STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Manpreet Kaur

d/o Sh. Ranjit Singh,

C/o Azad Tent House,

Village Noshehra Mazza Singh,

Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur





    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab,

Chandigarh






               …Respondent

CC- 3831/2010
Order

Present:
Sh. L.S. Padda, advocate for the complainant (98555-23295)


For the respondent: Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. 



In the earlier hearing dated 09.02.2011, it was recorded:

“Respondent present submitted that the information had been declined vide their Memo. No. 6/218-10 dated 26.11.2010 as the same was not in public interest.  However, complainant states that he did not receive it.   A copy of the same has been provided to him in the court. 

Complainant shall submit as to how the information sought is in public interest.

Respondent has been advised to follow the provisions of Section 11 of the RTI Act while dealing with the present case, before the next hearing.”



Complainant, in this case, has sought applications of the candidates submitted in their own handwriting alongwith relevant notings on the same, including the copies of the appointment letters of Punjabi teachers belonging to BC category. 



Today the respondent present stated that they had obtained addresses of the candidates regarding whom the information is sought; and that they have already written to them seeking their consent to provide the information but no response has been received. 



In the next hearing, respondent shall submit copies of the letters written to the candidates seeking their consent.    Thereafter, further directions will be given accordingly.


For further proceedings, to come up on 31.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(99151-94293)

Ms. Harcharanjit Kaur Brar,

# 293, Sector 37-A,

Chandigarh







    …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary School Education,

Punjab, Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh





    …Respondent

CC- 3832/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Ms. Harcharanjit Kaur Brar in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Harnek Singh, Supdt. (99882-25893)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.02.2011, it was recorded: 

“Respondent present stated that no records of the DPC after the year 2006 are available.  He also stated that only one meeting of the DPC was held in 2000.  

Respondent has been directed to carry out another search in the office for the relevant records, which he assured would be done.”



Today Sh. Harnek Singh submitted that record of the DPC meetings up to 20.04.2009 has been traced.  He provided a copy of the same to the complainant, in the presence of the court.   Sh. Harnek Singh also submitted that thereafter, no DPC meeting has taken place.



Complainant seeks time to study the information and requests an adjournment which is granted.



Respondent also submitted that there is lot of confusion in the record room of the office.  



Directions are given to Principal Secretary School Education, Punjab to follow the provisions of Section 4 (1) of the Act, which is reproduced below: 




“4(1)
 Every public authority shall—

 
 

(a)
maintain all its records duly catalogued and indexed in a manner and the form which facilitates the right to information under this Act and ensure that all records that are appropriate to be computerised are, within a reasonable time and subject to availability of resources, 
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computerised and connected through a network all over the country on different systems so that access to such records is facilitated;”



Principal Secretary School Education shall intimate the Commission if any of the directions of the Commission are being followed. 



For further proceedings in the matter, to come up on 31.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94175-80901)

Sh. Sanjeev Malhotra

Kothi No. 435, Phase 4,

Mohali – 160059






        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Mohali 
2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 



     


  …Respondents

AC- 1147/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Sanjeev Malhotra in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Kulbir Sekhon, advocate for the respondent (98144-92892)



Arguments of both the parties have been heard.  Written submissions taken on record.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 31.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(99881-28026)

Sh.  Mohan Singh,

Advocate,

House No. 71,

Bazar No. 2,

Ferozepur Cantt.

Distt. Ferozepur






 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ferozepur







  …..Respondent

CC- 3288/10
Order



This case was last taken up for hearing on 09.02.2011 when Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai, PCS, DTO, Ferozepur had appeared in person and  Sh. Gaurav Bhardwaj, advocate came present on behalf of the complainant Sh. Mohan Singh.  Arguments of both the parties were heard and for pronouncement of the order, the case was adjourned to date i.e. 16.03.2011. 



The instant complaint was filed with the Commission, received in the office on 27.10.2010 when the information sought per written request dated 22.05.2010 was not provided.



It is observed that complete information as per original application stood provided, as recorded in the order on the first date of hearing i.e. 29.11.2010,   by the respondent vide his communication dated 08.11.2010.  On 29.11.2010, Sh. Ashok Kumar, advocate had appeared on behalf of the Complainant.  It was also noticed that he had come to attend the hearing without any authority letter and no Vakalatnama was produced by him.   However, he had pleaded that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for the delay in providing the information.  Accordingly, a show cause notice was issued to the PIO and the hearing was deferred.  



