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
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ludhiana







    …Respondent

AC- 702/2010
Order
Present:
Appellant Sh. Jasbir Singh in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar, ADTO (98726-30545)



A letter No. 9616 dated 19.10.2010 has been received from the DTO Ludhiana which is addressed to the appellant Sh. Jasbir Singh and states: -

“As directed by the Hon’ble Commission, the para-wise information to your application dated 21.09.2010 is furnished below: -

1.
It is once again reiterated that at present, only the inspection and passing of commercial vehicles is carried out by the Board of Inspection headed by the District Transport Officer, Ludhiana.   As far as inspection and passing of non-commercial vehicles is concerned, this office has sought advice from the Head Office which is yet awaited.  As soon as the same is received from the Head Office, further necessary action in the matter would be taken.

2.
You may attend this off ice on any working day to collect the Xerox copies of form No. 20 of all the 264 vehicles registered with this office on 28.10.2009.

3.
The tax can be deposited by the owner of a vehicle by excluding the amount of VAT from the bill. 

4.
As desired, Xerox copy of the extract of the relevant rules regarding the imposition of penalty and interest due to late payment of tax is enclosed herewith. 
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5.
The penalty and interest can be imposed quarter-wise as well as year-wise depending upon the period by which the tax is paid late.

6.
A copy of the orders of ld. STC, Punjab dated 06.10.1999 according to which the MVI is levying and realizing penalty of Rs. 10/- per day has already been supplied to you.”



Respondent present states that information on point no. 1 concerning checking of training schools and submission of reports on it has been sought from the Head office and a reply is still awaited.  On hearing this submission, Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar is informed that the original application for information was filed on 16.11.2009 while the first and second appeals were filed on 16.04.2010 and 12.08.2010 respectively and that already lot of delay has occurred.  


Respondent submitted that fee of Rs. 2,112/- demanded from the appellant for providing him copies of Form No. 20 in response to information on point no. 2 is exempted and now the appellant is not required to pay the same.

 

 Directions are given that complete information including on point no. 1 should be provided by the next hearing.  


In the next hearing, DTO-cum-PIO shall appear personally.



For further proceedings, to come up on 11.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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 






…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Ropar







     
    …Respondent

CC- 2590/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Pushpinder Singh, DTO (98144-35515)



In the earlier hearing dated 27.09.2010, certain deficiencies had been pointed out by the complainant and the respondent was directed to provide complete information to remove the objections.  Respondent had also submitted that if Sh. Jasbir Singh visited his office, pending information would be provided to him there itself, to which the complainant had agreed. 



Today, the complainant states that he went to the office of DTO Ropar and information to his satisfaction has been provided. 



Therefore, seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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: Sh. Amit Narula, Section Officer (97791-01677)



In the earlier hearing dated 27.09.2010, information was provided to Sh. Jasbir Singh and he had sought time to study the same. 



Today, appellant states that deficiencies in the information provided have been submitted to the respondent office vide his letter dated 05.10.2010.   In response, DTO Ludhiana has written to the appellant vide letter no. 2406 dated 19.10.2010 which states: -
“This is in continuation to this office letter no. 2215 dated 24.09.2010 and your reminder dated 05.10.2010, received in this office on 19.10.2010.

The position regarding information provided to you before the Hon’ble Commission is again clarified as under: -

1.
You provided a copy of letter dated 15.09.2006 in reference to information on point no. 1.  Vide above said letter, Head Office, Transport Department has, from time to time, issued directions to the transport departments under its control to conduct periodical checking of the driving training schools and submit report to the Head Office.  Due to extreme occupation, the checking reports are pending. Therefore, no information needs be provided in reference to letter dated 15.09.2006.
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2.
Information Provided.

3.
Information Provided. 

4.
On this point, it is again clarified that as was discussed before the Hon’ble Commission in the hearing on 08.09.2010, the information sought is voluminous.  Therefore, information on this count, record pertaining to 1621 trainees has been provided.  The information on this point is complete.
5.
Position already clarified. 

6.
Information Provided. 

7.
Matter already clarified.  It is again reminded that as per the Information Act, you can seek available records while you have vide your letter dated 05.10.2010, sought directions to be issued for checking of the training schools which is not within your  rights.

8.
Information Provided.”



Respondent present states that information on deficiencies will be provided to the appellant within a week.  It is specifically mentioned here that in point no. 3, appellant has agreed to seek information only on 10 training schools instead of 21 and information on three such schools has already been provided. 



Directions are given to the respondent that all pending information should also be provided to the appellant within a week’s time. 



