STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(0172-2697982)

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector 39-B,

Chandigarh 







…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 





…Respondent 

C.C. No. 2194 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Sr. Asstt. (98722-64476)



Copy of a letter dated 31.08.2010 from Registrar, Education Deptt. addressed to Sh. Jagjit Singh has been received, which states: 
“Copy of orders dated 19.07.2010 and 15.07.2010 passed by Hon’ble State Information Commission, CC No. 2194/07,  1616/08 and 3134/08 are sent herewith and you are required to deposit the amount of penalty as per the decision of the Court, as under: 

	S. No.
	CC No.
	Amount of Penalty (`)

	1
	2194/2007 OP Gulati vs. PIO
	14,000/-

	2
	1616/2008 OP Gulati vs. PIO
	5,500/-

	3
	3134/2008 Geeta Rani vs. PIO
	7,000/-

	
	Total
	26,500/-


Amount of `26,500/- (Rupees Twenty six thousand five hundred as above) be deposited without delay under intimation to the Commission, otherwise this amount shall be recovered from the gratuity payable to you.” 



Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati also submits a letter dated 08.09.2010 which states:










Contd…..2/-

-:2:-

“1.
That the orders dated 19.07.2010 are wrong, malafide, illegal, misleading, irrational, invalid, arbitrary and against the principle of equity and good conscious.   It is mentioned in sec. 18(i) of RTI Act that ‘It is the duty of State Information Commission to receive and inquire into complaint from any person: -

(e) who believes that he or she has been given in complete, misleading or false information under the Act.’


Thus there is no discretion which has been exercised on 19.07.2010.  It is also wrongly stated therein that the Commissioner has gone into each point in her orders dated 22.04.2010 to where no such thing has been done and even does not mention application dated 19.03.2010 (against orders dated 17.03.2010) for which no notice was ever given to respondent.  Facts were reiterated in application to CIC upon which orders dated 21.06.2010 were issued to take the case with same bench but I was not heard. 
2.
That regarding penalty, it is stated in orders dated 22.02.2010 that present PIO Sh. Y.P. Manvi joined on 03.11.2009 is not aware of the objection pointed out by the compliant in the  information supplied and he was asked to supply complete information.  But on 17.03.2010, he was asked to write in hand then and there regarding information as she wanted to finish the case and he stated on 19.-07.2010 that he wrote on the basis of previous PIO’s letter dated 20.05.2008, which has not been recorded and he provided names of other PIOs before him only up to 21.07.2009. Thus he has been shielded for penalty w.e.f. 03.11./2009 till date viz. very person at fault was asked to give names of other defaulter leaving himself which shows how much influence he has on the concerned Commissioner.”


Sh. Gulati also requested for transfer of this case to some other bench.  He was advised that it was not within the purview of the Commissioner and in case he is not satisfied, he could approach the competent authority for the same.



Copy of another letter dated 20.08.2010 has also been received which is addressed to Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali by the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-1) wherein she has been directed to deposit the amount of penalty –`11,000/- in this case, and attend the hearing in the Commission on 08.09.2010.  Letter dated 06.09.2010 received from Ms. Surjit Kaur states that she is unable to attend the hearing today as she has to for medical check up and is on leave today.  She has further sought more time to put up her defence in the case.









Contd……3/-

-:3:-



Therefore, as directed in the order dated 19.07.2010, the amount of penalty i.e. `25,000/- should be recovered and deposited in the government treasury within a period of one month and copy of receipted challan(s) be submitted to the Commission. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. O.P. Gulati,

# 1024/1, Sector: 39-B,

Chandigarh.





                    
  ---Complainant

Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o(1) Director of Public Instructions(S),

 
SCO: 95-97, Sector: 17-D, Chandigarh.


