STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. H.S. Hundal,

No. 3402, Sector 71,

Mohali.


  





 … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District & Sessions Judge,

Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o District & Sessions Judge,

Patiala.




 

  …Respondents

AC- 1627/12

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. H.S. Hundal in person.
For the respondents: S/Sh. Jarnail Singh, Supdt.-PIO; Bhalinder Sharma, APIO; and Anil Garg, Steno.


In this case, vide RTI application dated 13.08.2012 addressed to respondent no. 1, Sh. Hundal had sought information on six points pertaining to a complaint dated 13.07.2012 made by him for not supplying the judgment dated 12.07.2012 the same day in case FIR No. 68 dated 05.09.2002 PS Vigilance Bureau, Patiala, decided on 12.07.2012 in which conviction orders were passed by the Hon’ble Special Judge, Patiala Sh. K.C. Gupta. 


It is further the case of Sh. Hundal that he had had filed first appeal before the first Appellate Authority on 18.09.2012 while the Second appeal had been preferred with the Commission, received in its office on 07.11.2012.


In the hearing dated 26.12.2012, Sh. Baljinder Sharma, Reader, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had submitted that the requisite information had already been provided to the appellant.   However, the representative of the appellant was not aware of the fact.   Respondent had been directed to mail another set of the relevant information, duly attested, to the appellant, free of cost, within a week’s time and on the next date, to file an affidavit stating that no further information except the one provided, was available in their records which could be made available to the appellant as per his application dated 13.08.2012.


In the hearing dated 30.01.2013, Sh. Hundal had stated that he had made a representation on 04.11.2012 and the action taken thereon by the respondent had not been communicated to him, which was ordered accordingly. 


In the earlier hearing dated 28.02.2013, neither the appellant nor the respondent was present. 


In the hearing dated 17.04.2013, 
during the proceedings, it transpired that a copy of the application dated 12.07.2012 submitted by the accused for supply of certified copy of order of conviction had not been provided to the appellant.   It had further been asserted by the appellant that photocopy of the register maintained by the steno containing particulars of delivery of order dated 16.07.2012 acknowledged by the accused had also not been provided to him so far. 


Sh. Bhalinder Sharma, appearing on behalf of the respondents, had assured the Commission that an attested copy of the relevant page of the register maintained by the steno containing particulars of delivery of order dated 16.07.2012 acknowledged by the accused would be sent to the appellant by registered post within a couple of days.  He, however, had stated that no application dated 12.07.2012 was available in their records whereby a copy of the order of conviction had been sought by the accused.   He had further brought to the notice of the Commission that this record was maintained by the steno in a register.  As such, Sh. Anil Garg, Steno to the Additional District and Sessions Judge, Patiala was directed to appear before the Commission today along with the original relevant register as noted hereinabove. 


S/Sh. Gopal Krishan, Supdt. I; Bhalinder Sharma, Reader; and Anil Garg, Steno, O/o Hon’ble Special Judge, Patiala Sh. K.C. Gupta were also directed to appear personally and bring along the original court file of the particular case wherein order of conviction had been passed on 12.07.2012.


On 16.05.2013, Sh. Bhalinder Sharma, appearing on behalf of the respondents, submitted that a copy of the order had not been received in their office and as such, neither Sh. Gopal Krishan, Supdt.-I nor Sh. Anil Garg, Steno had been deputed by the office to attend the hearing.   He further informed the Commission that Sh. Gopal Krishan, Supdt.-I had since been transferred and Sh. Jarnail Singh, Supdt. had taken over in his place. 


Taking into account that the RTI application had been submitted as early as 13.08.2012 and the complete information was yet far from provided despite lapse of over nine months, the PIO – Sh. Jarnail Singh, Superintendent, office of District & Sessions Judge, Patiala was issued a show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005.


Written response to the show cause notice in the form of an affidavit has been tendered by the PIO Sh. Jarnail Singh, which is taken on record.   However, the original register maintained by the steno containing particulars of delivery of order dated 16.07.2012 acknowledged by the accused has not been presented.