In the last hearing dated 09.02.2011, reply to the show cause notice was submitted by Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai, DTO, Ferozepur, stating as under: -

“Respectfully, it is submitted that today, I have tendered my reply to the show cause notice in the instant case.  This communication of mine may kindly be treated as part of the same. 



Madam, respectfully, it is further submitted as under:

(i)
That I am holding main charge of Secretary, RTA, Ferozepur.

(ii)
That I have been given the additional charge of DTO Ferozepur.
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(iii)
Till last week, I was also holding additional charge of Secretary, RTA Bathinda. 

In addition to the above, I am also holding charge of Returning Officer / E.R.O. 77, Ferozepur (Rural) Vidhan Sabha Constituency, 78, Guru Har Sahai and Returning officer, Mamdot and Talwandi Bhai for the SGPC elections.

Despite all these odds, it is respectfully submitted that the complainant was, vide letter dated 27.09.2010 had been sent the interim reply to the effect that the information was being compiled and would be provided soon. 

Madam, in view of the above situation, it is prayed that whatever little delay has occurred, was procedural only and not at all intentional or deliberate.  Kindly take a lenient view and consign the present case to the records.  It is assured that in future, we shall still be more careful.”



It is noted that though application for information under the RTI Act, 2005 was submitted on 22.05.2010, the complaint was filed with the Commission only on 27.10.2010 and as already recorded, complete information stood provided by the Respondent as per letter no. 6414 dated 08.11.2010.    Thus it is clear that even before the first hearing took place on 29.11.2010, complete information had already been provided.



It has come on record that the present PIO – DTO Sh. Bhupinder Singh Rai is holding charge of more than three offices including one at Bathinda and thus he was hard pressed.    In spite of all these adverse circumstances, complete information has been provided.    The delay caused in the process in such a situation is bound to occur. I do not find any malafide on the part of the Respondent for the delay in providing the information.
 

Secretary Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh is directed to follow the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 in general, and Section 4(1) in particular, which reads as under: 



“4 (1)
 Every public authority shall—

 
 

(a)
maintain all its records duly catalogued and indexed in a manner and the form which facilitates the right to information under this Act and ensure that all records that are appropriate to be computerised are, within a reasonable time and subject to availability of resources, computerised and connected through a network all over the country on different systems so that access to such records is facilitated;”


Apart therefrom, necessary changes / additions in the infrastructure, computerization, budget allocation, provisions of manpower etc. should also be made to ensure better implementation of the RTI Act, 2005.
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Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Secretary Transport Punjab,


Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98881-68223)

Sh. Jagmohan Singh

347/86, Model Colony,

Saleem Tabri,

Ludhiana







 …..Complainant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (East)

Ludhiana.

2.
Public Information Officer,


Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA)


Ludhiana. 



                                 …..Respondents

CC- 3354/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagmohan Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Jit Ram, Estate Officer-cum-PIO, GLADA (98144-42320) assisted by an advocate; and Sh. Manjit Singh, Computer Operator from the office of SDM (East) Ludhiana (94647-65417)



Information brought to the court by Sh. Jit Ram (from GLADA) (119 Authority / Permission letters and 18 No Objection Certificates) and Sh. Manjit Singh containing 99 pages (from SDM’s office) has been handed over to Sh. Jagmohan Singh who seeks time to study the same, which is granted.


Complainant states that in one of the earlier hearings, respondent had stated that in all 456 sale deeds were registered and hence the respondent ought to have provided equal number of authority letters and NOCs.   Respondent present states that it appears the said figure was given as tentative and hence the number of documents finally provided was likely to be different.



