STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Paramjeet Singh Ranu




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deptt. of Medical Education & Research 

.....Respondent.

AC No-165-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Chhotte Lal, Senior Asstt. with letter of authorization from 


APIO.



Smt. Krishan Bala, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the PIO, 




Homoeopathic Council, Pb.
Order:



Dr. Paramjeet Singh Ranu vide his complaint dated 05.04.2008, to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 03.12.2007, with due payment of fee addressed to the PIO/Deptt. of Medical Education and Research had been returned to him in original on 13.12.2007, instead of passing it on as required under section 6 (3) of the Act to the PIO concerned.  He also stated that other officials from the Homoeopathic Council from the PIO/Deptt. of Medical and Research had been given the information but he was being denied the information knowingly which was required by him as supportive evidence in his defence in the Vigilance Inquiry against the applicant.  Today Sh. Chhotte Lal states that after the letter dated 03.12.2007, in which his application has returned to him, the Deptt had written another letter to him on 19.12.2007 asking him to inspect the concerned paper in the office of the Homoeopathic Council.  He presented a copy of the same.  Thereafter, Smt Krishan Bala states that on behalf of the Homoeopathic Council, a registered letter dated 17.04.2008, had been sent to the applicant asking him to deposit Rs. 250/- to get the concerned information.  However, they have not produced any proof of registry or entry in the dispatch register of these communications. 
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2.

It is observed that the PIO/Director Medical Education and Research has erred in not transferring the case under section 6 (3) within 5 days of the receipt of the application.  It has also not explained as to why once the application had already been returned with the fee to the applicant, for what reason the matter was reopened, and another communication reportedly sent to the applicant dated 19.12.2007.  There is no proof of registry or receipt from the applicant for this communication and neither is it mentioned by the applicant in his complaint dated 05.04.2008, creating a doubt as to whether they were issued at all.  It is also observed that the stand of the Homoeopathic Council that an amount of    Rs. 250/- be deposited is wrong since as per the provisions of the section 7 (6)  “the information shall be provided free of charge where a public authority fails to comply with the time limits specified in subsection 1” (30 days).  
3.

The PIO/Director Medical Education is hereby directed to ensure that the Homoeopathic Council gives the full information required to the applicant free of charge within 10 days duly indexed, page numbered and attested.  Proof by way of receipt from the complainant and a copy of the information supplied be placed on the record of the Commission also without fail on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 13.08.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur

.....Respondent.
AC No-167-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, complainant in person.



Sh. Madan Mohan on behalf of the PIO office of the Deputy 


Commissioner, Naib Tehsildar, without letter of authority.
Order:



Kanwar Naresh Sodhi vide his complaint dated 10.04.2008, made to the Commission submitted that his application dated 26.12.2007, under Right to Information with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/D.C Distt. Ferozepur has not been attended to and no information has given to him to date.  The information that he has asked for was “Day to day progress on my representation to the Chief Minister dated 13.06.2007.  In this regard also provided file noting, opinions, advises or in other action taken along with names and designation of officials who were entrusted the task of taking action on my representation and the official out come till date.”  No copy of the letter to the Chief Minister dated 13.06.2007, is on record.  The complainant was directed to submit a copy of the same for the record of the Commission, which is already on the file of the PIO.  However, he has mentioned the subject matter for the information in column five as “compensation of land being utilized by the State of Punjab in Distt. Ferozepur in the form of Ghair Mumkin Phirni, Ghair Mumkin Kabristan, Ghair Mumkin Raste-measuring approximately 69 acres, on further questioning of the complainant and the Naib Tehsildar, it has been clarified by both that the matter pertains to village Guru Har Sahai, bearing Hadbast No. 162 (a single panchayat now reconstituted into 22+ panchayats for the same Hadbast No.)
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2.

The PIO is hereby directed to produce the file noting and correspondence portion on which letter dated 13.06.2007, (presented by Kanwar Naresh Sodhi to the Chief Minister and passed on to the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur through the Financial Commissioner Revenue has been dealt with on day to day basis.  The file shall be permitted to be inspected by Kanwar Naresh Sodhi in the Commission and he shall be permitted to take copies which he requires.  It is observed that letter dated 25.06.2008, sent in connection with this case through the Naib Tehsildar by the SDM appears to be not in connection with the present case at all.  



Adjourned to 20.08.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


02.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur

.....Respondent.

CC No-760-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, Complainant in person.