One last opportunity is granted to the respondents to present before the Commission the original case file in question along with the original register maintained by the steno containing particulars of delivery of order dated 16.07.2012 acknowledged by the accused, on the next date fixed, failing which punitive provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 could be invoked which should be noted carefully. 


A copy of this order be sent to the District and Sessions Judge, Patiala to facilitate presentation of the original file and the register, as noted hereinabove.


Adjourned to 18.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh




 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013


State Information Commissioner 

Copy to:

District & Sessions Judge,

Patiala.

For compliance, as noted hereinabove. 









    Sd/-

Chandigarh




 (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013


State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sunil Aggarwal,

No. 3067/III-27, Gali No. 2,

Kucha Kamboan,

Amritsar.



 



        …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Kamla Lahotia SD College,

Daresi Road,

Subhash Nagar,
Ludhiana.
 





                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  114/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Sunil Aggarwal assisted by Sh. Vikas Kuthiala, advocate.

For the respondent: Sh. S.L. Bhalla, Advocate.


In the present case, vide application dated 20.10.2012 addressed to Kamla Lahotia SD College, Ludhiana, Sh. Sunil Aggarwal had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Copies of public tenders floated with regard to construction projects in the college campus, college canteen and all capital items worth over Rs. 1 lakh during the last five financial years; 

2. 
Labour attendance register of the construction and repair work done in the college since April 2011 till May 23, 2012;

3.
Copy of entries w.r.t. building material entered in the incoming / outgoing property register of the college since April 2011 till date; 

4.
Details of capital expenditure on goods only worth over Rs. 1 lakh in the last three financial years and their deprecation value as mentioned in audited statements; 

5.
Did the college ever have the eligibility to receive grants form the UGC, New Delhi for post-graduate courses or category along with undergraduate courses / category?  If yes, a copy of the eligibility certificate be provided;

6.
Details of payments of over Rs. 20 lakh each made by the college to any individual during last ten years;

7.
The year when land meant for the college was transferred to the College management i.e. Shri Sanatan Dharam Sabha (Regd.) Ludhiana by the State Govt.;   Particulars of the notification vide which this authorization was handed over to the Managing Committee of the college.


The present complaint had been filed before the Commission, received in its office on 18.12.2012.


In the earlier hearing, no one had come present on behalf of the respondent and the case was posted to April 18, 2013, when Sh. Sham Lal Bhalla, advocate, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had made written submissions dated 18.04.2013 pleading that the respondent college was not covered in the definition of Public Authority as defined in Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005 and hence not amendable to the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.  A copy of the submissions had also been provided to the complainant who prayed for time to file re-joinder to the same.


On 29.05.2013, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present.   

Today, Sh. Sunil Aggarwal, the applicant-complainant made a written statement withdrawing the present complaint, which is accepted.


Accordingly, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.  










 Sd/-
Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Kusum w/o Sh. Kewal Kumar,

H. No. 2602,

Urban Estate Phase 2,

Patiala.



 



        …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Budhlada.
 





                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  116/13
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Kewal Kumar.


For the respondent: Sh. Rupinder Singh Bal, Tehsildar.


In this case, vide application dated 29.10.2012, Ms. Kusam had sought to know from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Mansa if any enquiry was conducted and case registered against the guilty persons, pursuant to her application dated 23.07.2012 regarding execution of sale deeds by Sh. Darshan Kumar son of Sh. Mouli Ram, after the execution of sale deed no. 1414 dated 08.06.1994 regarding Khasra No. 314 of Boha 1st and 288 & 289 of Boha 2nd.    She had further sought the present status of her application dated 23.07.2012.


The application of the applicant had been transferred by the PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Mansa to the Tehsildar, Budhlada vide Memo. No. 3056 dated 07.11.2012, in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.


Tehsildar, Budhlada, vide Memo. no. 539 dated 23.11.2012 had provided the information as received from the office Kanungo, office of Tehsildar, Budhlada.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 18.12.2012.


When the case came up for hearing on 05.02.2013, it transpired that though the status of the complaint made by the applicant-complainant on 23.07.2012 had been communicated by the respondent, vide Memo. No. 96 dated 04.02.2013, a copy whereof had also been placed on record, the complainant lamented that he had not been specifically apprised if any enquiry had been got conducted on his complaint and the outcome of the same.   Respondent-PIO was directed accordingly.

