STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasbir Singh

S.C.F No. 9 & 10

Guru Nanak Dev University

Khalsa College, Amritsar




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner

Amritsar 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1448-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.
Order:

It is observed that it is entirely optional for the complainant to appear in the hearing however it is mandatory for the PIO or his authorized representative not below the rank of APIO to appear for the hearing.  In the present case despite the notice of the hearing being issued on 03.01.2008 for today which is due and adequate notice through regd. Post, none has appeared on the behalf of the PIO.

2. 

A letter dated 15.02.2008 has been addressed by the PIO to the applicant with copy endorsed to the Commission, stating that in compliance with the orders with the FCR, Pb., Chandigarh mutation No. 980 entered for Village Bhangwan, Tehsil Amritsar 1 has been approved.  He has further been directed to apply for copy of the Jamabandi or shajra to the Patwari under rules.

3.

It is observed that due and adequate notice for today’s hearing had been given to Sh. Jasbir Singh applicant vide registered noted dated 03.01.2008. Since he has not appeared, it is presumed that he has got the information supplied to him vide letter dated 19.02.2008, with reference to his application dated 15.06.2007.  However since the letter appears to have sent him through ordinary post by the PIO, one more chance is necessary to be given to the complainant.  Incase he does not appear on the next date of hearing, or does not 
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sent a list of deficiencies if any PIO with copy to the Commission well before the next date of hearing, it will be presumed that he is satisfied and the matter will be disposed of. 



Adjourned to 02.04.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Magar Singh Sidhu, 
Ward No. -16, Radhraka Mohalla,

Mansa






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner

Mansa






.....Respondent.

CC No-1464-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Sarbag Singh, representative of Sh. Magar Singh applicant.


Sh. S.K Chadda, APIO-cum-DRO, Mansa.
Order:



Sh. Magar Singh vide his complaint dated 10.08.2007 submitted that his application dated 04.07.2007 under Right to Information Act made to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa with due payment of fee         (Rs. 100/-) vide treasury challan had not been attended to within the stipulated period. The complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

On the part of the PIO it is seen that vide letter dated 09.10.2007, the Deputy Commissioner had provided the information in connection with item no. 3 and for the remaining point 1,2 and 4 had advised him to contact the DEO Mansa.  This is not acceptable.  In case the matter was to be transferred to another PIO under provisions of section 6 (3) of the Act it was to be done within 5 days and not after three months.  Therefore the matter remains on the plate of the PIO, Deputy Commissioner Mansa who must deal with it.

3.

Since the PIO has taken six months over and above this stipulated period of 30 days till date and still not supplied the information. The PIO is now hereby directed to immediately supply the information on point 1 and 2 and make available file for inspection to the applicant on Monday 25.02.2007 at 11.00 a.m (time fixed in consultation with the PIO as well as the representative of the applicant) in the room of DRO.  The receipt from the applicant as well as the compliance report be produced on the next date of hearing.  Compliance copy along with a set of papers supplied for the record of the Commission. He may show cause why action should not be taken against him under section 20 (1) of the Act for delay upto the date of actual receipt vide written reply to be give at least 10 days before the next date of hearing with copy of applicant which will be taken up for the consideration on next date. In case the applicant is received the information he need not appear in the court.  


Adjourned to 9.04.2008.
Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
Uma 


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rameshwar Dass, 

#3/390, Opp. New Courts

Sunam






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner

Sangrur






.....Respondent.

CC No-1471-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Rajbir Singh DRO-cum- APIO.
Order:

Sh. Rameshwar Dass vide his reminder dated 06.08.2007 made to the PIO-cum-DRO, Sangrur stated that no reply had been received to his application dated 16.04.2007 up to that date.  A copy of the same was endorsed to the State Information Commission stating that the information had yet not been received.  There upon the registry asked for the copy of the application in Form A and upon its receipt treated the matter as a complaint.  A copy of the same was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.

It is observed that the complainant has referred two applications made to the PIO/DC, Sangrur as well as to a separate and related application has made under the Right to Information Act to the SSP.  Today the DRO who is present has stated that a report regarding the matter was taken from the SSP, Sangrur and a copy of the report of the SSP in the matter has since been supplied to the complainant against due the receipt as well as the set of paper given to Sh. Rameshwar Dass has been presented for the record of the Commission.