Respondent from GLADA submitted that the originals of the No Objection Certificates are supposed to be with the office of SDM Ludhiana.  He also stated that the order impleading GLADA as a respondent was received in their office after the hearing dated 09.02.2011; therefore, information available in their office has been provided.  Sh. Jit Ram, present from the office of GLADA also stated that a number of communications had been received by his office from the SDM Ludhiana to provide this information to the complainant, despite the fact that the originals were with them only.  It is pointed out that since the application of the complainant had not been transferred to the office of GLADA by PIO, office of SDM Ludhiana, it was the responsibility of the PIO, office of SDM to provide the same.  Therefore, appearance of PIO, GLADA is no longer required in the matter.
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Complainant presents a letter dated 09.11.2009 which is addressed to the complainant by the office of SDM Ludhiana (E) and states as under: 


“Regarding your application dated 29.09.2009.

In the above matter, it is to inform you that as per the report received from the Sub-Registrar, Ludhiana (East), approx. 456 sale deeds were registered between January 1, 2008 and 30th Sept. 2009 on behalf of PUDA.  Please inform the sale deed number and date to get the relevant information.”



Sh. Jagmohan Singh states that information being provided is not in accordance with the above said letter dated 09.11.2009.   He has been advised to examine the information and inform the discrepancies to the respondent with compliance report to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 31.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nirbhay Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

VPO Changal,

Distt. Sangrur 






      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Sangrur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Sangrur. 

3.
S.H.O.


Police Station Sadar,


Sangrur.






…..Respondents

AC- 994/10

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Nirbhay Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Upkar Singh, SDM Sangrur (97800-02978) and Sh. Jit Singh HC/107, PS Sadar, Sangrur (80545-45767)



Sh. Upkar Singh, SDM stated that the document in question was not received back from the PS Sadar, Sangrur while Sh. Jit Singh who appeared on behalf of the SHO stated that the same had been returned on 09.12.2009.   Respondent from PS Sadar, Sangrur is directed to bring the Peon Book containing the delivery of the said letter in the office of SDM.


SDM also assured to help out the appellant.   He also produced a copy of his office letter no. 2691 dated 23.12.2010 addressed to the Commission, wherein it is stated: 

“It is submitted that Sh. Nirbhay Singh had submitted an application seeking police help during the demarcation proceedings.  Vide this office endorsement no. 2733 dated 04.12.2009 was forwarded to the SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur for necessary action.  No action was taken by the police department.  Thereafter, Sh. Nirbhay Singh submitted an application in this office seeking a copy of the said application, under the RTI Act.  Sh. Singh was intimated by this office letter no. 1279-80 dated 23.06.2010 that the same had been sent to the SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur, vide this office endorsement no. 2733 dated 04.12.2009 for necessary action.  Regarding this, he should get in touch with the SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur.
Reminders were also sent to the SHO PS Sadar Sangrur vide this office letter no. 1278 dated 23.06.2010, no. 1824 dated
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19.08.2010 and no. 1996 dated 10.09.2010 respectively.   Thereafter, once again, vide this office letter no. 2733 dated 15.12.2010, the status of the said application was sought from the PS.   However, SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur, vide his letter no. 2487/SA dated 18.12.2010 informed this office the said application of Nirbhay Singh against Mohinder Singh, Jarnail Singh, Satwinder Singh sons of Kaur Singh residents of Changal was entrusted to HC Paramjit Singh (2012) by the-then SHO William Janzi for investigation.  M.H.C. Kewal Singh (1894) was deputed.   The said letter received on 09.12.2009 did not have any signature and there was no mention of any documents in it. In this connection, Sh. Paramjit Singh (2012), the then investigating officer was contacted over mobile no. 80545-45701 who informed that the original documents had been returned.  Besides, the dispatch record of the PS has been perused and it is found that the said original documents were not traced.   In the inward mail received from the Circle Officer / SDM Office, serial no. 97 dated 09.12.2009 exists which is not received from the SDM office.  SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur has reported that may be, the then Investigating Officer HC Paramjit Singh (2012) or Head Munshi Kewal Singh (1894) are aware of the receipt / disposal of the original documents / papers.
In the light of above, it is stated that the said application has not been sent back after doing the needful.   It is also submitted that despite repeated reminders, no action has been taken and the same is pending with the police department.   Submitted please.”


Sh. Jit Singh, HC, appearing on behalf of PIO, O/o SHO, PS Sadar, Sangrur presents documents which are already on record.   On further query, he stated that he had only been told to hand over these papers in the Commission in today’s hearing.   It is noted that HC Sh. Jit Singh does not know anything about the case and has no knowledge of the RTI Act 2005.  Therefore, in the next hearing, PIO, office of SHO PS Sadar, Sangrur shall appear personally along with relevant records.