In the hearing dated 21.03.2013, Sh. Rupinder Bal, Tehsildar, had come present and presented a letter no. 177 dated 19.03.2013 addressed to the applicant-complainant, annexing therewith a copy of letter no. 158 dated 13.03.2013 addressed by the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Budhlada to the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.  Perusal of the communication indicated that the matter involving a number of complaints including the one dated 23.07.2012 submitted by the complainant, had been investigated / enquired into by the SDM, Budhlada and his report had been made available to the complainant. 


Sh. Kewal Kumar, present on behalf of the complainant, had agitated that even the document provided to him not deal with the core issue of his query in the RTI application viz-a-viz the enquiry, if any, got conducted pursuant to application / complaint dated 23.07.2012 regarding execution of sale deeds by Sh. Darshan Kumar son of Sh. Mouli Ram, after the execution of sale deed no. 1414 dated 08.06.1994 regarding Khasra No. 314 of Boha 1st and 288 & 289 of Boha 2nd and the outcome of such an enquiry. 


The contention of the complainant had substance and needed to be looked into and replied suitably.   As such, the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa whom the complaint in question made by the present applicant-complainant on 23.07.2012, was addressed, was directed to get a fresh and specific enquiry conducted into the complaint dated 23.07.2012 submitted by Ms. Kusum, in accordance with law; and to make a copy of the relevant report available to the applicant-complainant, preferably within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission.   


On 07.05.2013, Sh. Rupinder Pal, Tehsildar, Budhlada submitted that the matter was pending adjudication before the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Budhlada and was fixed for 10.05.2013 and as such, requested for an adjournment, which was granted with the consent of the representative of the complainant.


Today, Sh. Rupinder Bal, Tehsildar, handed over a communication bearing endorsement no. 195 dated 05.07.2013 wherewith a copy of the enquiry report dated 29.05.2013 from the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Budhlada to the applicant-complainant, who, upon perusal thereof, stated that the report has been submitted to the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa who is to take a final decision thereon.


As such, the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa shall communicate to the applicant-complainant the final outcome of the enquiry report in question, as noted hereinabove.


Adjourned to 14.08.2013 at 2.00 PM.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

The Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.

For compliance, as noted hereinabove. 










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Isher Singh

Village Tervedi Camp,

PO Mubarikpur,

Distt. Mohali.



 



        …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Dera Bassi (Mohali)





                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  3300/12

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Isher Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Panchayat Secretary.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 11.10.2012, by Sh. Ishar Singh stating that the information sought by him from the respondent under the RTI Act, 2005 vide his application dated 01.08.2012 had not been provided.   He had sought information on six points pertaining to installation of Tubewell in village Trivedi Camp, Tehsil Dera Bassi, Distt. Mohali.


In the first hearing dated 05.12.2012, Complainant was not present nor had any communication been received from him.  However, S/Sh. Subhash Modi, Panchayat Officer; and Jatinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had stated that they had forwarded the complete information to the complainant on 27.11.2012.  A copy of the said letter had also been presented, which was taken on record. 


In the earlier hearing dated 09.01.2013, again no one came present on behalf of the complainant while Sh. Jatinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary had appeared on behalf of the respondent and submitted that point-wise separate information on all the applications of the complainant had been sent to him by registered post on 08.01.2013.   The complainant again chose to remain absent, without any intimation.


On 17.04.2013, though Sh. Isher Singh, the complainant was present, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.   Complainant stated that point-wise had not been received by him separately on all the applications made by him.


Respondent was directed to do so now, if not already done, and inform the Commission accordingly. 

When the case came up for hearing on 29.05.2013, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.   In the interest of justice, one final opportunity was afforded to the respondent PIO. 


Today, the respondent has handed over to the applicant-complainant point-wise complete specific information according to his RTI application dated 01.08.2012, who, upon perusal thereof, expressed his satisfaction over the same.