In the next hearing, PIO shall appear in person.



For further proceedings, to come up on 11.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
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 in person.


None for the respondent.



A letter dated 11.10.2010 has been received which is addressed by the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-I) to Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, former Dy. Director (SE) which states: -


“Ref. this office letter no. 15/46-2005 A-1(3) dated 24.08.2010.

You were advised to peruse the records on any working day and copies obtained and you were also directed to deposit the amount of penalty Rs. 11,000/- + Rs. 4,550/- Total: Rs. 15,550/- as ordered by the Hon’ble Commission be deposited and to attend the hearing on the next date fixed i.e. 08.09.2010.  You have not submitted any letter to the department / Commission nor have you deposited the amount of penalty.  You were again advised to deposit the amount of penalty before 27.09.2010 under intimation to this office.    However, again you did not.   You are once again directed to deposit the amount of penalty without any further delay, within 7 days of issuance of this letter.  The next date fixed is 20.10.2010.  No delay should take place”



As per orders dated 22.04.2010, complete information stands provided to the complainant. 



Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati submits a representation dated 20.10.2010 for transfer of the case and for implementation of Section 18(1) of the RTI Act.  He has been advised that the penalty order dated 27.01.2010 stands and in case he wishes a review, he can move the court.  



Directions are given to the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-I) to
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recover the amount of penalty as ordered (Rs. 11,000/- from Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali; and Rs. 14,000/- from Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, former Dy. Director) be recovered and deposited in the treasury under intimation to the Commission, without any further delay. 


For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 10.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
 

After the hearing, Secretary Education, Punjab was contacted over the telephone who assured the Court that he would take steps to ensure compliance of the order of Commission regarding penalty imposition.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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 in person.



None for the respondent.



A letter dated 07.09.2010 has been received which is addressed by the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-I) to Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, former Dy. Director (SE) which states: -



“Ref. this office letter no. 15/46-2005 A-1(3) dated 24.08.2010.

You were advised to peruse the records on any working day and copies obtained and you were also directed to deposit the amount of penalty Rs. 14,000/- + Rs. 5,500/- Total: Rs. 19,500/- as ordered by the Hon’ble Commission be deposited and to attend the hearing on the next date fixed i.e. 08.09.2010 at 12 Noon at SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.  You have not submitted any request to the department / Commission nor have you deposited the amount of penalty.  You are again advised to deposit the amount of penalty before 27.09.2010 under intimation to this office, without any further delay.”



As per orders dated 22.04.2010, complete information stands provided to the complainant. 



Complainant Sh. O.P. Gulati submits a representation dated 20.10.2010 for transfer of the case and for implementation of Section 18 of the RTI Act.  He has been advised that the penalty order dated 27.01.2010 stands and in case he wishes a review, he could move the higher competent authority.  



Directions are given to the Asstt. Director (School Admn.-I) to recover the amount of penalty as ordered (Rs. 4,500/- from Ms. Surjit Kaur, DEO Mohali; and Rs. 5,500/- from Sh. Jagjit Singh Sidhu, former Dy. Director) be recovered and deposited in the treasury under intimation to the
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Commission, without any further delay. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 10.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/- 
Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner


After the hearing, Secretary Education, Punjab was contacted over the telephone who assured the Court that he would take steps to ensure compliance of the order of Commission regarding penalty imposition.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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)



Complainant stated that he had sought copy of the document submitted by the applicant Sh. Ujagar Singh for getting the Learner’s Licence No. 114466 in January, 2006 which has not been provided so far.


Copy of a birth certificate and a gas connection in the name of Sh. Ujagar Singh has been provided by the respondent.  He also states that the applicant had also submitted an affidavit in January 2006 while applying for learner’s licence.  However, the same has not been provided by Ujagar Singh.  Complainant states the document provided in support of date of birth is dated 06.07.2009 and the same could not have been used for the purpose in 2006.   Complainant also submits copy of a letter dated 04.06.2010 which was received by him in response to his request dated 15.04.2010 which states: 

“Please refer to your application dated 15.04.2010 calling for information from this office under the RTI Act 2005 regarding the proof of residence for the issuance of Learner’s driving licence. 

In this connection, it is to inform you that for the preparation of learner’s driving licence, one of the following proofs of residence can be attached with the application: 

1.
Copy of Ration card;

2.
Copy of telephone or electricity bill;

3.
Copy of voters I card;

4.
Copy of PAN Card;

5.
Copy of Passport.”
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Complaint contended that in view of the above letter, no other proof could have been accepted while issuing learner’s licence in question. 



