STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98153-44376)

Sh. Karan Singh,

No. 1, Street No. 5,

Jhill Road,

Tripuri,

Patiala


  

        


 …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.





      …Respondents
AC- 699/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Karan Singh in person.

For the respondents: S/Sh. Hari Singh, Supdt.; and Parshottam Kumar, HC.


In the case in hand, vide application dated 19.10.2011, Sh. Karan Singh had sought from the respondent the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Copies of promotion orders effected from 25.08.2011 to 30.09.2011 including D-II, E-II, F-II.

2.
Recommendations received for the said promotions;

3.
Copies of the promotions ordered one month prior to retirement by the last 4 DGPs.

 
First appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 03.03.2012 and the present Second Appeal had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 14.05.2012 pleading non-receipt of any information. 


Passing through various stages, today, the complete information running into 12 pages according to RTI application dated 19.10.2011 has been handed over to the applicant-appellant by the respondents, before the Commission.  It has further been asserted by the respondents that there is no further information available on office records which could be provided to Sh. Karan Singh in response to his RTI application.


No other issue was pressed during the arguments.


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










 Sd/-
Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Barnala.







 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

LG-2 Branch,

Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 1194/13

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



For the respondent: Ms. Chamanpreet, Sr. Asstt. 

Vide RTI application dated 04.02.2013 addressed to the PIO, office of Director Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh, Sh. Tarsem Jindal had sought to know the status of a complaint dated 22.12.2012 made by him against Sh. Baljit Kumar Kansal, Asstt. Engineer, Barnala, currently posted with Improvement Trust, Rajpura.  He had further sought to know the extent of hearing-disability with which a person under the ‘Handicapped’ category was considered eligible for the job in the department. 


When the case came up for hearing on 09.05.2013, Complainant was not present nor had any communication been received from him.   However, Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, appearing from the office of Director, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh had tendered copy of Memo. no. 6521 dated 21.02.2013 whereby the request of the applicant had been transferred in original to the PIO, LG-2 Branch, office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, stating that the information pertained to the said department and was to be provided by it only.   As such, PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh (LG-2) Branch was substituted as respondent. 


One more opportunity was afforded to the respondent to provide the applicant-complainant point-wise complete specific information, duly attested, free of cost, according to his RTI application dated 04.02.2013 by registered post.


Complainant was also advised to intimate the Commission if he was satisfied with the information, when received.


Today, Ms. Chamanpreet, appearing on behalf of the respondent, tendered copy of Memo. No. 63185/2 dated 14.06.2013 that the relevant matter is under consideration of the Punjab Govt. and no final decision has so far been taken.   As soon as the same is done, the outcome will be communicated to the applicant-complainant.   In view thereof, an adjournment has been sought, which is granted. 


Adjourned to 25.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.









  Sd/-

Chandigarh





           (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98789-51519)

Sh. Paramjit Singh Fauji,

English Typist,

Near PS City Tarn Taran,

Session Courts,

Tarn Taran – 143401




   
 …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Social Security Officer,

Tarn Taran.

2.
Block Development and Panchayat Officer,


Tarn Taran.

3.
C.D.P.O.


Tarn Taran.





        
 …Respondents
CC- 1706/12
Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.

For the respondents: Sh. N.S. Pannu, DSSO; and Ms. Pushpinderjit Kaur, CDPO, Tarn Taran. 

 
In this case, vide application dated 02.01.2012, Sh. Paramjit Singh Fauji had sought from the respondent information on five points pertaining to Old-age, Handicapped and Widow Pensions in respect of beneficiaries of village Bhaini Mattuan. 


The present complaint had been received from him in the Commission on 22.06.2012. 

In the earlier hearing dated 20.03.2013, in the presence of both the parties, the points of information were discussed quite at a length whereupon it transpired that part of the information was still pending which the respondent had not been able to provide in the absence of relevant particulars from the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Tarn Taran and the CDPO, despite numerous communications addressed to them, who were directed to arrayed as respondents in the case. 


Also, a compensation to the tune of Rs. 2,500/- (Rupees Two Thousand Five Hundred Only) payable by the Public Authority – Respondent No. 1, was awarded to Sh. Paramjit Singh, the applicant-complainant for the detriments suffered by him in getting the information sought under the RTI Act, 2005.   Sh. Singh acknowledged receipt of the amount of compensation.


In the hearing dated 09.05.2013, Sh. N.S. Pannu, DSSO, Tarn Taran had submitted that only two APRs (Rolls of beneficiaries) remained to be provided to Sh. Paramjit Singh in response to his RTI application dated 02.01.2012.  He had also narrated the facts and circumstances under which the same had been lost / misplaced including the factum of suspension of the official concerned, pursuant to an FIR registered against him.  The complainant also submitted that out of the un-disbursed amount, a sum of Rs. 45,000/- approximately remained to be reconciled by the respondents.