 2.
Secretary School Education, Punjab

  
Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.                        
    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1616 of 2008

ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Sr. Asstt. (98722-64476)

 

Copy of a letter dated 31.08.2010 from Registrar, Education Deptt. addressed to Sh. Jagjit Singh has been received, which states: 

“Copy of orders dated 19.07.2010 and 15.07.2010 passed by Hon’ble State Information Commission, CC No. 2194/07,  1616/08 and 3134/08 are sent herewith and you are required to deposit the amount of penalty as per the decision of the Court, as under: 

	S. No.
	CC No.
	Amount of Penalty (`)

	1
	2194/2007 OP Gulati vs. PIO
	14,000/-

	2
	1616/2008 OP Gulati vs. PIO
	5,500/-

	3
	3134/2008 Geeta Rani vs. PIO
	7,000/-

	
	Total
	26,500/-


Amount of `26,500/- (Rupees Twenty six thousand five hundred as above) be deposited without delay under intimation to the Commission, otherwise this amount shall be recovered from the gratuity payable to you.” 



Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati also submits a letter dated 08.09.2010 which states:










Contd…..2/-

-:2:-

“1.
That the orders dated 19.07.2010 are wrong, malafide, misleading etc. as stated in para 1 above regarding the other case.  The order dated 22.02.2010 states that there are present PIO is still confused as far as information is concerned and present PIO is not aware of the proceedings and directions were given to give complete information by next date of hearing. On 17.03.2010, he was not present as I waited for him outside after bench and by the time we entered, it was intimated by the Commissioner that the concerned Supdt. Office of the Education Secretary had come earlier and on his verbal statement that inquiry was pending regarding their missing files and dictation was given to close the case. On my protest, the Commission tried to get telephone of him from Sh. Manvi but he did not provide it.  Full facts are given in applications dated 19.03.2010 (upon which not notice has been issued to respondents).  So it is wrongly stated in orders dated 17.03.2010 that Sh. Manvi gave in writing that information has been provided.   There is no such letter neither copy supplied to me nor information provided except some pages of noting as stated in application dated 21.05.2010. 
2.
That the order dated 19.07.2010 is also wrong regarding penalty as on 27.01.2010, Educate Secretary and DPI’s offices PIOs were fined Rs. 10,000/-  It is also stated in orders that Sh. Manvi joined on 03.11.2010.  It is stated that on 02.12.2009, 27.01.2009 and 22.02.2010, he was PIO but he has been left scot free rather whose names he gave up to 21.07.2009 have been penalized leaving himself and PIO of Education Secretary.  Thus very person at fault was made judge in his own case and others.  This shows how much influence he has on the present Commissioner.

Thus there is hardly any justification to continue the case with present Commissioner as she has no capacity and behaviour to get information, penalize real defaulters and give compensation.  It ought to be transferred to some other Commissioner and start the case w.e.f. 17.03.2010 under section 18-A of RTI Act and serve notice on respondent of application dated 19.03.2010 as orders w.e.f. 17.03.2010 are fraud on RTI Act.  It is improper to continue the case with present Commissioner as petition has been filed with His Excellence the Governor of Punjab against her.  Justice should not only be done but shown to be done.”










Contd…..3/-

-:3:-



Sh. Gulati also requested for transfer of this case to some other bench.  He was advised that it was not within the purview of the Commissioner and in case he is not satisfied, he could approach the competent authority for the same.



Copy of another letter dated 20.08.2010 has also been received which is addressed to Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO (EE) Mohali by the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-1) wherein she has been directed to deposit the amount of penalty –`4,500/- in this case, and attend the hearing in the Commission on 08.09.2010.  Letter dated 06.09.2010 received from Ms. Surjit Kaur states that she is unable to attend the hearing today as she has to for medical check up and is on leave today.  She has further sought more time to put up her defence in the case.



Therefore, as directed in the order dated 19.07.2010, the amount of penalty i.e. `10,000/- should be recovered and deposited in the government treasury within a period of one month and copy of receipted challan(s) be submitted to the Commission. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sudesh Kumar

s/o Sh. Dasaundhi Ram

B-1, 1422,

Ram Nagar,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ludhiana



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2555/2010
ORDER
Present:
Complainant Sh. Sudesh Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar, ADTO (98726-30545)



In the instant case, complainant, vide his application dated 30.03.2010, sought the following information: 



“Regarding L/L No. 114466 Jan. 2006

Supporting documents attached with the above L/L issuance application.”


Respondent submits that they are in possession of the register containing the details of the above said learner’s licence, file pertaining to the same is not traceable and may be it is destroyed / damaged during floods when rain waters entered their premises.  Therefore, copies of the documents submitted in the file cannot be provided.  He further suggests that they will get in touch with the person who was issued the said licence and obtain the copies of the documents attached with his learner’s licence file.



