
(i) Sh. Lakhvir Singh, the Complainant


(ii) None is present on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. No further action is required.

3.
Disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Mohan,

General Secretary,

National Federation of the Blind,

Pb, Branch, 4 (R), Dogra Basti,

Faridkot.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o DPI (Schools), Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

        

CC No. 2864 of 2008


Present:
(i) Sh. Rejesh Mohan, the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Baldev Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER


Heard
2.
Complainant states that he has received most of the information and is satisfied. He further states that complete information relating to ME- Branch and Vocational Branch has not been provided. Respondent states that the pending information will be provided to the complete before the next date of hearing.
3.
Adjourned to 22.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceeding. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Onkar Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjan Singh,

29-A, Prem Nagar,

Bhadson Road, Patiala.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Sangrur.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1883/2009
Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER


Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present. It is presumed that sought for information has been received by the Complainant. No further action is required.

2.
The case is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gursharan Singh,

# 133-L, Chandigarh Road,

Near Namdev Mandir, Khanna.

 …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer,

(Elementary) Pb, Ludhiana.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1868/2009
Present:
(i) Sh. Gursharan Singh, the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Ranjit singh, PIO-cum-Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent  
ORDER


Heard


2.
Complainant states that with reference to his application dated 20.04.09 part of the information was provided after 59 days and complete information was provided  after 86 days.

3.
In view of the above, the Respondent is directed to show cause as to why action should not be taken against him for not providing the information in time as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005 and as to why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment suffered by him in getting the information..
4.
Adjourned to 29.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagir Singh,

S/o Sh. Sundar Singh,

Vill- Bhandher, P.O-Pulltibri,

Tehsil & Distt-Gurdaspur.
         …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Gurdaspur.
……………………………..Respondent

   CC No. 3098 of 2008

Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

2.
Complainant sought information from Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Patwari, Halqa Village
 Bhanolher, Tehsil and Distt- Gurdaspur.

3.
In the hearing dated 21.04.2009, Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Patwari stated that as per record, the information was sent by Kanungo on 20.11.2008 to Tehsildar, Gurdaspur and which was received in the O/o Tehsildar at serial No.169 of the receipt book, as no information was provided by the Tehsildar. He was directed to be personally present on 03.06.2009 alongwith the complete information. In the hearing dated 03.06.2009, it was observed that inspite of the order of the Commission neither the Tehsildar nor his representative attended the hearing. One more opportunity was granted to the Tehsildar to provide the information and be personally present on 03.07.2009 in the Commission.

4.
In the hearing dated 03.07.2009, it was observed that in spite of the directions of the Commission Tehsildar,  Gurdaspur failed to attend the hearing, he was issued a show cause notice and was granted an opportunity for personal hearing on 21.08.2009.
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5.
Tehsildar vide his letter No.1733D/MC-1 dated 03.08.2009 informed that sought for information was provided vide letter No.812 dated 31.03.2009. The hearing dated 21.08.2009 was changed to 28.08.2009. In the hearing dated 26.08.2009, it was again observed that Tehsildar, Gurdaspur did not appear in response to the directions of the Commission nor has submitted any reply in response to the show cause notice issued to him in the hearing dated 03.07.2009.
6.
It is observed that the supply of information to the Complainant was completed after more than six months, Tehsildar, Gurdaspur has not shown any cause for the delay in supply of information despite two opportunities to do so. I am, therefore, left with no option but consider the imposition of penalty with the benefit the reply by the PIO concerned.  
7.
In view of the non compliance of the direction of Commission for not supplying the reply to the show cause notice, Tehsildar Gurdaspur is directed to pay Rs. 10,000/- (Ten Thousand Only) as penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005. This penalty is to be recovered from the salary of Tehsildar, Gurdaspur. Tehsildar, Gurdaspur is directed to deposit Rs.10,000/- (Ten Thousand Only) in the State Treasury within ten days of the date of receipt of this order. In case he fails to do this, the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur is hereby directed to ensure that the amount of penalty is recovered from the pay of Tehsildar, Gurdaspur and deposited in the State Treasury. And after the recovery of the amount of penalty from the salary of Tehsildar and its deposit in the State Treasury, the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur shall sent necessary intimation to the Commission.
8.
Adjourned to 22.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

CC: Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gursharan Singh,

# 133-L, Chandigarh Road,

Near Namdev Mandir,

Khanna.
 …………………………….Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (Elementary),

Ludhiana.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1762 of 2009

Present: 
(i) Sh. Gursharan Singh, the Complainant 



(ii) Sh. Ranjit Singh, PIO-cum-Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent 

ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant has sought information on three points. For item no. 1, Respondent states that information is to be provided by Sh. Nahar Singh, Suptd. For item No. 2, Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied. For item No. 3, Respondent states that this information is again to be provided by Sh. Nahar Singh.

3.
Since, the information sought by the Complainant is to be provided by Sh. Nahar Singh, Suptd., he is treated as deemed PIO. Sh. Nahar Singh  is directed to provided the sought for information to the Complainant as demanded by him in his application for information before the n ext date of hearing. He is also directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing. 
4.
Adjourned to 29.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

H.No. 50/30-A,

Ramgali, N.W,Bagh,

Ludhiana.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secy., to Govt., of Pb,

Finance Deptt, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

        

CC No. 1132 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf Complainant.

(ii) Sh. Gurbant Singh, Sr. Asstt. and Smt. Ranjit Kaur, Sr. Asstt. on behalf 
of the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

2.
As directed during the hearing dated 13.08.2009, Complainant had provided list of cases/judgments by Hon’ble Supreme Court and Punjab and Haryana High Court to the Respondent. Respondent is directed to provide the copy of notings, if any, considered for generalization by the Punjab Govt. as per list furnished to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

3.
Adjourned to 23.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

H.No. 50/30-A,

Ramgali, N.W,Bagh,

Ludhiana.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Secy., to Govt., of Pb,

Finance Deptt, Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 1133 of 2009
Present:
(i) None is present on behalf Complainant.


(ii) Sh. Gurbant Singh, Sr. Asstt and Smt. Ranjit Kaur, Sr. Asstt. on behalf 

of the Respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Respondent states that out of the five items of information sought by the Complainant, information on items 1, 2, 4 & 5 has already been supplied. He further states that information regarding item No. 3 pertains to the Education department therefore, a request has been sent to Education department for providing the information so that the same be supplied to the Applicant.  Respondent is directed to provide complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
4.
Adjourned to 23.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Niranjan Singh,

S/o Sh. Jagat Singh,

R/o H.No. 3497, Sector-38/D,

Chandigarh.

…………………………….Complainant 

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer,

(Secondary Education), Patiala.

………………………………..Respondent

        

CC No. 2847 of 2008
Present:
(i)Sh. Niranjan Singh, the Complainant 
(ii) Smt. Manjeet Kaur, Suptd. O/o Distt. Education Officer, Patiala and Sh. Baldev Singh, Sr. Asstt, O/o DPI (SE), Chandigarh
ORDER


Heard.

2.
Complainant states that he has not been provided with a copy of the letter No. 5/1-75 regarding appointment of Motor mechanic on the adhoc basis. During the last hearing, Representative of DPI, Pb was directed to trace this letter from the service book of the other candidates appointed on adhoc basis as motor mechanic during the same period.
3.
In today hearing, it is observed that no serious efforts have been made by the PIO O/o DPI to trace this letter. PIO O/o DPI is again directed to trace this letter and information be provided to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 

4.
Adjourned to 29.10.09 (2.00 PM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 18th  Sept. 2009