On the request of both the parties, another opportunity was afforded to the respondents to provide the applicant-complainant all the remainder information within a month’s time. 


Today, the respondents tendered a written acknowledgement dated 14.06.2013 from the applicant-complainant Sh. Paramjit Singh regarding receipt of complete satisfactory information. 


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










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harjit Singh

No. 1935-II,

Urban Estate,

Patiala.
  






 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Patiala Development Authority,

Patiala.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 483/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harjit Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Raj Pal, Supdt.-APIO; and Vinod Kumar, clerk.


In the case in hand, vide application dated 31.07.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Harjit Singh had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Vide letter no. 1150 dated 29.05.2012 addressed to Sh. Raj Pal Zedka, owner, Kothi no. 1393-II you had called upon him to remove the encroachment from the land of PUDA within 7 days and to remove the gate.  This period ended on 06.06.2012; however, nothing has been done by the owner till date i.e. 31.07.2012.  Why no action has been taken so far?

2.
Vide letter no. 1126 dated 29.05.2012, it was informed that separate steps are being taken in respect of Para 3 and 4.   Please apprise me of the action taken. 

3.
Has PUDA given up its ownership over the land which is under unauthorised occupation of others?  If not, the action taken for removal of unauthorised occupation of others.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 15.01.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 14.03.2013, Sh. Mohan Pal, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had tendered copy of Memo. no. 5571 dated 13.03.2013 addressed to Sh. Harjit Singh said to be containing the requisite information.   Upon perusal of the same, Sh. Harjit Singh had submitted that information provided was incomplete apart from being unsatisfactory and did not answer all his queries.  Sh. Mohan Pal had however, stated that he was not aware of the facts of the case and that only the previous day, he had been advised to put in appearance before the Commission.  Sh. Dhian Singh, Administrative Officer who was stated to be was directed to ensure that point-wise complete information, duly attested was mailed to the complainant by registered post, free of cost.   
He was further directed to appear personally in today’s hearing, positively, failing which, it was recorded, punitive and stringent provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 could be invoked against him.   He was also reminded that in terms of the notice issued by the Commission, no official below the rank of APIO was to be deputed for attending the hearing.


When the case was taken up for hearing on 07.05.2013, Sh. Harjit Singh, the complainant had submitted that there had been no further development in the matter and the position regarding information remained unchanged.  Respondents present had not been able to clearly state their plea and it appeared they were not well familiar with the facts and circumstances of the case. 


Today, Sh. Harjit Singh, the complainant made a statement that complete information to his satisfaction now stands provided.

No other issue was pressed during the arguments.


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










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harjit Singh

No. 1935-II,

Urban Estate,

Patiala.
  






 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Patiala Development Authority,

Patiala.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 484/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harjit Singh in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Raj Pal, Supdt.-APIO; and Vinod Kumar, clerk.


In the present case, vide application dated 02.11.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Harjit Singh had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005 with reference to letter no. 4762 dated 20.09.2012: -

1.
When the entire correspondence is being done with respect to plot no. 1393 and 1440, how has the mention of plot no. 1393 to 1404 has crept in, in your above letter?

2.
Vide letter no. 3568 dated 27.08.2012, the ramp was to be dismantled / removed.  Why no action has been taken even after lapse of two months?  Has any fee been deposited by the allottees?  If yes, proof of such deposit be provided. 


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 15.01.2013.


When the case came up for hearing on 14.03.2013, Sh. Mohan Pal, appearing on behalf of the respondent, had tendered copy of Memo. no. 5566 dated 13.03.2013 addressed to Sh. Harjit Singh said to be containing the requisite information.  
Upon perusal of the same, Sh. Harjit Singh had submitted that information provided was incomplete apart from being unsatisfactory and did not answer all his queries.  Sh. Mohan Pal had however, stated that he was not aware of the facts of the case and that only the previous day, he had been advised to put in appearance before the Commission.  Sh. Dhian Singh, Administrative Officer who was stated to be was directed to ensure that point-wise complete information, duly attested was mailed to the complainant by registered post, free of cost and a copy of the relevant postal receipt presented before the Commission.  

On 07.05.2013, Sh. Harjit Singh, the complainant had submitted that there had been no further development in the matter and the position regarding information remained unchanged.


Today, Sh. Harjit Singh, the complainant made a statement that complete information to his satisfaction now stands provided.


No other issue was pressed during the arguments.


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










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dharam Pal

s/o Sh. Lal Chand,

H. No. 46/3, Dharampura Colony,

Batala

(Distt. Gurdaspur)






 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Estate Officer,

Urban Estate,

New Courts,

Jalandhar.