In my opinion, information sought by the complainant is third party but the DTO Ludhiana does not seem to be aware of denying the third party information being invasion on privacy.  ADTO is advised that in future, they should be careful in dealing with the RTI queries under Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005.



Respondent submits that as the rain water entered their office building, many records including the file of this case have been destroyed or damaged.  Complainant states that even if there are floods, information 









Contd…….2/-

-:2:-

should be available and seeks direction for an FIR against the custodian of the records.   It is advised that in case no evidence is recorded about the destruction of the records in the floods, then an FIR should be got registered.   ADTO has no answer regarding the destruction of file(s) due to floods (no diary number is mentioned in the destruction of the file).


Complete information should be provided to the complainant before the next date of hearing.



To come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.

2.
Public Information Officer,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

Chandigarh.   





 …Respondents
AC- 685/2010
ORDER
Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar, ADTO (98726-30545)



In the instant case, appellant, vide his application dated 07.11.2009, sought the following information: 

“1.
Details of fine recovered during last two series due to delay beyond the prescribed period for new regular registration from the temporary registration.

2.
If a vehicle is not registered for one month from the date of purchase, all DTOs are charging fine except your office.  If no fine is provided in the Motor Vehicle Act, is there not any rule or section in the Act according to which minimum fine is to be imposed?

3.
If there is delay in motor vehicle tax for a commercial vehicle from 01.04.2008 to 31.03.2009, what is the fine to be paid / recovered?

4.
Can a nine seater (including the driver) vehicle be got registered by payment of lump sum tax for plying up to the factory?”


However, when no response was received, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 16.04.2010.  Again when no response has been received, the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 12.08.2010. 









Contd…..2/-
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Appellant Sh. Jasbir Singh informed the office telephonically that he will be late due to transport problem.   ADTO spoke to the appellant over the telephone and he was advised that information on point no. 1 is pending. 



ADTO assured the Commission that this information would be provided to the appellant when he visits their office the next day.  With this, the appellant is satisfied and wishes the case to be disposed of.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
Sh. Jasbir Singh, appellant came present after the hearing.  He has been informed of the proceedings in today’s hearing. 








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Ferozepur.

2.
Public Information Officer,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.  
  





…..Respondents
AC- 686/2010
ORDER
Present:
Appellant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person. 


For the respondent: Sh. Ravinder Singh, clerk (99885-98434)



In this case, vide his application dated 10.09.2009, appellant had sought the following information: 

“1.
Action taken by you on the letter no. P(P-2)/30418-28 dated 15.09.2006.

2
How many driving schools are there in the district?  Their names and addresses.

3.
Which schools are authorized to impart training for HTVs and how many are authorized for LTVs?

4.
How many certificates have been issued by these schools? Details thereof.

5.
Name and model of the vehicles used by these schools for the training?

6.
Whether tax at commercial rate is charged on the commercial vehicles used for training?

7.
Checking report of these schools in the year 2009.

8.
Are all these schools running as per provisions of Section 24 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1989?”










Contd…..2/-
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However, when no response was received, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 24.04.2010.  Again when no response has been received, the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 12.08.2010. 



Complete information has been provided to the appellant in the presence of the court.  


Therefore, 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: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98880-10800)

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal,

P.O – Ramgarh,

Distt- Ludhiana 






     …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Kapurthala.



2.
Public Information Officer,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.  

                                     

…..Respondents
AC- 687/2010
ORDER
Present:
Appellant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Rajbir Singh, DRO-cum-APIO (98726-67001) and Amit Narula, Section Officer.



Appellant, vide his application dated 30.07.2009, sought the following information: 

“1.
Action taken by you on the letter no. P(P-2)/30418-28 dated 15.09.2006.