In reply to the show cause notice, respondent has cited, amongst others, heavy workload, shortage of staff, non-availability of proper infrastructure etc. as the factors resulting in delay in providing the information.   


The plea of the respondent is accepted.   The Commission is of the view that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent or any of his officials for the delay caused in providing the information and no part of it can be termed deliberate or intentional.    As such, the show cause notice is dispensed with.


Since complete satisfactory information stands provided to the applicant-complainant, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Isher Singh

Village Tervedi Camp,

PO Mubarikpur,

Distt. Mohali.



 



        …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Dera Bassi (Mohali)





                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  3301/12

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Isher Singh in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Panchayat Secretary.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 11.10.2012, by Sh. Ishar Singh stating that the information sought by him from the respondent under the RTI Act, 2005 vide his application dated 07.08.2012 had not been provided.   He had sought information on six points related to installation of Tubewell in village Trivedi Camp, Tehsil Dera Bassi, Distt. Mohali.


In the first hearing dated 05.12.2012, Complainant was not present nor had any communication been received from him.  However, S/Sh. Subhash Modi, Panchayat Officer; and Jatinder Singh, Panchayat Secretary, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had stated that they had not received a copy of the application for information submitted by the complainant.   The same had been provided to them in the said hearing and the Respondent PIO was directed to provide point-wise complete information to the applicant as per his application dated 07.08.23012, within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission. 

On 17.04.2013, though Sh. Isher Singh, the complainant was present, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.   Complainant stated that point-wise had not been received by him separately on all the applications made by him.


Respondent was directed to do so now, if not already done, and inform the Commission accordingly. 

When the case came up for hearing on 29.05.2013, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.   In the interest of justice, one final opportunity was afforded to the respondent PIO. 


Today, the respondent has handed over to the applicant-complainant point-wise complete specific information according to his RTI application dated 07.08.2012, who, upon perusal thereof, expressed his satisfaction over the same.


In reply to the show cause notice, respondent has cited, amongst others, heavy workload, shortage of staff, non-availability of proper infrastructure etc. as the factors resulting in delay in providing the information.   


The plea of the respondent is accepted.   The Commission is of the view that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent or any of his officials for the delay caused in providing the information and no part of it can be termed deliberate or intentional.    As such, the show cause notice is dispensed with.


Since complete satisfactory information stands provided to the applicant-complainant, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 










      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

10904, Basant Road,

Near Gurudwara,

Industrial Area ‘B’

Ludhiana.


 



        …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Christian Medical College & Hospital (CMC),

Ludhiana.
 




                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  31/13
Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Ravison, Law Officer; Ranjit Theodore, Personnel Officer assisted by Sh. B.D. Sharma, advocate.

In the present case, vide application dated 27.09.2012 addressed to the Medical Superintendent, CMC Hospital, Ludhiana, Sh. Balbir Aggarwal had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -


1.
Charges for 24 hours’ stay in General Ward;

2.
Rate list for lab investigations of biochemistry, clinical pathology, microbiology, x-rays, cardiology and ICU etc. according to which the patients are billed;

3.
Specify doctor’s charges, nursing charges.  What are the facilities charged for on daily basis?

4.
Admission charges;

5.
Do you admit patients from poor strata?  Details of such admissions done during 2010, 2011 and up to September 2012.

6.
Is VAT deposited by your hospital on monthly basis or on quarterly basis with the Excise & Taxation Department?  Provide photocopies of such deposits for the period 2010 to 2012 (up to September)

7.
What the average monthly receipts from the patients as per your records?   Details of discount / concession granted, if any i.e. date, bill number and particulars of the respective patients. 

8.
Are you sending the copies of audited accounts of the Department of Health & Family Welfare, Punjab?


Respondent, vide letter No. PO/038 dated 15.10.2012 had declined the information stating that it was not covered under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 12.12.2012.


When the case came up for hearing on 19.03.2013 via video-conferencing, Sh. Ranjit, PIO had requested for some more time to provide the information sought by Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, which was granted with the consent of the complainant.   