For further proceedings, to come up on 31.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94648-36699)

Sh. Kulwinder 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


This case was last heard on 10.02.2011 when the complainant Sh. Kulvinder Singh, and Sh. Harminder Singh, senior clerk was present on behalf of the respondent.  The parties made their respective submissions and for pronouncement of the order, the case was fixed for today i.e. 16.03.2011.


In the case in hand, complainant, vide his application dated 18.12.2009 had sought the following information: -

“1.
Attested copies of the TA & DA Bills and vouchers claimed by the teaching and non-teaching staff members of the college till date from 01.01.2003.

2.
Attested copies of the attendance register of all the subjects of the BPE –I to BPE-III for the sessions 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 and 2009-10.

3.
Attested copies of certificates related with the Refresher Courses, Orientation courses and training courses of Games & Sports attended at the National and International level by the college teaching staff members till date from 01.01.2003.

4.
Attested copies of the certificate related with the Conferences, Seminars and Workshops attended by the Teaching staff of the college till date from 01.01.2003.”



On 12.01.2010, respondent sent a letter asking the complainant to deposit an amount of Rs. 600/- towards requisite fee which was deposited on 18.01.2010.  Thereafter, complainant sent reminder on 09.02.2010.  However, when no response was received, a complaint was filed with the Commission on 18.02.2010.  



Part of information regarding attested copies of the attendance register pertaining to Social Science for 20.08.2009 was provided to Sh. Kulwinder Singh when he appeared after the hearing dated 10.02.2011 and pointed out as under: 
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“The attendance register provided bear the signatures of the Professors which are not in conformity with the time table.  He further states that as per the time table provided, this subject was taught by ‘RS’ and the copies of the attendance register provided have the signatures of ‘Seema Kumari’ which were taken on 14.12.2010.  Thus this information is incorrect and fabricated one.” 

 

The complainant was advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority to challenge the action of respondent in providing false and incorrect information.  


Passing through variable horizons, complete information now stands provided.


11 Hearings have taken place in this case involving a period of about a year.  Dr. Bhupinder Singh, Principal-cum-PIO appeared in four hearings dated 27.09.2010, 20.10.2010, 15.11.2010 and 14.12.2010 while in the remaining hearings, his representatives attended the Commission.


Show cause notice was issued to the respondent Dr. Bhupinder Singh on 19.08.2010 and a reply to the same was submitted on 27.09.2010.  Instead of talking about the information sought and provided, the respondent has alleged in the reply that false complaints have been filed by Sh. Kulwinder Singh to cause an influence on the enquiry which is pending against him for misbehaving with a female lecturer.  It was also submitted that the complainant is bent on harassing the Principal and the managing committee.   



It is observed that during the hearings, respondent kept on changing the stand and was evasive to many queries and no effort was made to provide complete information and to bring the controversy to a logical end.  


In exercise of the powers conferred on the Commission in terms of Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, extracted hereunder, a compensation of Rs. 5,000/- (Rupees Five Thousand Only) is awarded in favour of the complainant which is payable by the Public Authority i.e. S.K.R College of Physical Education. The amount of compensation shall be paid to the complainant within a period of two weeks against his acknowledgment, under intimation to the Commission.   Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act 2005 reads as under: 



“19(8):
In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—



(b)
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;”

 
The fact that the complainant was not kept apprised at the
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various stages while gathering and compiling the information from different quarters is not disputed.  Respondent provided the information with a delay of over one year.  Therefore, to meet the ends of justice, I hereby impose a penalty of Rs. 7,000/- (Rupees Seven Thousand Only) on the PIO – Principal Dr. Bhupinder Singh, in exercise of the powers conferred under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.


The amount of penalty i.e. Rs. 7,000/- shall be deposited in the State Treasury under the relevant head, under intimation to the Commission within a month’s time.  An attested copy of the receipted challan shall also be produced on the file for records.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 25.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



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


This case was last taken up for hearing on 10.02.2011 when Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar-PIO, Punjab Nurses Registration Council came present for the Respondent.  Complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey was also present.     Arguments of both the parties were heard and for pronouncement of the order, the case was adjourned to date i.e. 16.03.2011. 