2
How many driving schools are there in the district?  Their names and addresses.

3.
Which schools are authorized to impart training for HTVs and how many are authorized for LTVs?

4.
How many certificates have been issued by these schools? Details thereof.

5.
Name and model of the vehicles used by these schools for the training?

6.
Whether tax at commercial rate is charged on the commercial vehicles used for training?

7.
Checking report of these schools in the year 2009.

8.
Are all these schools running as per provisions of Section 24 of the Central Motor Vehicle Rules 1989?”



However, when no response was received, he filed an appeal with the First Appellate Authority on 16.04.2010.    However, DTO Kapurthala, vide letter No. 716/DTO/KPT dated 21.05.2010 supplied the information to the complainant / appellant.  Not satisfied with the same, the instant second appeal has been filed with the Commission on 12.08.2010. 










Contd….2/-

-:2:-



Respondent submitted copy of a letter dated 06.09.2010 addressed to the complainant, which reads: 

“This is in continuation to this office letter no. 716/DTO/KPT dated 21.05.2010.
In response to the notice of hearing No. 687/10 received from the Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab, the matter is clarified in seriatim, as under: 

1.
Regarding information of point no. 1, you were advised to forward a copy of the letter dated 15.09.2006 which has not been provided so far.

2.
Addresses of the schools as entered in the record have already been sent to you.

3.
Complete details have already been sent. 

4.
In 2009, approx. 16800 certificates were issued by the schools.  Upon receipt of requisite fee @ `2/- per copy, complete records shall be made available to you.
5.
The relevant information has not been received from the concerned schools.  The same will be supplied as soon as it is received.

6.
Complete information has already been sent to you and rates of tax clarified.

7.
On this point, it is informed that the checking report is pending, and this point has already been clarified.

8.
Relevant information has already been supplied to you.”



Appellant states that incomplete information has been provided.


Directions are given that complete and relevant information should be provided to the appellant within a week’s time. 



To come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(90417-78043)

Kanwar Naresh Sodhi 

s/o Sh. Tikka Atamjit Singh Sodhi

# 17, Gulmohar Avenue,

Dhakoli, N.A..C. Zirakpur,

Mohali (Pb)







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Collector,

Ferozepur



                                    
…..Respondent

CC- 2568/2010
ORDER
Present:
Complainant Kanwar Naresh Sodhi in person. 


None for the respondent.



Complainant, vide his application dated 23.06.2010 sought the following information: 

“Copies of the form Anulag-II (Annexure II) of assets declared by the members and Sarpanches of the following Gram Panchayats (1) Mare Khurd; (2) Maghar Singh wali; (3) Kalle Wali; (4) Jhawla; (5) Bohrian; (6) Sahan Ke; (7) Labh Singh wali; (8) Jawi Singh wali.”


Complainant states that he met the Collector Sh. K.K. Yadav who advised him to deposit the requisite fee of `140/- to get the copies of the documents.  He further states that he deposited a sum of `140/- on 23.06.2010.



Copy of a letter dated 10.08.2010 from the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Ferozepur addressed to the complainant states: 

“Your request for information under the RTI Act was received in this office on 02.07.2010.  As the record pertaining to relevant information was not available, vide office letter no. 2223-24 dated 06.07.2010, your request was sent to the Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Development) Ferozepur and Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Guru Har Sahai and a copy of the same was sent to you vide letter no. 2225-26 dated 06.07.2010.  The said offices have informed that the information does not relate to their offices.  It is to inform you that information pertains to elections and the documents sought by you have been deposited along with the election records.







Contd…..2/-





-:2:-

 Therefore, the information sought by you under the RTI Act cannot be provided.”
 

Copy of another letter dated 16.08.2010 from the PIO Ferozepur to the complainant states: 

“In this connection, you have already been informed direct by the Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer, Ferozepur vide letter no. 2952-53 dated 10.08.2010 that records pertaining to elections have been deposited and hence the information cannot be supplied.   This finally disposes of your letter dated 23.06.2010.”



Complainant states that neither of the two letters has been received by him till date.   It is surprising that as per the statement of the complainant, he had already deposited an amount of `140/- with the Collectorate and this was done at the behest of the Collector.  According to the letters narrated above, information is no longer available and the application of the compliant has been disposed of.   The above two statements are contradictory to each other. 


Directions are given to the PIO office of Collector, Ferozepur to provide information on receipt of order of the Commission.  In case it is not provided, explanation should be provided to the Commission by the next hearing.



To come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kamaljit Sharma

s/o Sh. Suresh Kumar Sharma

R/o Hargobindpura Basti,

College Road,

Sangrur.







