STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Naresh Kumar

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Bathinda.

Complaint Case No. AC-59 -2006:

Present:
Shri Naresh Kumar, Appellant.

Shri  Kamal Kamal, Executive Officer-cum-Public Information Officer

Order:

Heard.
The appellant, vide his application dated may 31, 2006, addressed to the Public Information Officer, Nagar Nigam, Bathinda along with the requisite fee asked for information on 18 points, detailed therein. The information was due upto June 31, 2006. However, vide their letter dated June 26, 2006, he was called to the office of the Corporation on June 28, 2006 for certain clarifications which were duly given by him orally. Thereafter, on July 05, 2006, he was asked to deposit Rs.760/-, which he deposited on the same date. However, he states that he was given record of 76 pages, which was not only incomplete, but did not contain the requisite information asked for and he further found that he found that the same record has been photo-copied again and again some even four times. Thereafter, he filled appeal before the Appellate Authority being the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, the same day, i.e., July 05, 2006. However, till date, he has not been given record, in spite of meeting the Commissioner personally as stated by him. He has filed Second Appeal on July 17, 2006 before this Commission, which has been entrusted to this court on August 29, 2006, for disposal.


The Public Information Officer has been asked to submit a list of documents (with details of each) as related to different paragraphs of the 











P-2
Complaint Case No. AC-59 -2006:




-2-

application dated May 31, 2006 by the app[ellant.The appellant has also been asked to give details of the maps/information, which has been duplicated.


The appellant states that as a result of litigation by different people over the years regarding measurements of areas owned by different persons and after acquisition/leaving out of certain areas, his own plot has disappeared into the road and his boundary walls have been demolished without notice. The Public Information Officer states that the appellant is asking for information relating to the case which has been dismissed in the High Court and on the directions of the High Court, a speaking order had been passed by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation. Now the appellant is seeking to reopen the case with the help of the information sought.


The matter has been considered. This court/ Public Information Officer cannot go into the motive of the appellant, as he is not required to justify  or give reasons as per provisions of the Act. In case, a speaking order has been passed, there must be hard facts behind that order and it must be on the basis of record presented before the Competent Authority. Therefore, prima facie, I see no reason why the information asked for cannot be supplied.
 However, the Public Information Officer is hereby directed to file parawise written statement by 22nd September 2006 with copy to the appellant stating clearly where the record is available/not available and relating the documents supplied to each paragraph of the application. The entire objection of the department is that it can supply the maps/plans, which are available, but cannot create new record to suit the purposes of the appellant and in the format desired by him. This aspect will be considered after the detailed reply is given by the Public Information Officer and will be tested against the provisions of the Act.

While explaining the case, the appellant stated that he has filed three cases, one against the Public Information Officer, DTP, Bathinda No. 47 of 2006 listed for hearing on September 14, 2006, one against the Public Information 
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Officer, Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda, bearing No.60 of 2006 and the present case No. 59 of 2006 against the Municipal Corporation, all dealing with the same subject-matter. Since two out of the three are listed in this court, it may be more feasible, if the third is also transferred to this court or these two are transferred to the court of Mr. P. K. Verma, State Information Commissioner, for which, office send a separate intimation to the office of the Chief Information Commissioner.


Adjourned to September 27, 2006, for further consideration.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 06, 2006.

0.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Naresh Kumar

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.

Complaint Case No. AC-60 -2006:

Present:
Shri Naresh Kumar, appellant.

Shri Jatinder Singh, Distt. Revenue Officer, cum- APIO



Office of Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.

Order:


Heard.

The questions to be decided in this case are – whether in one application, the appellant can ask for 20/30 documents at-a-go relating to different branches, periods and areas or whether he is required to give separate and specific application and fee for each. Secondly, in the matter of obtaining copies of revenue records from the Records Office, where the fee is separately prescribed under the notifications issued under the Registration and other Acts by the Competent Authority, whether that fee is  to apply or the fee prescribed under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is to apply. It is observed that this question was posed by the Asstt. Public Information Officer through the Deputy Commissioner-cum-Public Information Officer, for clarification to the learned Financial Commissioner, (Revenue) on July 11, 2006, but no reply has been received. As such, the Deputy Commissioner-(Public Information Officer) of the district, the Director Land Records being the Public Information Officer, in respect of the land records and the Financial Commissioner (Revenue), who are administering the Land Revenue Act, Registration Act, Stamp Act, etc. need to be represented  before this court  in view of Section 22 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.