At this stage, it shall be pertinent to have a glance at the order passed in the hearing dated 14.12.2010: 

“In the instant case, complainant, vide his request dated 26.08.2008, sought the following information from the respondent: 

1. Whether the Reservation Policy is adopted by the Nursing Institution functioning under your control. 

2. Send the list of selected candidates for the session 2007-08 and 2008-09 under all categories of each institution. 

3. Photo copies of the permission letters issued by your office to admit the students in GNM./ANM/B.Sc. Nsg. courses for the session 2007-08 and 2008-09?

4. What procedure has been adopted to allow the institutions to admit the students in GNM/ANM/B.Sc. Nsg. Courses for the session 2007-08 and 2008-09?

5. List of hospitals in which clinical training is provided by the institutions to the students in the students in the following manner. 

	Name of Instt.
	Course 
	Name of Hospital 
	Bed Strength of Hospital 
	Distance from the institution. 
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6. Photo copies of list of the faculty members submitted by the each institution imparting GNM/ANM/B. Sc. Ng. Courses. 

7. Whether the Registrar, Punjab Nurses Registration Council is scrutinizing officer of the inspection reports. 

8. Whether the Registrar of Punjab Nurses Registration Council is competent to inspect any institution imparting GNM/ANM/B.Sc. Nsg Course? If yes then please send the photocopy of the Rules of resolution passed by the Council.  

9. Send the photocopies of the T.A. Bills claimed by the Registrar for the inspection reports.  2007-2008 till date. 

10. Send the photocopy of the Log Book of the vehicle used by the Registrar w.e.f 1st Jan. 2007 to 25.08.2008.

11. Send the list of Panel of Advocates which were engaged for nursing council’s Court cases for the year 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 along with the payment made on monthly basis or per case.

Respondent vide letter dated 22.09.2008, demanded Rs. 15,000/- towards photo charges and vide letter dated 25.09.2008, complainant remitted the amount.  The complaint has been filed on 30.10.2008 when no information was provided.

Hearings in this case were conducted on 11.02.2009, 01.04.2009, 08.07.2009, 27.07.2009, 04.11.2009, 14.12.2009, 04.02.2010, 10.03.2010, 28.06.2010, 04.08.2010, 18.08.2010, 25.08.2010, 27.09.2010, 20.10.2010 and 15.11.2010.    All the hearings were attended by the Complainant in person and Sh. Inderjit Singh, Supdt.-cum-PIO appeared for the respondent and in the last few hearings, he was accompanied by some other officials / Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar.

Passing through various stages, the information ultimately stood supplied on 20.10.2010 i.e. after a period of more than two years involving more than 20 hearings.

Sh. Inderjit Singh has been pleading that he was not getting cooperation from his office and that only if Ms. Kanta Devi, the Registrar intervened and issued directions to the staff concerned, complete information could be provided in a short time.   In the order dated 12.04.2010, it was recorded: 

‘Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO states that his hands are tied in this case since none of the staff of the Registrar, Punjab
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Nurses Registration Council is cooperating in providing the information.  In the earlier order dated 10.03.2010, Mrs. Kanta Devi, Registrar, Punjab Nurses Registration Council was made a party to the complaint case.  However, no response has been received from her.

Directions are given that in the next hearing, Ms. Kanta Devi should be personally present and should ensure that information is provided to the complainant within 15 days.’ 

Also, vide communication dated 20.11.2009, Sh. Inderjit Singh wrote to his office to designate a new PIO in his place.  It is also noted that in the order dated 14.12.2009, the court directed Ms. Kanta Devi to extend cooperation and ensure that information is provided soon.  In the hearing dated 10.03.2010, Sh. Inderjit Singh stated that the pending information is with Ms. Kanta Devi and she was impleaded as Respondent in this case. 

It is also observed that a show-cause notice was issued to Sh. Inderjit Singh on 04.11.2009.  Another show cause notice was issued to Sh. Inderjit Singh and Ms. Kanta Devi on 28.06.2010.  However, no explanation has been submitted by either of the two. 