 
  …Respondent

CC- 1200/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Dharam Pal in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Dinesh Kumar, ADO-APIO 


In this case, vide RTI application dated 15.12.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Dharam Pal had sought reasons for non-allotment of a residential plot in the Urban Estate, Jalandhar measuring 6 Marla for which he had deposited a sum of Rs. 540/- vide Book No. 92, Receipt No. 97 dated 03.05.1973.


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 18.03.2013.


On 08.05.2013, during the proceedings, both the parties had mutually agreed that the complainant would visit the office of respondent on 05.06.2013 at 11.00 A.M. for inspection of the relevant records and to identify the documents copies whereof were required by him, and see the representatives of the respondent present who would extend full cooperation during his visit.   In case the date fixed was declared a holiday, such inspection would be carried out on the next working day. 


Respondent was directed to provide attested copies of the documents so identified by the complainant during the inspection, according to the relevant provisions of the RTI Act. 2005, as per his RTI application dated 15.12.2012.


Today, the complainant stated that he did visit the office of the respondent on the scheduled date but the relevant information has yet not been made available to him.

Respondent submitted copy of letter bearing no. 2927 dated 05.06.2013 addressed to the applicant-complainant Sh. Dharam Pal informing him that that no entries in the records pertaining to Book No. 92, Receipt No. 97 dated 03.05.1973 (R.172) were traced.   The said letter is signed by the Estate Officer, Jalandhar Development Authority, Jalandhar.  


The contention of the respondent is not accepted.  The Commission is at a loss to understand how only a particular record could go missing and the fact did not come to the knowledge of the authorities all this time.


As such, Estate Officer, Jalandhar Development Authority, SCO No. 41, Ladowali Road, PUDA Complex, Jalandhar is directed to have another diligent search to dig out the relevant records and intimate the outcome to the Commission by the next date fixed.


Complainant is exempted from appearing before the Commission on the next date fixed keeping in view the difficulties and hardship being faced by him.


Adjourned to 25.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.









 Sd/-

Chandigarh





            (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lt. Col. Bant Singh (Retd.)

Member,

Gram Panchayat Ghungrana,

Ludhiana.


 



          …Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Pakhowal Block,

Ludhiana.
 




                    ..…Respondent

CC No.  48/13
Order

Heard Via Video-conferencing

Present:
Complainant Lt. Col. Bant Singh in person.



None for the respondent.

Vide RTI application dated 11.09.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Bant Singh had sought a copy of the Audit and Inspection report of Gram Panchayat, Ghunghrana for the period October 2002 to 30.09.2010. 


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


In the hearing dated 19.03.2013, 
Sh. Balvir Singh, BDPO had prayed for some more time to provide the relevant information to the complainant, which was granted.   
 
On 09.05.2013, the complainant had filed written objections a copy whereof had been handed over to Sh. Jaswant Singh, Panchayat Secretary, present on behalf of the respondent.    Respondent PIO Sh. Balvir Singh, BDPO was directed to remove the same well before the next date fixed. 


Looking at the irresponsible attitude of the respondent, Sh. Balvir Singh, BDPO, Pakhowal Block, Ludhiana was issued a show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005. 


Sh. Bant Singh, the applicant-complainant submitted that there has been no further development in respect of the information sought by him.   


Memo. No. 2334 dated 17.06.2013 has been received from the respondent BDPO Sh. Babir Singh, wherein it is contended that despite various communications dated 12.09.2012, 14.03.2013, 20.03.2013, and 30.05.2013 addressed to Sh. Jaswant Singh, VDO, Block Pakhowal, he has not acted to provide the information and hence action be taken against him.    


It is surprising that a PIO is recommending action against one of his officials terming him as the PIO for the present case.   It is also not understood under what rules / law / provisions of any statute prompted the BDPO to further name one of his officials as the PIO.    Further, he has also not cared to appear before the Commission and has rather sent a message of not being able to attend the hearing today.   This is highly irregular and cannot be taken lightly.   He is apparently out to frustrate the very purpose of the RTI legislation.


As such, respondent PIO – Sh. Balbir Singh, BDPO, Block Pakhowal is hereby issued a show cause notice to explain in writing by furnishing self attested affidavit 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 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. 


PIO is further directed to make written submissions, if any, in response to the show cause notice, in the shape of a duly sworn affidavit, failing which further steps including initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be taken, as per relevant provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.    He is further directed to present on the next date complete relevant records pertaining to the case along with day-to-day action taken report on the RTI application of the applicant-complainant.


Adjourned to 30.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.









