 lSTATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jagjit Singh, Numberdar,

Patti Ladhur, V.P.O. Ralla 

Tehsil & Distt. Mansa. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(SE),

Mansa. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 256/2008
ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Section Officer/PIO in person. 
Sh. Ashwani Kumar/PIO submits that information sought by the complainant in his original application dated 24.12.2007 has been provided to him by registered post on 4.2.2008. A similar case has already been disposed of in case No.599/08 dated 24.06.2008 in the Hon’ble Court of Ms. Rupan Deol Bajaj, SIC. Since Jagjit Singh, Numberdar is not present today it seems he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of.  





    











         


  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.08
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ravinder Singh

6-Joyti NGR, Ext.

Jalandhar.   
…..Complainant 
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, 

Jalandhar-I.    

….Respondent

C.C. NO.283 of 2008
ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Ravinder Singh, Complainant in person.
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Dealing Clerk on behalf of the Respondent. 
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Dealing Clerk is present who is not aware of the facts of the case. Since he is not the PIO or APIO, therefore, this is not considered a proper representation Therefore, the PIO is directed to be personally present at the next date of hearing to explain the defiance of the directions of the Commission by sending a clerk who is not designated  to appear in this court. The complainant contends that no information has been provided to him so far. It is also directed that information should be provided to the complainant within 15 days and to file a compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing. 
The next date of hearing is 15.10.2008 at 2:30 P.M.







    











           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Smt. Sukhminder Kaur,

Dashmesh Nagar, Nasib

Market, Adda Dakha Mandi,

Mullanpur, Distt. Ludhiana. 

…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Naib Tehsildar,

Mullanpur.  

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 794 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Ms. Monika Goyal, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Tarvinder Kumar, Kanungo, Vinod Kumar & Nirdos Kumar on behalf of the Respondent. 



Ms. Sukhminder Kaur filed a complaint on 21.4.2008 that her original application dated 17.3.2008 has not been attended to. Information sought by her is related to mutation of Gurdeep Singh and Jasbir Singh.  All the 7 points are co-related to this mutation. Tarvinder Kumar, Kanungo is present and contends that the required information has been sent to the Complainant twice but has been returned. He presents the information to Monika Goyal who is representing Ms. Sukhminder Kaur.



In my view all the 7 points have been answered today in the court but Ms. Monika Goyal has requested for another date of hearing so that she can consult Ms. Sukhminder Kaur and point out any discrepancies. 
The next date of hearing is 20.10.2008 at 2:30 pm.








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Mohawa,

Kothi No.3, Mohini Park, 

Opp. Khalsa College, 

Amritsar.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Education Officer(S)

Ajnana Road, Amritsar. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 799 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Kuldeep Singh Mohawa, Complainant in person.


Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr.Asstt./PIO Respondent in person.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Mohawa is present today and contends that all information has been provided to him (sent by Peon) and he is satisfied. Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.   







    











(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

M/s Bhusan Gen.Storem

Bus Stand, Rampura, 

Phull.  

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman Departmental 

Selection Committee (Teaching)

Education Deptt. Punjab SCO 130-131,

Sector 34/A, Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO.806 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Bhushan Kumar, Complainant in person along with Ms. Monika Goyal, Advocate. 

None on behalf of the Respondent. 

Sh. Bhushan Kumar filed a complaint on 15.04.2008 that his original application dated 13.12.2007 has not been attended to. 

Information sought by him is regarding “what was the upper age of limit of teachers appointed in the year 1997.“
Today none has appeared on behalf of the Respondent. One more opportunity is granted to him.  It is also directed that PIO should be present at the next date of hearing .Information should be supplied to the complainant within 15 days and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the receipt of the information by the applicant as well as a copy of the information supplied for record of the Court. 
The next date of hearing is 20.10.08 at 2:30 pm.  





    











         



  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.08

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Satpal Gupta

# 212, Ward No.1B,

Sherpur Road, Near 

Dr. Gupta Hospital, 

Dhuri Distt. Sangrur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction(s)

Punjab, Schools Sec-17, 

Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

CC. NO. 832 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Satpal Gupta, Complainant in person and Sh. Dharam Pal along with complainant.