Sh. Madan Mohan, Naib Tehsildar. Guruhar Sahai on behalf of 


the PIO, Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.
Order:



Kanwar Naresh Sodhi complainant states that he has received information to his satisfaction in connection with his application under Right to Information dated 15.02.2008, made to the PIO/Naib Tehsildar, Gurhar Sahai, Distt. Ferozepur and does not wish to pursue the complaint further.  However, the Naib Tehsildar/the PIO is directed to place a copy of the information supplied to the complainant on the record of the Commission within 10 days.



With this direction the complaint is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral,





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda


.....Respondent.

AC No-169-of 2008: 

Present:
Dr. Sham Lal Thukral, complainant in person.



Sh, Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO Bathinda.



Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla, APIO-cum-Asstt. Project Officer, O/O 


ADC(D) Bathinda.


Order:


Shri Sham Lal Thukral vide his second appeal dated 17.3.08 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his application dated  23.7.07 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO-cum-ADC(D) Bathinda had not been attended to and incomplete/wrong information had been provided by him. Thereafter, he filed the first Appeal to the D.C. Bathinda-cum-Appellate Authority dated 23.9.07 that incomplete information had been provided/not provided  on 3 points out of 13 points in his application dated 23.7.07 namely in para No. 2 and 5-11. The Deputy Commissioner-cum-Appellate Authority vide his order dated 10.10.07 passed after duly hearing both the parties decided that information on point Nos.  2 & 5 be provided with in 15 days to the appellant.

2.

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral admits that he has received the information on both these points. With respect to para No. 11, (wrongly mentioned as para 13 in para 2 of the D.C’s order dated 10.10.07). The copies of complete Agenda as well as proceedings of the meetings have already been provided to the complainant.  It is observed that the applicant is seeking answers to questions and also seeking to go behind the proceedings, which does not lie within the scope and jurisdiction of the RTI Act, It does not lie within the scope of reference under PNDT Act to fix responsibility or order for recovery, if any, as alleged beyond agenda or decision of meetings. He has received the complete details and record. In case he has any grievance, he should approach the Competent Authority in the Executive with a complaint, if so advised, 

2.
It is observed that in the second appeal filed before the Commission, the complainant has raised fresh grievances about answers not having been given/refused in para 7.8.9 ,10 & 12,  in addition to the issues raised before the First Appellate Authority dealt with above. It was incumbent upon the complainant who is well educated person to take up all matters in first appeal. He had not raised any objection to the same before the Appellate Authority and had appealed against the answer to 3 points only. Thus no new matter can be raised at this stage.


With these observations, second appeal dated 17.3.08 in connection with RTI application dated 23.7.07 made to the address of PIO-cum-ADC(D) Bathinda is hereby disposed of.
    





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Ptk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral,





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda


.....Respondent.

AC No-169-A-of 2008: 

Present:
Dr. Sham Lal Thukral, complainant in person.



Sh, Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO Bathinda.



Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla, APIO-cum-Asstt. Project Officer, O/O 


ADC(D) Bathinda.


Order:


Dr. Sham Lal Thukral vide his Appeal dated 17.3.08 made to the Commission submitted that he has been sent incomplete information/refused information/sent wrong information by the PIO, O/O ADC(D), Bathinda whom he had approached with the RTI application dated 18.8.07 with due payment of fee. He was provided information vide letter dated 6.9.07 which was not satisfactory. Thereafter, he approached the D.C.-cum-Appellate Authority vide his appeal dated 23.9.07 The Deputy Commissioner, after personal hearing gave a decision in the case dated 10.10.07. However, no copy of order was supplied to him and it was only after he approached the D.C. for the same vide his letter dated 7.1.08 when a copy of the order was provided to him vide letter dated 18.1.08. The Deputy Commissioner in his order held that information on points 6.8 & 9 be supplied to the applicant. He confirmed that this information had since been supplied in full. However, the Deputy Commissioner also held that information in respect of items No. 1-5, 10 & 12 need not be supplied. Hence the second appeal.