It is observed that due and adequate notice of today’s hearing was sent to Sh. Rameshwar Dass on 03.01.2008.  Thus in case he had any thing 
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more to say he would have appeared today, since he has not appeared.  it is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/- 
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Rekha, D/o Sh. Raghuvir Dass

V.P.O – Gharota

Tehsil Pathankot, Distt.- Gurdaspur


......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner

Gurdaspur 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1473-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.
Order:

Ms. Rekha vide her application dated 11.06.2007 made to the ADC(D) Gurdaspur asked for certain information under the Right to Information Act with due payment of fee. Vide another application also of 11.06.2007, with separate fee she asked for certain more information.  The information sought related to the recruitments of ETT Teachers by the Zila Parishad as per advertisements of 25 & 26 November, 2006.  When she did not receive the information she made a complaint dated 27.07.07 to the Commission. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur and the date of hearing was fixed for today.  Similarly CC-1473 is also fixed for today and has been found to be identical in every manner regarding the same application aforementioned and these three will be disposed of in the same manner. Another CC-1497/07 is also fixed for today from one Ms. Anju Bala in connection with her complaint dated 23.08.07, regarding her application under Right to Information Act dated 11.06.2007 also to the same PIO i.e ADC (D) Gurdaspur.  The subject matter of the application is the same as sought by Ms. Rekha in the applications and letters. The complaints have already been found to be of the same hand writings.  A notice was sent to the concerned PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for today in these cases also.

Today the complainants are not present in person and neither is the PIO. However the PIO has stated vide letter dated 14.01.2008 that the information has been supplied to Ms.  Rekha vide No. 4340 dated 23.08.2007 and 4442 dated 23.08.2007 in respect of her applications under the Right to Information and to Ms. Rekha & Ms Anju Bala vide No. 4344 dated 23.08.2007 against receipts dated 23.08.2007 in all cases.  The copies of the receipts have been enclosed.

It is observed that notices in all three cases mentioned were issued on 03.01.2008 to Ms. Rekha, in CC-1473/1474 of 2007 on 31.12.2007 to Ms. Anju Bala in CC-1497 of 2007.  This notice is sent within   adequate time and notice. In case, they still had any problem, they could have appeared today or sent some communication.  Since they had not cared to do so.  Therefore, it is presumed that they have nothing to say and are satisfied.  The three complaints are disposed of accordingly.  A copy of order be placed in all three cases. 
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
(Uma )
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. D.P Rattan, 

#133, Ward No. 4

Morinda






......Complainant







Vs.
1.  PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner, Ropar


2.  PIO/O/O. Commissioner, Patiala Division

     Patiala






.....Respondent.

CC No-1478-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. D.P Rattan complainant in person.



Sh. Yadav Ray Singh to the DRO (authorized representative)



Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt O/o PIO/Commissioner Division 


Patiala (without letter of authorization)
Order:

Sh. D.P Rattan vide his complaint dated 17.08.2007 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 30.05.2007 made to the PIO/Commissioner Patiala Division and his application dated 30.05.2007 made to the PIO/D.C Ropar have both not been attended to till the date of complaint and both the PIOs have informed him to approach the other for the supply of the information needed by him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to both the PIOs the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed. Today, the PIO office of the Divisional Commissioner, Patiala has presented a letter dated 18.02.2008 containing para wise reply to the application and stated that all the information available on record has already been supplied.  He stated that information on point no. 1 which contains service details of Sh. Karan Chand from 1958 to 1994 till his retirement were provided to the applicant vide letter dated 18.10.2007.  Information on point 2 was also provided on the same date.  Information 3 and 4 was also provided on the same date.  In so far as the copy of the service book was concerned, it had been stated that it could only be supplied to the concerned person.  Therefore, in so far as the Commissioner Patiala Division was concerned full information/reply had been given on 18.10.2007 itself. He has been supplied full set of information free of charge due to the delay in the supply of the record by the Commissioner.

2. 

In so far as the Deputy Commissioner was concerned the representative stated that they had supplied the information on 07.02.2008.  He stated that full reply has been supplied and the copy of the service book has also been supplied to him.  In respect of item no. 4 income tax return of the employee he states that the SDM Anandpur Sahib has been asked to supply it since the employee retired from Anandpur Sahib.  It is observed however, that this is not a correct answer since there is no Government instruction under which copy of income tax return of any individual employee is required to be kept on record by the Government.  Therefore, the answer to this should have been that this information not being available in government record can not be provided.