None on behalf of the Respondent.  



Sh. Satpal Gupta filed a complaint on 17.04.2008 that his original application dated 08.01.2008 has not been attended to. 

Information is regarding “Order of DPI and enquiry conducted.” No reply has been sent to the complainant so far and neither has any one appeared on behalf of the respondent today.  One more opportunity is granted and it is directed that PIO should be personally present at the next date. Information should be supplied to the complainant within 15 days and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the receipt of the information by the applicant as well as a copy of the information supplied for record of the Court. 


 The next date of hearing is 20.10.08 at 2:30 pm. 









           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurdass Ram Bansal,

R/o Lambi Gali,

Dhanaula, Distt. Barnala. 

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Barnala.

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 816 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Yashdev Saini, APIO/DRO on behalf of the Respondent.



Gurdass Ram Bansal filed a complaint on 20.04.08 that his original application dated 13.10.08 has not been attended to.



Today DRO, Barnala is present and contends that information has been provided to the complainant.  Since the complainant is not present today, it seems he is satisfied. Therefore, the case is hereby disposed of. 

  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. P.S.Bhogal,

# 305-B, Bloc, 

Rajguru Nagar, 

Ludhiana.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o (1) Circle Education Officer(SS) Nabha0
(2) DPI(S), Punjab, Chandigarh.

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 819 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Parminder S.Bhogal, Complainant in person.


None on behalf of the Respondent.  



Sh. Parminder S.Bhogal filed a complaint on 21.4.2008 that his original application dated 18.06.2007 has not been attended to. Information sought by him is:-

“1.
what are the various criteria followed by your department while fixing the seniority of the school cadre lecturers? If there are more than one factors. How much respective weight age is given to each one of these?

2. When was the latest seniority list (both for male and female lecturers), on the basis of which postings and promotions are being carried out, finalized by the department? Certified copy of the same containing date of joining/promotion in the cadre in each case may please be provided”. 



Some correspondence between the D.G. School Education, DPI Secondary, Chandigarh and CEO (Circle Education Officer) Nabha is presented in the court. The respondent has not provided information in the stipulated period and has also shown a callous attitude towards the spirit of the RTI Act, 2005. Therefore, the PIO is directed to supply all the information sought in the original letter dated 18.06.2007 to the complainant within 15 days and to file a compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the receipt of the information by the applicant as well as a copy of the information supplied for record of the Court. The information should be provided by the DG Secondary Government of Punjab Department of School Education since it was not transferred within 5 days as per Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005. It is also directed that all information should be provided free of cost since the consideration time has elapsed and PIO should be personally present at the next date of hearing for compliance of the order of the Commission.



The next date of hearing is 15.10.08 at 2:30 pm.








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ran Singh

R/o Vill. Barenka,

Tehsil Fazilka, Distt.

Ferozepur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 168  of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant and Respondent.

The complainant filed a complaint on 30.12.2007 received in the Commission on 22.01.2008 that his original application dated 08.11.2007 has not been attended to. This complaint was fixed for hearing on 01.09.2008 before the Commission.  Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  Another opportunity is granted to the parties to appear and present their case.  

The next date of hearing is 03.11.2008 at 2:30 P.M.
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Chaman Lal

Manwal Bagh,

P.O. Pathankot

Distt. Sangrur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Public Instruction(s),

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 828  of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant and Respondent.

The complainant filed a complaint on 20.04.2008 received in the Commission on 23.04.2008 that his original application dated 19.03.2008 has not been attended to. This complaint was fixed for hearing on 01.09.2008 before the Commission.  Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  Another opportunity is granted to the parties to appear and present their case.  

The next date of hearing is 03.11.2008 at 2:30 P.M.
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Vijay Kumar Lec.Commerce,

V.P.O. Chaunta, Distt.

Gurdaspur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Senior Secondary

School, Chaunta, Hoshiarpur. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 148  of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant and Respondent.