        …Appellant

VERSUS

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (Sec), 

Sangrur

2.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Rationalization Circle Education Officer,

Patiala Circle, Nabha. 




  …Respondents

A.C. No. 138 & 139 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Ajaib Singh, Jr. Asstt. (93577-37972), Ms. Balwant Kaur, Former DEO and Ms. Gurmit Kaur Dhaliwal



In the earlier hearing order dated 26.07.2010, it was stated that a writ petition had been filed before the Hon’ble High Court which was fixed for hearing on 12.08.2010.  


Respondent present today states that the writ petition is now scheduled for hearing on 15.10.2010.  



As the matter is now pending in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in a writ petition, the case is hereby adjourned sine die.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 3
2-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Satnam Singh

S/o S. Nazar Singh,

Bungalow No. 158, 

Katcheri Road,

Near Khalsa Gurudwara, 

Ferozepur Cantt

…Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.






          
    …Respondent

CC No. 2221/08

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
Sh. G.L. Bajaj, advocate, counsel for Tej Singh, Tehsildar (Retd)-cum-APIO



Sh. G.L. Bajaj is present on behalf of Sh. Tej Singh, Tehsildar-cum-APIO who has since retired and submits that he only has a copy of the order dated 19.08.2010 and has no knowledge of the rest of the orders related to this case.  Therefore, he has been advised to examine the file in the Commission and the orders which are in any case available on the website of the Commission. 



Directions are also given to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur to let the representative of respondent Sh. Tej Singh to study the case in the office.



Penalty to be levied will be decided after the reply to the show cause notice from Sh. Tej Singh has been received. 



To come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94648-36699)

Sh. Kulvinder Singh Saini,

H. No. HL-216, Phase I,

Mohali.







   …Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

S.K.R College of Physical Education,

Bhagoo Majra,

Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.







…Respondent

CC- 1068/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Kulvinder Singh Saini in person. 


For the respondent: Sh. Harbans Singh, Supdt. (97798-50075)



During the course of hearing, I have come to the conclusion that respondent is un-cooperative, has not provided full information or followed directions of the Commission.  



Name of the PIO has been wrongly written as Sh. M.P. Singh in the show cause notice issued vide earlier order dated 19.08.2010 whereas it is Sh. Bhupinder Singh.  However in the same order, designation of the PIO is written as Principal-cum-PIO of SKR College of Physical Education.  He was directed to be present today. A letter has been received stating that due to admissions in the college, he cannot appear today.



In the next hearing even if there are examinations or admissions, the Principal-cum-PIO Sh. Bhupinder Singh shall appear in person.   Reply to the show cause notice should also be provided by the next hearing. 



So far as information is concerned, reason cited by the respondent is vague and does not justify the respondent’s submission of not providing the information.   One more opportunity is granted to provide complete information otherwise imposition of penalty and disciplinary action shall be initiated against the PIO.



Complainant has submitted that he does not need further information on point no. 1.   Therefore, except for point no. 1, all information be provided within a week’s time with compliance report to the Commission. 










Contd…..2/-

-:2:-



To come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Simran Kaur

w/o Sh. Manreet Singh Saini, 


9, Sawan Villa,

New Officers Colony West,

Patiala.







   …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o Collector Agrarian,

Patiala.







    …Respondent

C.C. No. 702 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO-cum-APIO, Sh. Narinder Singh, Senior Asstt. GC Branch, office of Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh and Sh. Gurmeet Singh, SDM, Patiala along with counsel Sh. Sukhjinder Singh.



Arguments heard.    Written submissions made have been taken on file.



The order will be pronounced on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana- 141 001


                         ---Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.
                                    ---Respondent

C.C. No. 1195 of 2009

ORDER

Reserved on: 25.08.2010

Pronounced in open court on: 08.09.2010



Arguments in this case were heard on 25.08.2010 and the order was reserved to be pronounced on 08.09.2010.



Point to be decided in this case is whether any penalty is leviable upon the respondent i.e. Sh. Kuldip Singh, Addl. D.C. (G) Ludhiana for the delay caused in supply of information.  In so far as supply of information is concerned, the same stands supplied on 10.08.2010 as admitted by the respondent / complainant himself.  However, there is a delay of 17 months in supply of information.  