Sh. D.P Rattan has stated that he has been much harassed due to the delayed reply.  It would have been better if explanation for delay had been given in writing and suo motto without waiting for the show cause notice to be issued. Since it was not done, therefore, both the PIOs are hereby issued notice to show cause why action should not be taken against them under section 20(1) for the delay in providing the information.  Both have supplied the full set including all communication with Sh. D.P Rattan for the record of the Commission. Adjourned to 19.03.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Arunesh Aggarwal

#513, Sector-11B

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner

Mohali 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1494-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Arunesh Aggarwal complainant in person.



Smt. Harjit Kaur, Clerk office of the PIO, Deputy 




Commissioner, Mohali (without letter of authority)



Sh. Malkeet Singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar present in person.
Order:

Sh. Arunesh Aggarwal vide his letter dated 24.08.2007 made to the Commission submitted that his application 10.07.2007 made to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Mohali had not been attended to till that date. On the same date he also sent a reminder to Deputy Commissioner dated 24.08.2007.  He stated that he received a telephone call from office of the Deputy Commissioner to meet the tehsildar for the needful.  He had visited the tehsildar and the SDM but both had shown their inability to note the charge in favour of the bank in the revenue records.  He stated that he had further sent a reminder dated 19.12.2007 through registered post with copy to the State Information Commission, again by registered post but the said communication is not available in our record.  

2. 

However, the representative of the Deputy Commissioner, Mohali has stated that the said reminder had been made in to separate CC No. 2402/2007 which is fixed before the bench of the CIC to be heard on 10.03.2008.  I have seen the said notice.  It is based on the reminder regarding the self same application under the Right to Information Act dated 10.07.2007 and is obviously due to a mistake by the Registry of the State Information Commission.  A copy of the order passed today should be got attached to the case in the office of the CIC for 10.03.2008 in CC-2402/2007 by the Reader of this bench.

3. 

The representative of the Deputy Commissioner has stated that on 24.08.07 the applicant had been requested to deposit Rs. 4 and to collect the information.  It was followed up by a letter on 10.09.2007, when once again he was reminded to come and get the information.  Therefore, on 09.01.2008 once again a communication was sent.  All these letters were sent by ordinary dak. The complainant states that he has not received any of these communications to-date. In fact he has repeatedly issued reminders and has also regularly been receiving copies of intraoffice communications by the Deputy Commissioner’s office to the Tehsildar, Kharar and vice versa copies of which were endorsed to him.  So there was no reason why these could not have reached him also.  

4. 

However the APIO-cum-Tehsildar states that he has supplied full information with a covering letter dated 07.01.2008 containing para wise reply along with copies of the instructions/provisions of law and notifications by registered post.  The applicant confirms the receipt of communication dated 07.01.2008 but without any of the endorsements or annexures available on the Commission’s file.  These copies are directed to be supplied today through court.  It is observed that, in addition to the earlier annexures containing provision of 7.16 of the Land Record Manual, further instructions of the department of Revenue and Rehabilitation dated 28 May 2003 and 13.011.2003 have also been provided to him today through court.  It is observed that the Act has come into being on 12.10.2005 and is in the third year of its existence.  It is seen that the PIO is taking the matter very lightly and treating it as a normal case in which replies are not given for years together.  In the present matter also the period has been exceeded by more than 5 months after the stipulated period of 30 days.  The PIO/APIO are strictly warned to be careful in future and to give information in time.  The matter is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
Uma 


Copy to Sh. K.R Gupta, Dy. Registrar to look into how a reminder has been made into a separate application and this wasted much time of all the concerned.  

Sd/-


(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kewal Singh, S/o Sh. Punna Singh

Village Badhna, P.O - Vidrari






Distt. Hoshiarpur 





......Complainant






Vs.
1. PIO/.O/O BDPO, Mehalpur

2. PIO/O/O Deputy Commissioner, 


Hoshiarpur 





.....Respondent.

CC No-1507-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Amreek Singh, PIO-cum-BDPO, Mehalpur present in 



person.