The complainant filed a complaint on 16.01.2008 received in the Commission on 17.01.2008 that his original application dated 14.12.2007 has not been attended to. This complaint was fixed for hearing on 01.09.2008 before the Commission.  Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  Another opportunity is granted to the parties to appear and present their case.  

The next date of hearing is 03.11.2008 at 2:30 P.M.
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Balkar Singh

Vill. & P.O. Mamoon,

Tehsil Pathankot Distt.

Gurdaspur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o (1) Sub Divisional Magistrate, Pathankot

(2) Tehsildar Pathankot 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 305  of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant and Respondent.

The complainant filed a complaint on 24.01.2006 received in the Commission on 08.02.2008 that his original application dated 16.08.2007 has not been attended to. This complaint was fixed for hearing on 01.09.2008 before the Commission.  Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  Another opportunity is granted to the parties to appear and present their case.  

The next date of hearing is 03.11.2008 at 2:30 P.M.
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Balraj Bansal,

H.No.B-XI/822

Street No.6, K-C Road,

Barnala.

…..Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur. 
….Respondent

A.C. NO. 47 of 2008

ORDER 

Present: -
Sh. Balraj Bansal, Appellant in person.

None on behalf of the Respondent. 



In the earlier order dated 23.7.2008, the respondent had requested for another date of hearing which was granted. It is pointed out that at the next date of hearing only a person of a rank of APIO or PIO should be present in the court. None has appeared on behalf of the Respondent which is an attitude of defiance to the mandate of the statute and against the directions of the order of the Commission. One more opportunity is granted to the PIO and it is also directed that he should be personally present at the next date of hearing.



In his original application dated 09.10.2007, Balraj Bansal had sought information regarding “rectification of Anomaly in office order No.378/EA dated 16.08.2007”. When no response was received within the stipulated period he filed his first appeal with the appellate authority on 21.11.2008 since the reply received by him was incomplete. Therefore, he went in for a second appeal with the Commission. Not only is the behaviour of the respondent callous and insubordinate but the respondent has also failed to supply the information malafidely and without any reasonable cause. Therefore, the PIO is also directed to supply the information sought by the respondent within 20 days and to file a compliance report in t he Commission on the next date of hearing. 


The next date of hearing is 01.10.2008 at 2:30 P.M.








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Smt. Suman Sharma,

Wd/o Sh. Sunil Dutt,

# 133, W. No. 4, Morinda, 

Ropar. `

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar. 
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1904 of 2008

ORDER 



Vide my order dated 07.07.2008, the judgement on the question of imposition penalty under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005, upon the Respondent (PIO) was reserved.

2.

The application for information in the instant case was made on 25.08.2007.  It is recorded in my order dated 20.02.2008 that the information as demanded by the Complainant stands satisfactorily supplied.  Since, there is a delay of about five months in marking the information available to the Complainant, she prayed for imposition of penalty upon the Respondent under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005.  Accordingly, the Respondent i.e. Sh. Harsimran Singh, Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib was, vide my order dated 31.03.2008, called upon to show cause why penalty be not imposed on him.  The case was adjourned to 28.04.2008. On 28.04.2008, none appeared on behalf of the PIO.  However, a letter was received from the PIO requesting for a fresh date on the please that he was busy with election duty.  Accordingly, the case was adjourned to 19.05.2008.  On 19.05.2008 also none appeared on behalf of the Respondent and again letter was received from the PIO seeing adjournment on the plea that he had been appointed as an election             officer for Panchayat elections.  The case was, therefore, adjourned to 07.07.2008.  