Though Sh. Inderjit Singh, Supdt. was the designated PIO during most of the time of the case, it also comes out that it was Ms. Kanta Devi (Registrar) who, as a matter of fact, was also responsible for the delay in providing the information.   This fact is also evident from the fact that though she was impleaded as respondent on 28.06.2010, complete information was provided only on 20.10.2010.   It is evident that information demanded by the complainant vide his application for information dated 26.08.2008 was supplied after a delay of more than two years.  The complainant has prayed for imposition of penalty on the Respondent and award of compensation to him.  Before penalty is imposed, it is necessary that person(s) who have delayed the information should be identified which has not been done by the respondent.   Therefore, Director Medical Education & Research is directed to enquire into the delay in this case and point out the person(s) responsible for it, so that order regarding penalty and award of compensation is made.    This should be done within a period of 15 days.  

A copy of this order should also be sent to the Secretary, Medical Education & Research, Punjab, Chandigarh to ensure meticulous compliance of this order within the stipulated period.   If this is not decided within the specified period, I will take up the matter in my hands and impose the penalty according to the facts available on the file.” 
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A letter dated 10.02.2011 has been received from the Director, Medical Education & Research Punjab which states: -
“It is informed that as per the report from the Registrar, PNRC-cum-PIO, complete information has been provided to Sh. M.R. Dubey, Patiala.   The delay has been caused on the part of Smt. Saroj Kumari, Sr. Asstt. (Retired) and Sh. Charanjit Singh, Jr. Asstt. (Under Suspension).  It is also pertinent to inform that staff shortage and heavy workload were also responsible for the delay.  This is for your information and further action.”


At this juncture, it shall be pertinent to extract relevant part of Section 5 of the RTI Act, 2005, as under: 




“ 5 (4)
 The Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, may seek the assistance of any other officer as he or she considers it necessary for the proper discharge of his or her duties.

 


(5)
 Any officer, whose assistance has been sought under sub-section (4), shall render all assistance to the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, seeking his or her assistance and for the purposes of any contravention of the provisions of this Act, such other officer shall be treated as a Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be.”


It is pointed out that this contention was never made before the Commission in any of the hearings conducted so far in the case.  Hence such a plea at this belated stage is not tenable and is not accepted. 



No definite procedure has been followed by the concerned authorities of this case.  It has also come to fore that Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar has been making wrong and incorrect assertions, as far as the overall head of the department whom she was accountable to, have been made; thus  misleading the Commission deliberately and keeping all in the dark. 



For deriving a logical conclusion, it has now surfaced as under: 

· Original application seeking information is dated 26.08.2008;
· Around 20 hearings have taken place till date;

· Vide communication dated 22.09.2008, a sum of Rs. 15,000/- was demanded from the Complainant towards photocopy charges;

· The amount was deposited by the complainant on 25.09.2008;

· The instant complaint has been filed on 30.10.2008;
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· Complete information has been provided only on 20.10.2010 i.e. after a period of more than two years involving 14 hearings;

· No reply / explanation to the show cause notice has been submitted;

· Though Sh. Inderjit Singh, Supdt. was the designated PIO during a large part of the duration of the case, it also comes out that it was Ms. Kanta Devi (Registrar) who, as a matter of fact, was also responsible for the delay in providing the information.   This fact is also evident from the fact that though she was impleaded as respondent on
28.06.2010, complete information was provided only on 20.10.2010 and no reply whatsoever has been submitted to the show cause notice.

 

To meet the ends of justice, therefore, the Commission holds as under: 
(i) A compensation amounting to Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand Only) is awarded in favour of the Complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey, in exercise of the powers conferred under Section 19(8)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.  This is to be paid by the Public Authority i.e. the Respondent office;

(ii) A penalty of Rs. 15,000/- is imposed for the extra-ordinary delay in providing the information, which shall be recoverable as under: 

(a) Rs.  5,000/- from Sh. Inderjit Singh, Supdt.

(b) Rs. 10,000/- from Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar.

 

The amount of penalty be recovered from the salaries of the above employees and deposited in the State Treasury, Punjab under the relevant head, within one month’s time, under intimation to the Commission.  An attested copy of the receipted challan shall also be submitted before the Commission, for records.