Respondent seeks another date of hearing so that he could get complete information from Sh. Ujagar Singh regarding the documents submitted by him at the time of obtaining the learner’s licence No. 114466.



Complainant has been advised that if, in the statement of the DTO, the proof of residence is incorrect, he may take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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.


For the respondent: Sh. Baljit Singh, DDPO (98885-35752)


 
A letter dated 19.10.2010 has been presented by the respondent present which states: -

“In the matter CC 2568/2010, it is submitted that applicant Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi sought information under the RTI Act.   His application was transferred by the undersigned vide office letter no. 2223-24 dated 06.07.2010 to the Addl. Deputy Commissioner (D) Ferozepur and the Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Guru Harsahai under section 6(3) of the RTI Act 2005.  As the information concerned elections, the office of BDPO, Guru Harsahai informed that the documents are deposited in the strong room and hence the information cannot be provided. 
The complainant was informed to this effect by the undersigned vide his letter no. 2952 dated 10.08.2010.   But the applicant preferred an appeal before the Hon’ble Commission and the case was fixed for hearing on 27.09.2010.  The undersigned issued directions to Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Guru Harsahai vide letter no. 3787 dated 23.09.2010.  But being indisposed on the said date, the BDPO, Guru Harsahai was admitted to DMC Ludhiana and hence Sh. Randhir Singh, Panchayat Officer was deputed for the hearing.   The said Panchayat Officer could not put forth the defence properly and the case was adjourned to 20.10.2010.
In view of above, it is submitted that since the information sought concerns elections, without directions from the Hon’ble 
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High Court or from the Hon’ble Election Tribunal, the same cannot be provided. Photocopy of letter No. SEC-SA-2008/13/138-39 dated 05.09.2008 from the Hon’ble State Election Commission, Punjab clarifying the matter to SDM Mohali, is sent enclosed herewith.  It has been clarified that as per section 39 of the Punjab Panchayat Election Rules, 1994, the information in such matters can only be provided to a candidate in the presence of other candidates by removing the seal.  The present applicant was, however, not a candidate.  Therefore, as per provisions of section 39 of the Punjab Panchayat Election Rules, 1994, the information cannot be parted with.”



In view of the submissions made by the respondent, the strong room containing the election records can only be unlocked on the orders of Hon’ble High Court or the Hon’ble Election Tribunal, therefore, the information sought cannot be provided.  Complainant has been advised to take up the matter with the competent court along with a copy of this order.  He feels satisfied.



Therefore, the matter is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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.
For the respondent: Sh. Neeraj Sharma, Naib Tehsildar (98145-29910) along with Sh. Karnail Singh, proxy counsel for advocate Sh. G.L. Bajaj for Tej Singh, Tehsildar (Retd.) 



Arguments.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 15.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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
Present:
Complainant Sh. Kulwinder Singh Saini in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Principal-PIO (98143-47819)



Some information has been provided to the complainant.  Complainant submits a letter of date wherein it is stated: -



“In response to your order of 27.09.2010, it is submitted that: -


1.
No comment against point no. 1.


2.
Against point no. 2: Information related with the attendance register of students for the year (session) 2008-09 was deficient and these were already pointed out by me in the letter no. KSS/10/53 dated 22.07.2010 along with other deficiencies; therefore, I strongly protest about the PIO claim that full information has been provided.   It is pertinent to mention here that the part information related with the attendance of BPE-1 (3 subjects) already has been provided by the PIO on 07.07.2010.  It is strange to see that the concerned PIO haws given the same information again in the court on 27.09.2010 resulting no information has been provided?  The records of attendance of BPE-3 has been received on 27.09.2010.


3.
The deficient information has been provided by the PIO on 27.09.2010 regarding the Refresher / Orientation Courses, Seminars / Conferences etc. is still incomplete. 
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It is pertinent to mention here that the PIO deliberately holding the information requested and provided same information again to mislead the Hon’ble court.  It is further added that the Hon’ble Commission has already given the PIO a plenty of opportunity of being heard and even a show cause notice has been issued to the PIO concerned.  As a year is going to be passed in the hearing process and I have to spend an Rs. 1000/- to appear in each court hearing to seek a bit of information.

Therefore, I request your good self to kindly: -

1.
Provide the remaining / deficient information.

2.
Impose a heavy penalty and take some disciplinary action against the concerned PIO.

3.
Suitably award with the compensation.”


Information on point no. 2 will be provided to the complainant when he visits the College on any working day.  Directions are also issued to the respondent to provide all the pending information to the complainant within a week’s time with compliance report to the Commission.    For the information on point no. 3, only names are to be provided by the respondent.