….2

On 07.07.2008, Sh. Surjit Singh, Asstt. Officer Kanungo appeared on behalf of the Respondent and again requested for a fresh date stating that the Respondent (PIO) was busy with the work of compilation of voter lists for the ensuing assembly elections.  No reply to the show cause notice was filed.
3.
Perusal of the records of the case leaves no matter of doubt that the Respondent (PIO) namely Sh. Harsimran Singh, Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib has been avoiding to appear before the Commission to answer the show cause under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005.  Despite a number of opportunities, he has not cared even to send a reply to the show cause.  His attitude, to say the least, is defiant.  In the absence of any written explanation from him for the delay occurring in supply of information, the only inference that can be drawn is that there is no valid reason with the Respondent (PIO) for the delay caused in supplying the information.  In these circumstances, I am left with no option but to impose a suitable penalty upon him under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005 for the delay in supplying the information. Since, the delay is approximately of about 150 days, imposition of penalty maximum penalty of Rs. 25,000/- would be justified.  I order accordingly.  The respondent (PIO) namely Sh. Harsimran Singh, Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib is directed to deposit the amount of penalty in the Government Treasury within one week from the receipt of a copy of this order.

4.

To come up on 20.10.2008 for confirmation of compliance. 

5.

 Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  Copy of the order be sent to the Respondent (PIO) by name and through registered post. 


Sd/-








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. Madhur Tayal,

Deptt. of Forensic Medicine,

Government Medical College,

Patiala (Punjab).

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Government 

Medical College Amritsar (Pb.)
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2327 of 2008

ORDER 



Vide my order dated 14.7.2008, I had directed the Respondent to send the draft of Rs.2000/- (the amount representing the compensation awarded) to the Complainant by registered post. The Respondent agreed to do so. 

2.

No communication has been received from the Complainant stating that the amount of compensation has not been received by him. It is thus presumed that the compensation awarded has been received by the Complainant. The complaint, therefore, disposed of and closed.  








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated 01.09.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Sh. K.L.Malhotra,

Chief Editor, Anand Puri,

Noorwala Road, 

Gurdwara Wali Gali,

Ludhiana.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.
….Respondent

C.C. NO. 2125 of 2008

ORDER 



Arguments on the question of imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 were heard on 09.07.2008 and the judgment was reserved.
2.

It has been recorded in the order dated 19.05.2008 that the information demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him to his satisfaction. He however, stated that there was inordinate delay in supplying the information and therefore, the Respondent PIO deserves to be penalized under Section 20. Application for information in this case was filed on 06.07.2007 and complaint before the Commission was preferred on 23.11.2007. There is indisputably a delay in supplying the information which can by no means be described as negligible. An affidavit dated 08.07.2008, has been filed by the Respondent PIO (Mr. Chander Gaind, PCS) giving reasons which lead to the delay in supplying the information. According to this affidavit, the information demanded by the Complainant was quite voluminous and, therefore, good deal of time was consumed in compiling the same. It has also been submitted that Ludhiana is a very populous city and there is great rush of work in the office of the District Transport Officer. The affidavit further states that the office has also to deal with the High Court cases as well as work related to traffic challans. There is shortage of staff and, therefore, some delay in t he supply of information is inevitable.

3.

Going through the affidavit leaves the impression that the Respondent PIO is surely hard pressed for time as he has to attend to multifarious duties. Even though the PIO cannot be faulted for the delay occurring in serving the information request, the systemic deficiencies existing in the office of the DTO, Ludhiana stare one in the face. Quite obviously, adequate mechanism for serving the RTI requests has not been put in place by the Respondent Public Authority. It is, therefore, a fit case for awarding compensation to the Complainant u/s 19(8)(b) for the loss and detriment suffered by him on account of the delay in the supply of information. I, accordingly, award a compensation of Rs.5000/- (Rupees Five Thousand Only) to the Complainant which shall be paid by the office of the DTO, Ludhiana/Public Authority. 

4.

Insofar as the question of imposition of penalty under section 20, RTI Act is concerned, I am of the view that there is no deliberate delay on the part of the Respondent PIO in supplying the information. He has been thwarted more by the lack of proper facilities/data management systems in the office rather than by any delinquency/tardiness on his part. I, therefore, reject the prayer for imposition of penalty on him. 

5.

The amount of compensation awarded hereinabove shall be paid by the DTO’s office to the Complainant within one week from the date of receipt of a copy of this order. 

6.

To come up for confirmation for compliance on 24.09.2008. Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh


Dated, September 01. 2008