The Public Information Officer (Deputy Commissioner’s Office), the Public Information Officer, Director, Land Records, and the Public Information Officer, Financial Commissioner (Revenue)’s office may file their reply/replies with copies 
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to the appellant, in writing, by September 22, 2006, which will be taken up for consideration on  September 27, 2005, in the presence of the authorized representative.

 Adjourned to September 27, 2006.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 06, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Bachan Singh

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Bathinda.

Complaint Case No. AC-61-2006:

Present:
None for the appellant.



Shri Kamal Nath, Executive Officer-cum-PIO for the respondent-



Corporation.

Order:


It is observed that in this case, the appeal is not complete or self-speaking as such, should not have been entertained in the present form. However, Shri Kamal Nath, Public Information Officer is present today and he has supplied copy of the original request in Form-A as well as the reply sent to the appellant on August 21, 2006. Information has been given by the Executive Officer stating that no such information as sought by the applicant is available.  Now, we may fix a new date and call the appellant for September 27, 2006. 

 In case, Shri Bachan Singh does not appear on that date, it will be presumed that he has nothing further to say and the appeal will be considered as disposed of.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 26, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.

Complaint Case No. CC-121 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Mohinder Singh, Clerk, Office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.

Order:


Shri Mohinder Singh has produced a copy of the information supplied to the complainant (salary details in Form 16-A), under proper receipt.


Shri Prem Kumar Rattan complainant, has not appeared himself, so it is presumed that information has been received by him. The case is thus disposed of in terms of order of this court dated August 23, 2006, read with order passed today.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 26, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Amar Nath Goel

Vs.

Distt. Education Officer, Bathinda.

Complaint Case No. CC-213 -2006:

Present:
Shri Amar Nath Goel, complainant.

Shri Suresh Kumar Bansal on behalf of Mrs. Sowarnjit Kaur, Public Information Officer, Office of Distt.Education Officer, Bathinda.

Order:

Heard.


Shri Suresh Kumar Bansal has supplied attested copy of the inquiry report to Shri Amar Nath Goel, appellant through court today. He has tendered a copy of the same along with a copy of the earlier letter dated February 8, 2006 addressed to Shri Goel giving information on other points. Shri Goel, who is present in court, as confirmed the receipt thereof. The case is thus disposed of accordingly..


Shri Amar Nath Goel, complainant has also requested that for the same information, he had filed another case listed as CC-241-2006 (Amar Nath Goel vs. Director, Public Instructions (S-E), which is listed before this court for September 27, 2006. Since he has received the required information through the office of the District Education officer, he requests that the case No.                                CC-241-2006, referred to above, may be closed, but for the inconvenience caused to him, he may be refunded Rs.50/-, which he had to deposit in both the cases.  He has asked for Rs.50/- given in that case be refunded to him while passing the order treating the case as closed.  This request may come up on September 27, 2006, at the time of hearing on that date.

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 26, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Pritam Kaur

Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.

Complaint Case No.CC-226 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Des Raj, Senior Assistant, representative of the Public Information Officer, Office of Office of Deputy Commissioner,



Mansa.

Order:

Heard.

Smt. Pritam Kaur widow of Shri Dharam Singh has submitted a complaint dated nil, received in the Commission on June 13, 2006 with copies of  her letters dated February 21, 2006; March 20, 2006 and March 7, 2006, which elicited no response from the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, although her application was presented personally in the Suvidha Camp held on                      March 07, 2006 and photo-copies of her previous applications had also been given. The said complaint was forwarded to the Public Information Officer of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, for response within 15 days. No response was received till July 27, 2006, where-after the case was entrusted to this court for further consideration.