 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Balbir Singh,

(REGISTERED)
Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Block Pakhowal,

Distt. Ludhiana.

For compliance, as directed hereinabove. 










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagdish Bansal

s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

Ward No. 21, Khokhar Road,

Mansa.







 
… Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.
2.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






 
  …Respondents

CC- 1279/13
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagdish Bansal in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Singh, Asstt. Project Officer


In this case, vide RTI application dated 17.03.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Jagdish Bansal had sought the following information for the period 1986 to 2011: -

1.
No. of groups formed under Dwarka Scheme in the blocks of Budhlada, Bhikhi, Mansa, Sardulgarh and Jhuneer;

2.
The amount being received by various groups, village-wise under Dwarka Scheme; 

3.
Schemes under which the groups under Dwarka scheme have been formed;

4.
Copies of the resolutions submitted by the groups while opening bank accounts, copies of bank account statements, copies of bills respecting materials purchased; 

5.
No. of loan cases pertaining to handicapped beneficiaries approved in the five blocks of the district.  


The present complaint had been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 22.03.2013.


On 07.05.2013 when the case came up for hearing, while Sh. Jagdish Bansal maintained that the requisite information had not been provided to him by the respondents, no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondents.


In the interest of justice, one more opportunity was afforded to the respondent PIO and the case was posted to date i.e. June 18, 2013. 


Today, during the proceedings, it transpired that information from 1993 to 1998 has been provided by the respondent whereas no information for the period from 1986 to 1993 has so far been provided.   Respondent stated that Mansa district came into existence later and earlier, it was covered under district Bathinda.   In view of this assertion of the respondent, it is imperative that the PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda is impleaded as a respondent, which is ordered accordingly. 


It is observed that the application for information had been made as early as 17.03.2012 and despite lapse of well over one year, the requisite information has not so far been provided by the respondent. 


Therefore, respondent PIO – Sh. Surinder Singh, Asstt. Project Officer, DRDA, Mansa is hereby issued a show cause notice to explain in writing by furnishing self attested affidavit 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 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. 


PIO is further directed to make written submissions, if any, in response to the show cause notice, in the shape of a duly sworn affidavit, failing which further steps including initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be taken, as per relevant provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.    He is further directed to present on the next date complete relevant records pertaining to the case along with day-to-day action taken report on the RTI application of the applicant-complainant.


Both the respondents shall appear personally before the Commission on the next date fixed, along with complete relevant records.


Adjourned to 30.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





       (  Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Surinder Singh,

(REGISTERED)
Asstt. Project Officer,

D.R.D.A.

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.

For compliance, as directed hereinabove. 










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




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:
Complainant Sh. Balbir Aggarwal in person.

For the respondent: S/Sh. Ravison, Law Officer; and Ranjit Theodore, Personnel Officer.


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.


Respondents have 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 are 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 is granted as a last opportunity.    If the respondents fail to bring any stay order from the High Court on the next date, no further adjournment on this count shall be afforded, which should be noted carefully.


Adjourned to 09.07.2013 at 2.00 PM.










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarsem Jindal,

Kothi No. 306, Aastha Enclave,

Barnala.
  






 … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Tehsildar,

Rampura Phul

Distt. Bathinda.





 
  …Respondent

CC- 460/13
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Vide application dated 10.12.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Tarsem Jindal had sought the details of the sale deeds which were examined by Sh. Jaswant Rai, Tehsildar and the deficiencies noted therein, with reference to Memo. No. 5/104/12/1/(16) 1031-16 dated 31.08.2012 a copy whereof had also been annexed with the application. 


The present complaint had been filed before the Commission, received in its office on 14.01.2013.


In the hearing dated 13.03.2013, Sh. Rakesh Kumar, appearing from the office of Tehsildar, Bathinda had submitted that in fact, the application of the applicant had been transferred to their office by the office of Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   He had further submitted that upon perusal of the records, it had come to light that the matter was concerning the office of Tehsildar, Rampura Phul, Distt. Bathinda and hence only he could provide the present information.


In view of the statement made by Sh. Rakesh Kumar, the PIO, office of Tehsildar, Rampura Phul was impleaded as respondent in place of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda; and was directed to appear before the Commission on the next date fixed and provide the requisite information to Sh. Jindal as per his application dated 10.12.2012, as noted hereinabove.  In the alternative, a copy RTI application of the applicant could be had from the office of Tehsildar, Bathinda.


On 07.05.2013, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present nor has any communication from either of the two been received.  In the interest of justice, the matter was posted to date i.e. June 18, 2013.


A written communication has been received from the complainant stating that the requisite information has since been received by him from the respondent.


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










 Sd/-

Chandigarh





         (Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated:  18.06.2013




State Information Commissioner