2.
In so far as Items No. 1-5 are concerned, the Appellate Authority while agreeing with the PIO has stated that;


“--------------------Regarding the information sought vide points Nos. 1 to 5 & 10, the applicant has stated that the documents are public documents and hence should be provided to him.  On the other hand, Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla, 
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PO, PNDT Cell-cum-APIO appearing on behalf of the PIO stated  that judicial process regarding FIR No. 425 dated 5.8.2006 is on and the documents concerning the case are to be produced in the court during the course of evidence by the PO, PNDT. He has also stated that the appellant in his request before the court has requested for reinvestigation and these documents may be required during the course of reinvestigation . He stated that the criminal case pending against the appellant is of serious nature and divulging of information sought by the appellant may help the appellant in strengthening his defence which is not desirable. He has also quoted decision of Central Information Commission in case 01/IC (A)/2006 dated 16.2.2006 whereby CIC has categorically held that in sub-judice matters the PIO is not bound to release information. After hearing both the parties I am of the view that since criminal case pending against the apellant is of very serious nature (relating to female foeticide) so divulging of desired information to appellant may have an impact on this case. Hence the PIO has rightly denied the information to the appellant. Hence I feel no need to interfere with the order of PIO as regards points Nos. 1 to 5.”

3.
The PIO states that although challan has been presented and copies of supporting documents already provided to the complainant in the court  case yet the complainant Dr. Sham Lal Thukral had admittedly asked for reinvestigation of FIR No. 425 and the application is pending  for consideration in the court of the Chief Judicial Magistrate. Dr. Sham Lal Thukral states that at the time he put in his application on 18.8.07 and during the stipulated period of 30 days for supplying the information. There was no such constraint as the application for reinvestigation had not been submitted by him to the judicial court.  As such there was no such impediment in supplying of information and therefore, it should be supplied to him. The PIO has stated that these documents are part of the defence of the government officials in the PNDT Cell which had initiated the prosecution against him and was responsible for the follow up the case up to the logical conclusion. In the case file, malafides are being alleged against the officials and the evidence and will be produced at a proper time or decided by the DA and as and when required by the law and Court.
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4.
After considering the record on file and also the submission of both sides I am of the view that since the application for reinvestigation is still to be decided and since the case is ongoing and sub-judice the information on item Nos. 1-5 need not be provided. 

5.
In so far as Item No. 10 is concerned, the PIO has stated that FIR No.  169 was filed by the Civil Surgeon in pursuance of a letter in this connection sent by the PNDT authorities to his address.  But in so far as Item No. 11 is concerned, he states that it does not fall within the definition of ‘information’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the RTI Act and I agree with his stand.

6.
As for Point No. 12, it is a compound question with three parts. The first part – Is it possible without ultrasound to declare sex of the Foetus? This does not fall under the realms of ‘information’ as defined u/s 2(f) of the Act.  the second part reads, “Who visited Sirsa for enquiry before FIR? Copy of log book of Govt. vehicle used for visiting Sirsa”. The PIO has made a statement on oath that no official of PNDT Cell visited Sirsa for inquiry before the FIR and no Government vehicle  was used and therefore the question of supply of copy of log book does not arise. The third part is – “who prepared false documents for this Tomar Hospital Sadhu Ram kusla or Sh. Rahul Bhandari as regards PNDT Act?”  I agree with the PIO that this also does not fall within the scope of information as defined in Section 2(f)(i)(j) of the RTI Act.

6.
In so far as point No. 13 is concerned, the PIO has stated on oath that the PNDT Cell is not aware whether the  Police Officer/DAA Bathinda made any separate inquiry before lodging this FIR  (pertains to FIR No. 169 dated 12.9.06).

7.
With these answers of the PIO and observations of the Bench the second appeal dated 11.3.08 with respect to RTI application dated 18.8.07 made to the address of PIO-cum-Additional D.C.(D), Bathinda is hereby disposed of.
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Ptk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sohan Lal, S/o Sh. Brij Lal



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Financial Commissioner Revenue, Pb.

.....Respondent.

CC No-727-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Surinder Kumar Passi, APIO-cum-Supdt. (Stamp Branch)



Sh. Varinder Kumar, Asstt.
Order:



Sh. Sohan Lal vide his complaint dated 12.03.2008, stated that he had not received any information in connection with his application dated 05.02.2008, (no proof of fee attached) made to the address of the PIO/Financial Commissioner Revenue, Pb. in connection with his complaint dated 27.07.2007 , (copy enclosed bears the date 26.07.2007).  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed by registered post on 25th May 2008.
2.

Today, none is present for the complainant.  However, a letter dated 20.06.2008, has in the meantime received by the Commission from the APIO stating that the requisite information has already been supplied to the applicant on 30.04.2008. A copies of the document supplied has also been sent for record of the Commission.  No receipt from the applicant or proof of registry have been produced but a copy of the letter dated 08.05.2008, addressed to the chief Minister in connection with the same complaint bears out that he has received the information since that complaint to the Chief Minister is based upon the said information and is asking for further action to be taken against the defaulter.
3.