The case was posted to 08.05.2013, to be heard at Chandigarh when the respondent had submitted an application for adjournment of the hearing till disposal of appeal filed by it before the Central Information Commission, New Delhi.  He had further stated that on the last date fixed before the Hon’ble Central Commission, the quorum was not complete and as such, the case could not be taken up for hearing.    A copy of the application had also been provided to the applicant-complainant.


Respondents had further submitted that even the income-tax exemption granted to the Hospital had been withdrawn by the authorities.


Respondents were directed to place on record copies of the relevant documents – appeal filed before the Central Information Commission; and the order whereby the income-tax exemption had been withdrawn by the Income Tax Department, for consideration of the Commission.


On 18.06.2013 when the case came up for hearing, respondents had tendered the relevant documents directed to be presented, in the earlier hearing dated 18.06.2013.   However, when confronted that once the order of the Commission declaring the respondent a Public Authority was not appealable before the Central Information Commission, what prompted them to file an appeal before the said Commission, they had no answer.  They, however, stated that they were filing a Civil Writ Petition before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court immediately after summer vacation and as such, requested one more adjournment, which was granted as a last opportunity.    It was made clear if the respondents failed to bring any stay order from the High Court today, no further adjournment on this count would be afforded.


Today, a phone call had been received from Sh. Balbir Aggarwal expressing his inability to attend the hearing.  He, however, informed the Commission that the requisite information had not so far been provided to him.


Respondents have made a written statement to the effect that they have filed a CWP bearing No. 14377 of 2013 challenging the order of the Commission whereby the respondent Hospital has been declared a Public Authority wherein notice has been issued for 24.07.2013.  As such, they have sought an adjournment to await the decision of the Hon’ble High Court, which is granted.


Adjourned to 27.08.2013 at 2.00 PM.










      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Prem Kumar Gupta,

190-E, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana-141001
  






 … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA).

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority (GLADA).

Ludhiana.





 
  …Respondents

AC- 340/13
Order

Present:
For the appellant: Sh. S.S. Kahlon.



None for the respondents. 


Vide application dated 03.09.2012 addressed to the Chief Town Planner, Mohali, Sh. Prem Kumar Gupta had sought the following information pertaining to group housing project in Basant Complex, Pakhowal Road, Ludhiana by PVP Entertainment Pvt. Ltd. dated 19.01.2005, under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Legible and certified copies of all applications, observations, file notings, directions given, objections raised, approvals given, and all correspondence exchanged between various government offices and the applicant; 

2.
Copies of drawings pertaining to the project submitted with your office and all file notings / observations made in this aspect; 

3.
The present status of the application, as per records;

4.
Copies of any new rules, regulations, notifications etc. came into force post application dated 19.01.2005; 

5.
Details of group housing projections sanctioned / approved by your office since 2005;

6.
If information on any of the above points is digitalized, the same be provided on CD duly secured with ID Code; 

7.
Intimate the working hours and days for inspection of relevant records including name and contact number of the official designated to facilitate such inspection.  


First appeal before the First Appellate Authority had been filed on 03.11.2012 whereas the Second Appeal had been preferred before the Commission, received in its office on 04.02.2013. 


In the hearing dated 02.04.2013, a copy of Memo. no. 1374 dated 30.11.2012 addressed to the applicant-appellant by the office of Chief Town Planner, Punjab, Mohali was available on record which also made a reference to earlier Memo. 1260 dated 08.10.2012 whereby the application of the applicant-complainant was responded to. 



Copy of another Memo. no. 1374 dated 30.11.2012 addressed to Sh. Gupta by the Chief Town Planner, Punjab, Mohali, duly receipted by him, is available on record whereby, certain information has been passed on to him.   Similarly, another Memo. No. 126 dated 30.11.2012 addressed to Sh. Gupta by the Chief Town Planner, Punjab, Mohali, duly receipted by him, is available on record whereby also, certain information spread over 167 pages apart from five drawings, has been provided to him.


On 14.05.2013, the relevant information had been handed over to Sh. Kahlon by Sh. Mandeep Singh.   Sh. Kahlon sought time to study the same, which was granted.