Reply to the show cause notice has already been provided in the hearing dated 27.09.2010 which will be taken up for consideration in the next hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 15.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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. Raghuvir Singh, Steno to A.D.C. (96463-10008) 

Ms. Usha Kwatra, APIO (95016-77711) and S/Sh. Gurnam Singh (96469-99510) and Nirmal Singh, Sr. Asstt. from the office of Chief Secretary. 



A communication dated 20.10.2010 has been submitted by Sh. Zorawar Singh personally in the office which states: 

“Subject:
No headway in recovery of penalty amount for the post one year in CC No. 702/09

I have been attending the hearing regularly and it is making a big hole in my pocket.  The Agrarian Patiala did not act on my information and neither he paid the due penalty for delay in supplying the information. 

I want to follow the above case on behalf of Simran Kaur to its logical end.  Though the Hon’ble Commission has passed strict orders but the concerned officials have no effect which will motivate several other PIOs across the State. 

Hoping for speedy end to the above case.”



In the earlier hearing dated 27.09.2010, it was recorded: -

“In the order dated 29.07.2010, Chief Secretary, Punjab was requested to enquire into the matter of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and assert as to who was designated as the PIO in the office of the Collector Agrarian, Patiala during the period from 29.12.2008 till date. This case was adjourned to 19.08.2010 and again to 08.09.2010. 
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It has been noticed that no specific report about the concerned PIO in the Respondent office has been received from the Chief Secretary to Government Punjab. The officers appearing on behalf of Respondent on different dates are not owning their responsibility for the delay in supply of information. In view of this conflicting position, once again the Chief Secretary Government of Punjab is requested to send the above report within a period of 15 days so that responsibility on the officer for payment of penalty may be fixed and order to realize the payment from him be issued. 

 

A copy of this order be sent the Chief Secretary, Punjab.”

 

Respondent present from the office of Chief Secretary stated that she will pursue the matter regarding identification of the officers designated as PIO(s) during the relevant period in the office of respondent from 29.12.2008 (date of original application) till 02.08.2010 (when complete information stood provided) but she also stated that the office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala is responsible to provide this information to the Commission.



A communication from the Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Patiala has been received wherein it is stated: -

“1.
That information to the complainant has already been provided vide this office letter no. 1207/RTI dated 02.08.2010.

2.
That Hon’ble Commission vide order 19.08.2010 has asked the office of Chief Secretary, Punjab to find out who was the PIO in the office of Collector Agrarian, Patiala from 19.12.2008 till date.

3.
That as per Punjab Govt. Revenue Department (Revenue Coordination Branch) Notification dated 02.12.2005, in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner was the PIO and District Revenue Officer was the APIO.  But according to Revenue Department (Revenue Coordination Branch) Notification (Corrigendum) dated 22.10.20089, Additional Deputy Commissioner (General) has been designated as the PIO.

4.
That as per notification dated 08.02.2008 which was sent by Revenue & Rehabilitation Department, Land Reforms Branch, Punjab sent to all the Deputy Commissioners in the State on 13.03.2008, as provided under Section 3(3) of the Punjab Land Reforms Act, 1972, only the Collector of the district shall exercise the powers.  Thus from 13.03.2008, the powers of Collector Agrarian are vested in the Deputy Commissioner and affairs of Agrarian Branch are looked after by the Deputy
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Commissioner but from 22.10.2008, for providing information by all branches of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Addl. DC (G) has been designated as the PIO.

The above is submitted in compliance with your orders dated 19.08.2010.”



It is noted that names of the PIO(s) during the relevant period have still not been disclosed by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.



Upon receipt of information regarding the PIO(s) during the relevant period, matter pertaining to recovery of penalty shall be taken up further. 



It is also pointed out that the notice of hearing clearly state that only a person of the rank of APIO / PIO should appear in the hearing.   Respondent to ensure that this direction is also followed meticulously while deputing staff for the hearing as today, only a steno typist has been deputed by the respondent to attend the court. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 15.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



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 along with Ms. Kanta Devi, PIO (98148-15350) and Sharda, APIO (97809-68464)



In the hearing dated 27.09.2010, it was recorded: -

“In the order dated 08.09.2010, directions were given to provide 34-35 Permission letters for the year 2007-08 and 16 Permission letters for the year 2008-09.