 

The fact that information was supplied after 17 months is admitted on both the sides.  The only question is whether the delay caused is deliberate or it is a result of negligence on the part of the respondent PIO.  Respondent has filed an affidavit explaining his position.  The main plea of the respondent in this case as seen from his affidavit is that the delay caused in the instant case was not intentional or deliberate.  It is stated in the affidavit that information demanded by the complainant relates to 1984-riots and terrorism in Punjab which pertains to approximately 26 years old history and concerns 7 Sub-divisions i.e. Khanna, Payal, Samrala, Raikot, Jagraon, Ludhiana (East) and Ludhiana (West).  According to the deponent, the old records pertaining to this information were to be verified and searched by the officers and compiled by the office of the Deputy Commissioner.  According to him, this exercise was time consuming.  Therefore, the delay in providing the information is not deliberate and there are justifiable grounds which have resulted in the delay.  



I have considered explanation of the respondent.   It is seen that information had to be carved out from the voluminous records which pertained to seven sub-divisions and period of 26 years.  Still there is no justification for keeping the application pending for 17/18 months before the information was supplied. 
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In any case, without going into this matter any further, I feel that some token punishment is definitely called for as the delay caused by the respondent is not fully justified. I, therefore, impose a penalty of `5,000/- upon Sh. Kuldip Singh, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Ludhiana for the delay caused in supply of the information.   Directions are also given to him to supply the information to the information seeker within the stipulated period as per the RTI Act. 


The amount of penalty be deposited in the government treasury under the relevant head, within a period of month under intimation to the Commission. 



A copy of this order be also sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana to ensure compliance. 



For conformation of compliance, to come up on 11.10.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties. 








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


      State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(97802-62435)

Sh. M.R. Dubey

Advocate.

Secretary, Punjab State Anti Corruption & S.W. Org. of India,

Kothi No. 121-K, Lane No. 6,

Majitha Enclave, Patiala.





 …Complainant

Vs.

1. Punjab Nurses Registration Council


SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

2. Mrs. Kanta Devi, Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council, 

SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

…Respondents

CC No. 2495/08

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO and Ms. Sharda.



None of the directions given in the last order dated 25.08.2010 have been followed.   Dr. Jai Kishan, Director, Medical Education & Research was required to be present in today’s hearing.  It was also directed that in case Dr. Jai Kishan is on leave, Dr. A.S. Thind, Deputy Director should be present.  However, no one has bothered to intimate the Commission for the absence.  



One more opportunity is granted to Dr. Jai Kishan or Dr. A.S. Thind to look into the matter and sort out the controversy regarding duplicate permission letters being given vide letter dated 23.08.2010. 



Another letter dated 08.09.2010 is presented which is written by the respondent office to the complainant, and states:

“In the matter, it is advised that in the session 2007-08, following three schools were issued the recognition letters which have already been provided to you: 
- International School of Nursing, Tarn Taran;

- Colonel School of Nursing, Chural Kalan;

- Nursing Training Institute, Garha, Jalandhar.

It is pointed out here that apart from the above, no other school was issued recognition letters during 2007-08.”
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It is surprising that a Superintendent has been designated as the PIO.  According to the complainant, respondent is providing misleading, duplicate and incomplete information.   In this case, 12 hearings have taken place till date.  In the hearing dated 25.08.2010, it was recorded that: -



“In the earlier order dated 18.08.2010, it was recorded: -

“Part information has been provided to the complainant.  PIO who is present today is having difficulty in understanding the pending information.  Therefore, I have gone through each point regarding the Permission letters for the year 2007-08 and 2008-09 and am of the view that 34-35 Permission letters for the year 2007-08 and 16 Permission letters for the year 2008-09 are pending.”



In today’s hearing, only three permission letters have been provided whereas in the earlier hearing, the PIO was directed to provide 34-35 Permission letters for the year 2007-08 and 16 Permission letters for the year 2008-09.


I am sending a copy of this order to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh to make enquiry into the matter and inform the Commission as to what is the actual information available which is to be provided to the complainant. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-

Chandigarh




Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 08.09.2010


State Information Commissioner

C.C.
The Chief Secretary, Punjab,

Chandigarh.