Sh.  Sohan Lal had adequate and due notice of the hearing today in case he had wished to make any further submission he could have appeared.  It 
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is clear that he has received the information has stated by the representative of the PIO of the Financial Commissioner Revenue, Pb.  Even otherwise, Sohan Lal 
has not paid the fee and information has been given to him on a representation requesting for information (which of course is a good thing).


With this the matter is herby disposed of.  

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Partap Singh, S/o S. Narayan Singh, Ex- Lamberdar











......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda 

.....Respondent.

CC No-730-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant, (notice received unserved).



Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Bathinda



Sh. Karnail Singh, Naib Tehsildar.
Order:



Sh. Partap Singh in his complaint dated 04.04.2008, made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 04.12.2007, made to the address of the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda with due payment of fee had not been attended to and the information had not been given to him.  Today none is present for the complainant.  On behalf of the PIO         Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum DRO, Bathinda states that upon receipt of the application dated 04.12.2007, an immediate reference was made to the sadar kanungo, Bathinda who reported that the said record was not available in the sadar kanungo’s office.  Thereafter, the application was transferred under section 6 (3) to the APIO-cum-Tehsildar, Bathinda for providing the said document from his record under intimation to Sh. Partap Singh on 06.12.2007, without any delay.            Sh. Karnail Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Bathinda states that vide letter dated 31.12.2007, Sh. Partap Singh was informed that the said record was being looked for and would be provided to him by 15.01.2008.  However it had not been possible to provide it to him, since the daftar kanungo made report on 03.07.2008 that the record was not available with him.  Sh. Partap Singh was informed accordingly on 04.07.2008.  Both the APIO-cum DRO, Bathinda as well as, Naib Tehsildar have presented copies of the documents of the correspondence made by them.  
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2.

It is not satisfactory, the Commission is not only required to ensure that applicants are provided the information they need from the Government records but also to ensure that the said records are maintained in a safe and secure manner and retrievable when the need arises.  As such it is not possible to accept the bland submission of the PIO that the “record is not available”.  If the ‘Khatauni Paimaish’ and the ‘Kathauni Istemaal’ of a village are not available altogether, it is expected that the PIO, would not only inform the Commission of the efforts made to locate the record, but also of the inquiry into the loss with a view to fixing responsibility for the loss of record and/ or registration of FIR.  In respect of record which is mandatory to be maintained for all times, such record can not be allowed to  go missing with impunity.  The PIO is therefore, required to submit report to Commission accordingly regarding action taken in this direction after bringing the matter to the notice of the Competent Executive Authority in the Distt. responsible for the record i.e the Deputy Commissioner.



Adjourned to 27.08.2008 for follow up action and compliance report.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.
Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa,Panch. S/o Sh. Sohan Singh











......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Director General-cum-Special Secy. School Education




















.....Respondent.

CC No-744-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. R.T. Saini, Supdt.-cum-APIO, Establishment III branch O/O 


the DPI (S)



Mr. Darshan Singh, Sr. Asstt. 



Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Clerk, DGS office. 
Order:



It is observed that the notice has been incorrectly addressed to    Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa, since his full address, parentage etc. has not been mentioned.  Let a fresh notice be issued to him.

2.

Also the APIO stated that notice was wrong addressed to his office, since the complaint is regarding the application made to the PIO/Director General School Education -cum Special Secy.  He also provided the address of the office of the correct PIO. SCO No. 104-106, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.  Let the Notice be addressed accordingly.  He stated that he has also informed the applicant accordingly with copy to DG Office.  In accordance with this communication,     Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk, from the office of the Director General School Education is present and he has stated that upon checking the dispatch register no such entry, copy of which was demanded by the complainant has been found in the dispatch register.  The complainant will be informed accordingly and a copy of the communication will also be addressed to the Commission by registered post.  
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3.

Since, no proper notice was issued to the complainant. In the interests of justice he is given one more chance to make any submission after receipt of the said communication from the DGS office. 

Adjourned to 27.08.2008

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa,




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Secretary School Education ,Punjab.


.....Respondent.

CC No-745-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Balwant Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt.,Educatiobn 6 Branch.