In the earlier order, it was recorded that there were 36 permission letters for the year 2007-08.  Today three permission letters for the year 2007-08 have been provided.  Respondent states that rest of the permission letters were not issued at all.  For the session 2008-09, it was recorded in the last order that 16 permission letters were still pending.  Today, Sh. Inderjit Singh contends that in all 36 permission letters were issued out of which 16 have already been provided.  Therefore, he provided remaining 20 permission letters today. 

Sh. M.R. Dubey, complainant needs time to study the information provided, which is granted.  

It has been informed that earlier, Sh. Inderjit Singh, Supdt.  was the PIO but now, now Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar is the PIO.”



Today, Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar submits that the statement recorded in the hearing dated 27.09.2010 regarding designation of the PIO is
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correct.  A letter dated 20.10.2010 addressed to the complainant, has been tendered which reads: -

“In the above matter, reply to the letter no. 130-134 dated 09.10.2010 from the complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey is as follows: -

Sh. Dubey has written that for the session 2008-09, following recognition letters have not been permitted, which is clarified as under: -

1.
New Gobind School of Nursing, Amritsar – This school did not exist in 2008-09;

2.
Ramgarhia School of Nursing, Phagwara – This school is for GNM and not for ANM;

3.
Bhagwant Memorial Hospital, Narangwal, Ludhiana - This school did not exist in 2008-09;

4.
S.T. College of Nursing, Mahilawali, Hoshiarpur - This school did not exist in 2008-09;

It has been stated by the complainant that page no. 3 and 14 which pertain to International School of Nursing, Tarn Taran and Dr. Sham Lal Thapar School of Nursing, Moga are for GNM Course and the recognition (permission) letters of these institutions for ANM Courses are attached.”



Complainant states that names of these 4 colleges have been recorded by him from the official website.    Respondent stated that these four colleges did not exist during session 2008-09 and permission was only granted in the session 2009-10.



Thus complete information stands provided in the instant case today.



Complainant demands compensation and wishes penalty to be imposed on the respondent for the delay in supply of information. 



Therefore, in view of the inordinate delay caused in providing the information, PIO Sh. Inderjit Singh is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the
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opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 15.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar

M/s Bhushan General Store,

Bus Stand,

Rampura Phool

(Bathinda)







   …Complainant

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I. (S.E.) Punjab, 




Chandigarh.







    …Respondent

C.C. No. 806 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Ms. Neelam Bhagat, S/Sh. Baljit Singh and Varinder Singh.

 

Letter dated 12.10.2010 has been received from the Under Secretary addressed to the Principal Secretary, School Education, Punjab, has been received which reads: -

“Please refer to CC no. 806/2008 under the RTI Act 2005.

Compliance of the order of Hon’ble State Information Commission dated 22.09.2010 (copy enclosed for reference) be ensured failing which your department will be solely responsible.”



In the hearing dated 30.08.2010, it was recorded: -

“The said representations received are forwarded to the Secretary Education, Punjab to look into the matter and inform the Commission as to who is responsible for the delay and consequently payment of penalty imposed.” 



In the hearing dated 22.09.2010, it was recorded as under: -
“Office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab and the Secretary Education, Punjab to look into / enquire into the matter and let the name(s) of the designated PIO(s) in the said office so that the amount of penalty be recovered from them, at an early date.”



Today, Ms. Neelam Bhagat, present on behalf of the respondent stated that Pankaj Sharma, Deputy Director (Vocational) is conducting the enquiry and the Commission shall be informed of the outcome in due course.
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Upon receipt of the information identifying the PIO(s), matter regarding ratio of penalty imposed shall be taken up.



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harish Goyal, Advocate

C/o Amrit Lal

S/o Sh. Hem Raj

R/o Near Dr. Kaplash

Bus Stand Road,

Dhuri, Sangrur 





                …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub- Registrar

Dhuri
2.
Public Information Officer,

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner Sangrur


…..Respondents

AC- 871/2010
Order
Present:
Appellant Sh. Harish Goyal in person.

None for the Respondent. 



Counsel for the Second Appellant stated that First Appellate Authority has allowed delivery of information called for by Sh. Baldev Singh.



Present appellant is a third party who is affected by this information.  He further stated that First Appellate Authority vide order dated 11.10.2010 has ordered providing of information by 25.10.2010.  In case the order of First Appellate Authority is not stayed, the purpose of filing the second appeal will be defeated. 



If the information is supplied, the instant appeal will become infructuous  therefore, in the interest of justice without any consideration of the merit of the case or any prejudice to the rights of the parties herein, the order dt:11.10.10 of the first appellate authority is stayed. Notice of the hearing be issued to the respondents to appear before the Commission on 11.11.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





   Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 20.10.2010



State Information Commissioner 