Sh. Samir Bedi, Panchyat Secy, Badhna
Order:

Sh. Kewal Singh vide his second appeal made to the Commission on 22.08.2007 stated that his two applications under the Right to Information Act dated 22.05.2007 and 30.05.2007 to the address to PIO/BDPO Mehalpur, Distt.-Hoshiarpur had not been attended to.  Thereafter he had made a complaint to the PIO O/o the Deputy Commissioner (this should read appeal) regarding the same applications on 23.05.2007.  However, he still not received the information where after he made the complaint (second appeal) to the Commission.  A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the PIO the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed through registered post.

2.

Today none is present for complainant.  The PIO-cum-BDPO has stated that the Panchyat Secy Sh. Samir Bedi present in court today accompanied by the chowkidar of the village Badhna went to the residence of complainant on 15.06.2007 and 30.06.2007 to deliver the photo copies of the information required by him but both times he was not available and appeared to be deliberately evading to receive the information.  Sh Tarsem Lal. S/o Sh. Ram Asra of village Badna who is husband of Panchyat member took the record to the 
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his house at least 3-4 times, but he refused to receive the same and left his residence. At the same time, Sh. Kewal Singh made a complaint to the ADC that the record was not given to him.  Thereafter the ADC vide letter on 02.08.2007 summoned the entire record which was sent to him vide No. 3444 dated 16.08.2007,  Thereafter, the Deputy Commissioner asked for the record on 17.01.2008 and once again the photo copy of the same was sent to Deputy Commissioner on 01.02.2008.  He does not know what become of the said record or whether it was provided to the said applicant by any of two authorities.

3.

It is seen that Sh. Kewal Singh has asked for the information to be given to him “dasti”.  As per the concerned officials he is avoiding to receive the information.  It is not understood why, in that case the information was not sent to him by registered post by the PIO or the ADC/ Deputy Commissioner all of whom had copies of the information.

4.

The PIO is hereby directed to sent the record to Sh. Kewal Singh by registered post and to place a copy of record supplied on the record of the Commission also.  The compliance report of the same with proof of registry should be filed with the Commission on the next date of hearing. In addition, full record should be carried along and brought here so that in case Sh. Kewal Singh claims there to be any deficiencies in the record supplied, the deficiencies can be made up on that day during the hearing.  

Adjourned to 02.04.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
Uma 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Paramjit Kaur, W/o Sh. Gurpreet Chahal

V.P.O. Bhawanigarh,Chahalan Patti

Sangrur






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur






.....Respondent.

CC No-1591-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Rajbir Singh DRO-cum- APIO, Sangrur.
Order:

Smt. Paramjit Kaur vide her complaint dated 06.09.07 made to the Commission submitted that her application under the Right to Information Act made through the DRO, Sangrur with due payment of fee on 21.08.2007 had not been attended to. 

It is observed that Smt. Paramjit Kaur has made a complaint dated 06.09.2007 without waiting the stipulated period of 30 days to be over.  Still the copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.  Today the DRO-cum-APIO has presented a copy of letter dated 22.01.2008 which has been sent vide registered letter dated 24.01.2008 to the concerned applicant.  It is observed that due and adequate notice had been given to the applicant on 03.01.2008 for today’s hearing and incase she has still not received the information she would surely appeared while therefore disposing of the application.  The PIO is hereby issued a warning regarding undue delay in providing the information.  With this the matter is disposed of.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pajinder Kumar, S/o Sh. Amar Nath

Geeta Bhawan Road, Kehar Singh Market

Maur Mandi, Bathinda




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Joint Sub Registrar

Maur







.....Respondent.

CC No-1593-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


SH. Subash Singh Mittal, Naib Tehsildar, Maur Mandi.
Order:



Sh. Pajinder Kumar vide his complaint to the Commission dated 03.09.2006 submitted that his application dated 11.07.2007 under the Right to Information Act with due payment of fee had not been attended to by the PIO office of the Joint Sub Registrar, Maur, tehsildar.  The PIO/Tehsildar is present today in person.  He placed a set of documents (numbering 10) supplied to the complainant on 11.02.2008 on which the applicant has given his receipt on the covering letter, for the record of the Commission.


Due notice of today’s hearing had been given to the complainant vide notice dated 03.01.2008 since he has not appeared.  It is clear that he is satisfied.  The case is hereby disposed of. 
Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


19.02. 2008.
Uma