Order:


The APIO has stated that the required information has already been sent to the applicant with covering letter dated 8.4.08 and therefore complaint dated 4.4.08 made to the Commission may kindly be filed. It is observed that the notice issued to the complainant bears incomplete address.  Therefore, in the interest of justice one more opportunity is given to the complainant.  Notice be sent to Sh. Manjeet Singh to make submission. If any since no proof of registry has been  produced by the PIO. In case, he does not appear on the next date of hearing, it will be taken that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to 27.8.08.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.
Ptk 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhupinder Lal Bansal & Bachan Lal Gupta












......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Mohali 


.....Respondent.

CC No-751-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Bhupinder Lal Bansal & Sh. Bachan Lal Gupta, 



complainants in person.


Sh. Malkit Singh, Tehsildar, Kharar.
Order:



Sarvshri Bhupinder Lal Bansal and Sh. Bachan Lal Gupta complainants vide their complaint dated 27.03.2008, made to the Commission stated that their application under the Right to Information dated 09.01.2008, made to the address to PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Mohali had not been attended to till date and no information had been provided.  A copy of his complaint along with annexures (13 pages) was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.
2.

Today, the Tehsildar, Kharar has appeared and stated that full information had already been provided to the complainant vide registered letter dated 04.04.2008, along with copies of Revenue Record that Rapat Rojnamcha, mutation sheet etc. with the covering note.  The complainant confirms that he has received the same, However he states that the detailed order by the competent authority vide which the mutation No. 1832, has been sanctioned has not been provided.. The APIO explained that the mutation had been effected only after necessary sanction was sought and sanctioned by the Competent Authority.  This order is not available on the ‘parat patwar’ but would be available in the record room of the Sadar Kanungo, Ropar from where the applicant should seekit.  However, the APIO-cum-Tehsildar is hereby directed to procure the 
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same from the office of the record of the Sadar Kanungo, Ropar or from any other sources where it may by available and to produce a copy of the same for the record of the Commission along with receipt from the applicant/proof of registry.  In case the applicant has receives the information to his satisfaction he need not appear.  A set of the papers provided to complainant be placed on the record of the Commission by the APIO today.


Adjourned to 20.08.2008.
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh S/O Sh. Chhajja Singh


......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.



.....Respondent.

CC No-752-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Sukhwinder Pal, sadar Kanungo, on behalf of PIO DC SAS 


Nagar with authority letter.


Order:


It is observed that the notice has been wrongly issued to the complainant. Therefore, notice has been returned by the Post Office.  It should be issued to S/Sh. Kuldip Singh, Manjit Singh and Amar Singh, Sons of Sh. Chhajja Singh at the given address.  Hence the notice be issued again. In the meantime, sadar Kanungo is hereby directed to contact the concerned persons on the given telephone number in the application and to check up the Khasra numbers regarding which the earlier Intqal was entered in Jamabandi 72-73 dated 30.8.76. He is also directed to bring with him the record pertaining to the Intqal of Jamabandi 72-73 which have been entered on 30.8.76. He should also bring the register with Parat Sarkar.


Adjourned to 27.8.08.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Ptk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Krishan Kumar




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Mohali


.....Respondent.

CC No-753-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Krishan Kumar complainant in person.


Sh. Malkit Singh, Tehsildar, Kharar 
Order:



Sh. Krishan Kumar has been provided the specific information asked by him vide his application dated 04.02.2008, under Right to Information made to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali regarding which the complaint dated 09.04.2008, was made to the Commission.  I am satisfied that the information has been provided in accordance with the application.  The complaint is hereby disposed of. 
Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  Amrik Singh S/O Sh.  Parkash Singh


......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.SSS Board, Punjab.





.....Respondent.

CC No-758-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Jaswant Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt., SSS board.


Order:


Shri Amrik Singh, vide his complaint dated 10.4.08 stated that the information asked for by him vide his RTI application dated 7.3.08 with due payment of fee, addressed to the PIO, SSS Board had not been attended to and the information had not been provided to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed vide registered notice dated 28.5.08.
2.
Today none has appeared for the complainant. The PIO states that full information has since been sent to Sh. Amrik Singh, complainant with covering letter. It is observed that Sh. Amrik Singh was given due and adequate notice for hearing today. In case he had any submission to make, he could have appeared. Since he has not appeared, it is presumed that he is satisfied with the information supplied. A copy of the information supplied has been placed on the record of the Commission.
The Commission is pleased to note that the information has been supplied despite the depleted establishment of the defunct SSS Board. With these observations, the case is hereby disposed.
Sd/- 


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


08.07. 2008.

Uma 