On 20.06.2013, Sh. Kahlon, appearing on behalf of the appellant, stated that the information provided by the respondent was not in consonance with the queries raised in the RTI application.   He further stated that he had communicated his observations / objections to the respondent per communication dated 11.06.2013 and the respondent be directed to act thereon, which was ordered accordingly. 


No one has put in appearance on behalf of the respondents nor has any communication been received from them.   Sh. Kahlon, appearing on behalf of the appellant stated that there has been no further development in respect of the information sought by him.


No one has put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.


In the interest of justice, adjourned to 27.08.2013 at 2.00 PM.









      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98142-84472)

Sh. Joginder Pal,

Govansh Sewa Sadan,

No. 152, Sector 20-B,

Motia Khan,

Mandi Gobindgarh 

(Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib).





 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Faridkot.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 643/13
Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.



For the respondent: Sh. Gurtej Singh, Jr. Asstt. 


Vide application dated 21.11.2012 addressed to the respondent, Govansh Sewa Sadan (Regd.) had sought details of “Chakbandi” of land of all the villages in District Faridkot.


District Revenue Officer-cum-APIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Fazilka, vide communication dated 10.01.2013 had written to the applicant that the records pertaining to the information sought were not available with them and that the same could be obtained upon applications to the Tehsil Offices and deposit of appropriate document charges with each such office. 


Another communication bearing no. 21 dated 09.01.2013 addressed to Sh. Joginder Pal by the APIO was also available on records wherein reference to an application dated 26.12.2012 (stated to be received by it on 03.01.2013) had been made and it had been intimated that the entire record pertaining to Chakbandi had been destroyed in a fire that broke out in the record room at Faridkot in June, 1984.   It had further been stated that Missal Haqiyat with respect to 169 villages was available and for providing copies of the same, a sum of approximately Rs. 8,50,000/- was required to be deposited.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 30.01.2013.


In the hearing dated 26.03.2013, 
during the proceedings, it transpired that there was some confusion between the parties over the information sought and to be provided which stood removed.   The complainant had specified the information required and had handed over a copy of the proforma on the lines whereof, the requisite information was sought to be provided.   Respondent PIO – Sh. Ram Singh, District Revenue Officer, Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot was directed to provide the applicant point-wise complete specific information, duly attested, in accordance with RTI application dated 21.11.2012, free of cost, by registered post, within a month’s time and present a photocopy of the relevant postal receipt before the Commission for its perusal and records.   Respondent was further directed to present a copy of the FIR got registered pursuant to the fire incident in the record room, reported to have taken place in June, 1984, for perusal and records. 


When the case was taken up for hearing ion 14.05.2013, Sh. Gurtej Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had handed over information to the applicant-complainant who sought time to study the same and communicate discrepancies / shortcomings therein to the respondent who would remove the same within a fortnight of receipt of the same.


On the next date fixed, the respondent PIO was directed to be present personally along with complete relevant record pertaining to the information sought by the complainant.


When the case came up for hearing on 20.06.2013, Sh. Gurtej Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that he had brought the clarification on the discrepancies pointed out by the complainant.   However, since Sh. Joginder Pal, the complainant, was not present, respondent was directed to send this information to him by registered post within a week’s time.  Complainant was afforded an opportunity to intimate the Commission if he was satisfied with the response received.


A telephonic message had been received from the complainant seeking exemption from appearance in today’s hearing. 


Sh. Gurtej Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted letter bearing no. 859 dated 08.07.2013 annexing therewith copy of Memo. no. 832 dated 02.07.2013 under the cover of which the information received from various Tehsil offices running into 181 pages, is stated to have been sent to the applicant-complainant by registered / speed post. 


Complainant is afforded an opportunity to intimate the Commission if he is satisfied with the response received.


Adjourned to 27.08.2013 at 2.00 PM.










      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Madhu Khosla,

No. 94, Sector 3-B,

Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.
  




 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh






 
  …Respondent

CC- 532/13
Order

Present:
For the Complainant: Sh. Sunil Khosla. 

For the respondent:  Sh. Amarjit Singh, Steno-typist.