 

For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 25.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bal Krishan Saini,

# NA 167, 

Gali No. 4,

Kishan Pura,

Jalandhar City – 144004





 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar






     
    …Respondent

CC- 3043/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 10.02.2011, it was recorded:

“I have gone through all the points with the complainant and the documents on the file and am of the view that complete information as per the original application stands provided in the present case.

Complainant Sh. B.K. Saini states that he be compensated for the detriments suffered by him, in addition to imposing a penalty on the respondent PIO for the delay caused.”



Sh. G.S. Khaira, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Jalandhar was served a show cause notice for imposition of penalty.  It was further recorded:  

“Accordingly, PIO Jalandhar above-named, shall also show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant to be paid by the Public Authority, for attending the hearings in the Commission, to get the information sought, which has been provided after much delay.

In the next hearing, Sh. G.S. Khaira shall also appear in person to present his defence, if any.”



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to submit his explanation, if any before the next hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajinder Kapoor

# 43, White Enclave,

Near Green Field,

Majitha Road,

Amritsar







        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Secretary School Education, 


Punjab, Chandigarh. 




  …Respondents

AC- 1119/10
Order

Present:
For the Appellant: Sh. Sukhbir Singh (96461-38697)


For the respondent: Sh. Ajit Singh, Supdt. (99158-13638)



Appellant states that he had sought rules pertaining to the PTA fund and since the Fund has been discontinued by order of the Director General, School Education, a copy of the said order be provided.   He also stated that the bank account statement from 2006 till date has also not been supplied.



The shortcomings in the information have been noted by the respondent who stated that within 10 days, the same shall be removed.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jarnail Singh

s/o S. Pritam Singh,

Flat No. 17, Type IV

Thapar University Campus,

Patiala – 147004






        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (Schools)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Secretary School Education, 


Punjab, Chandigarh. 




  …Respondents

AC- 1122/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jarnail Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Gurdev Singh, Sr. Asstt. from the office of Secretary School Education, Punjab (98557-63520)



Respondent present states that final decision on the appeal(s) preferred by Sh. Jarnail Singh has been taken and shortly, a copy of the order will be supplied to the appellant.    It is pointed out that the respondent was not able to trace the record and duplicate set of documents was provided by Sh. Jarnail Singh.   Respondent also submitted that within a day or two, the order will be signed and thereafter provided to the appellant, as right now, they are busy preparing reply to four questions in the Legislate Assembly.


Thus the information stands provided.



On the assurance of Sh. Gurdev Singh, the appellant is satisfied and accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(99148-90172)

Sh. Joginder Singh

s/o Sh. Kartar Singh,

# 18, Gali No. 2,

Adarsh Nagar,

Kapurthala-144601. 

 



  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Municipal Council (Nagar Council),

Kapurthala 







    …Respondent

CC- 3913/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Joginder Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



Vide request dated 06.10.2010, Sh. Joginder Singh had sought the following information from the respondent department: 

“1.
Has any permission been sought for using the residential area as the commercial one (shops etc.) within the municipal limits of Kapurthala?  If yes, complete details of the said person, address, location, orders pertaining to permission, fee charged / deposited etc.  be provided.

2.
Is it mandatory to obtain any permission / approval / licence etc. for using the residential area situated within the municipal limits of the town as commercial one?   If so, under what rules / regulations?  Please provide complete details.

3.
Has anybody obtained a licence for converting the residential area within the municipal limits of Kapurthala city as commercial area?  If yes, complete details of the same be provided.”



Complainant has further submitted that vide letter dated 08.11.2010, incomplete information was provided.   He has also stated that he wrote to the department vide letter dated 10.11.2010 requesting to provide complete and relevant information.  Director, Local Govt. Punjab Chandigarh, vide letter dated 15.11.2010 advised the Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Kapurthala to provide the information sought.  However, when no response was received, the instant complaint dated 22.12.2010 has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 27.12.2010)



Sh. Joginder Singh states that no information has been provided to him so far. 



Today, none is present on behalf of the respondent.  However, in the morning, there was a phone call from their office informing that due to a strike in the office, its representative shall not be able to attend the hearing.
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One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight under intimation to the Commission.



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 16.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