Vide letter dated July 25, 2006 (received in the Commission’s Office on August 8, 2006) copy of a letter addressed to the Punjab State Human Rights Commission on the same subject was endorsed to this court.  In the letter to the Punjab State Human Rights Commission, it is mentioned that copy of the inquiry report has been appended, but no such copy of the report has been received in this office or supplied to the complainant. Smt. Pritam Kaur has once again vide her letter dated August 1, 2006, requested for the photocopies of the entire inquiry report.
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Today, the representative of the Deputy Commissioner’s P.I.O’s Mansa’s office, who is present in court, has stated that Smt. Pritam Kaur complainant had not applied in the proper proforma prescribed (Form-A) and neither had she deposited any fee and, therefore, they have not supplied the information to her. He also states that in her earlier application, she had stated that she had danger to her life and therefore, her application was sent to office of the Senior Superintendent of Police, for report, which replied that there was no such danger.
The matter has been considered. The replies of the representative of the P.I.O.Mansa are not relevant at this stage. The office should have guided her immediately at the relevant time regarding the form/fees in the Suvidha Camp itself. He is directed to supply the copy of the inquiry report carried out by Shri Bhajan Singh Distt. Development & Panchayats Officer along with full annexures (with list) against proper receipt immediately without any further delay before September 15, 2006 and to report compliance in this court on                                September 20, 2006. The fees are hereby waived.


Smt. Pritam Kaur may also be informed vide registered letter that in case she has not received the copy as ordered or there is any deficiency, she may appear personally on September 20, 2006 in this court, otherwise, it will be presumed that she has got the required information and the case will be considered disposed of.


Adjourned to September 20, 2006.

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 06, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Gurbachan Singh

Vs.

 D.A.V College of Education

Complaint Case No. CC-204-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the Respondent- Institution.

Order:


Shri Gurbachan Singh Lecturer had sought information vide his application dated April 24, 2006 from D.A.,V. College of Education, Hoshiarpur with regard to payment/non-payment of A.D.A to him as per the announcement of A.D.A instalment by the Punjab government from January 01, 2004 onwards along with the details of payment, cheque no. Amount, date and name of the issuing bank.  The requisite fee accompanied his application. The information was not supplied by the Principal (P.I.O.) within the prescribed time and so he filed a complaint dated 5-06-06 in this Commission. The complaint was referred to the respondent vide letter dated June 08, 06 of this Commission for response with a copy to the complainant


The Public Information Officer of the DF.A.V College sent a reply dated June 29, 2006, a copy of which has been sent to Shri Gurbachan Singh complainant stating that ADA arrears from 59% to 61% had not been paid to the staff due to non-receipt of grants of arrears from D.P.I. (Schools) Punjab and that the arrears would not be paid unless the grant was received. This reply was sent to the complainant-Shri Gurbachan Singh on July 5, 2006 for his reaction or response, if any, vide registered letter which was received back undelivered. As such, the date of hearing was fixed for today. Shri Gurbachan Singh was once  given a chance to come and say anything with regard to the information received vide a registered letter.
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Shri Gurbachan Singh has not appeared today despite being informed through registered post.  It is, therefore, taken that the information has been received by him and the matter is closed.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 06, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH..

Kidar Nath

Vs.

Employment & Labour Deptt. Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-57-2006:

Present:
None for the appellant.



None for the Respondent-Department.

Order:


It is observed that information/request of points (a) and (b) of the application dated May 10, 2006 in Form-A filed before the Principal Secretary-cum-Public Information Officer, Department of Employment Punjab has not yet been supplied/answered although as pointed out by the applicant, the department has, in its letter dated April 26, 2006 stated that the application made by Shri Saggu to the Punjab Public Service Commission along with other documents are available with them.
 As such, the Public Information Officer, Department of Employment,              Mini-Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh is hereby directed to supply the said information to the appellant against receipt before September 29, 2006 and file a compliance report with a copy of information supplied for the record on the next date of hearing. 
In addition, he is hereby given an opportunity to show cause why action should not be taken against him/her for not supplying the information in accordance with the Right to Information Act, 2005, as envisaged in Section 20 of the Act, dealing with penalties. He should be present himself or through an authorized  representative with written explanation therefor.
Adjourned to October 04, 2006.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 September 26, 2006.