Vide application dated 24.09.2012 addressed to the respondent, Ms. Madhu Khosla had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Copy of complete proposal for creation of post of Chief Engineer (Councils) including comments of all officers;

2.
Copy of draft notification published for calling objections;

3.
Copy of advice of LR;

4.
Copy of final gazette notification;

5.
Copy of rules framed for the said post;

6.
Copy of duties and powers of Chief Engineer (Councils)

7.
Copy of complete proposal sent for promotion of Sh. Ajay Kanwar as Chief Engineer, including comments of all officers;

8.
Copy of complete report of promotion review file including comments of all officers;

9.
Name of office from where Chief Engineer (Councils) is drawing his salary.


The present complaint had been filed before the Commission, received in its office on 21.01.2013.


In the hearing dated 13.03.2013, Ms. Madhu Khosla had submitted that information on point no. 8 of her application was still pending while rest of the information to her satisfaction stood provided.


On 18.04.2013, though Sh. Akhtar Hussain had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent, the relevant information had not been provided to the complainant.
Affording one last opportunity to the respondent-PIO to provide the complainant the remainder information within a fortnight, the case was adjourned to date.


On 07.05.2013, though the respondent had tendered Memo. no. 1162 dated 03.05.2013 wherein it had been asserted that the LG-3 Branch had not undertaken any review regarding matter pertaining to promotion to the posts of Chief Engineer, the complainant, vide letter of date, asserted that the review had been conducted by Sh. Suresh Kumar, PSLG on the orders of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court passed in CWP No. 21778 of 2011 in the case titled ‘Jaspal vs. State of Punjab’.  A copy of the letter submitted by the complainant had also been handed over to Sh. Amarjit Singh, present on behalf of the respondent.


As such, respondent PIO was directed to submit his clear response with reference to the written submissions of the applicant-complainant a copy whereof had been handed over to his representative.    Respondent PIO was directed to be personally present before the Commission, today.


On 28.05.2013 when the case came up for hearing, Respondent had tendered copy of Memo. no. 1341 dated 28.05.2013 stating that speaking order was passed by the LG-2 Branch pursuant to the order passed in CWP No. 21778 of 2011 – Jaspal Singh vs. State.   However, it had been averred that the relevant file was not readily available with the said branch and as such, more time was sought, which was granted with the consent of the complainant.    Respondent was directed to expedite and provide the requisite information to the complainant. 


On 26.06.2013, the respondent-PIO handed over response vide Memo. No. 66984/2 dated 26.06.2013 to the complainant, with a copy to the Commission.


Complainant sought time to study the same, which was granted. 


A written statement of date has been received from the complainant acknowledging receipt of complete satisfactory information from the respondent.


As such, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.










      Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harbans Singh

s/o Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Village Bhindran,

Tehsil & Distt. Sangrur.





 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Public Works Department,

Block Sangrur,

Sangrur.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 816/13

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Vide application dated 20.10.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Harbans Singh had sought various information under the RTI Act, 2005 pertaining to the road from Bhindran to Balia Deh Kalan to Ladda Kothi.


The present complaint had been filed before the Commission, received in its office on 14.02.2013.


The case came up for hearing on 11.04.2015.  Complainant had stated that no information had been provided by the respondent.   However, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent nor had any communication been received from him.


In the interest of justice, one more opportunity was afforded to the respondent-PIO to provide the applicant-complainant point-wise complete specific information, duly attested, free of cost, by registered post, in accordance with RTI application dated 20.10.2012, within a month’s time; and to present a photocopy of the relevant postal receipt before the Commission today for its perusal and records, along with a copy of the information provided to Sh. Harbans Singh, the applicant-complainant.


When the case came up for hearing on 22.05.2013, Sh. Naveen Mittal, SDO, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had stated that a major part of the information had been provided.  He, however, sought some time to provide the pending information, which was granted. 


On 26.06.2013, Sh. Harbans Singh had submitted that the remainder information was still pending.


No one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent nor had any communication been received from him.    


Today, neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.


In the interest of justice, adjourned to 27.08.2013 at 2.00 PM.









    Sd/-

Chandigarh





             (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  09.07.2013




State Information Commissioner
