STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

1.
Sh. Gurmit Singh, S/o Late Sh. Ram Lal


R/o Shiv Mandir Road


Amloh, Distt.- Fatehgarh Sahib

2. 
Sh. Gurmit singh, S/o Late Sh. Ram Lal


Ward No. 11, Near Jaspal Dr. Amloh,


P.O- Amloh, Distt.- Fatehgarh Sahib

......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Fatehgarh Sahib 





.....Respondent.

CC No-1272-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant


KPS Maan, Asstt. Commissioner General-cum- PIO office of 


the Deputy Commissioner, Fathehgarh Sahib.

Order: 

Notice sent to Sh. Gurmit Singh, S/o late Sh. Ram Lal has been received back unserved.  It had been served to the address provided by him in the complaint.  However, the address given in the application under Right to Information is found to be more detailed and therefore, a copy of the notice as well as the copy of the order sent to him at both these addresses. 
2.

It is seen that the complaint dated 25.06.2007 has been made to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner against non supply of information by the PIO, Post Office Amloh in respect of nominees/accounts held in the name of late Sh. Ram Lal Son of Bhagat Singh residence of Amloh with respect to Account No. 354624 dated L/19/58 any other account.
3.

The PIO states that the reply has already been given to the applicant by the post office (refusing to give the information under section 8 (1) (j) of the Right to Information Act 2005, since he is not the nominee.  The PIO has presented the full set of papers of his office as well as reply dated 26.07.07 sent to him by the office of the senior superintendent, Post Office, Patiala Division.  In   
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the said letter he has also been advised that he can file an Appeal against the rejection within 30 days of the receipt of the letter and 
intimated to him that the Appellate Authority is the Director Postal Services (HQ) office of the Post Master General, Punjab Circle, Chandigarh by post or in person.

4. 

The complainant is advised that the complaint in this matter does not lie to Punjab State Information Commission since the department of Post and Telegraph is a Central Govt. Deptt. and complaints in the matter lie directly to the Central, Chief Information Commissioner, Block IV, 5th floor, Old Jawahar Lal University, New Delhi. He is advised to approach that body in the matter of complaint if advised or to file an Appeal or detailed in para 3 before.
5.

Since the complaint does not lie in this commission at neither is the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner responsible for the supply of this information.  Therefore the complaint is lie and the matter is disposed of accordingly  
Sd/- 
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.
Uma 



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

Sh. Bachan Singh

Chief Supervisor Telephones Rtd.

V. Mehatpur (Oladni)






Tehsil-Balachaur, Distt. Nawanshahar


......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Nawanshahar 





.....Respondent.

CC No-1280-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Bachan Singh complainant in person


A.S Bular, DDPO for himself and for PIO office of the Deputy 


Commissioner, Nawanshahar.

Order: 



Sh. Bachan Singh, Chief Supervisor Telephones Rtd. Complainant made two applications both dated 04.06.07 one to the address to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Nawanshahar and other is to the PIO office of the DDPO, Nawanshahar and he stated that the Deputy Commissioner forwarded the application made by him to the DDPO, where as it concerned his office.  He is satisfied with the reply given by the DDPO on the second application which concerns accounts of auction money and mode of auctioning the common land including Jumla Mushtarka Malkaan Hasab Rasad Khewat.


Today the DDPO has presented the reply dated 04.02.08 addressed to the Commission with copy to the complainant which has been provided to him today during the hearing.  I have seen the reply, it is complete.  Therefore, the complaint is hereby disposed of accordingly. 
Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.
Uma 



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

Sh. Gurcharan Singh, S/o Sh. Prem Singh

R/o 64-B, Calibre Plaza, AC Market,

Opp. Bhadaur House, 

Distt. Ludhiana





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Jalandhar






.....Respondent.

CC No-1292-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, S/o Sh. Prem Singh complainant in 


person


Sh. Suresh Kumar, Head Registration Clerk authorized 



representative of the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, 


Jalandhar.

Order: 

Sh. Gurcharan Singh vide his complaint dated 23.07.07 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his application made to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar dated 21.05.07 with due payment of fee and containing 20 questions has not been attended to properly and reply to none of the 20 questions has been properly replied to.  He has enclosed copies of the reply dated 12.07.07 given by the PIO containing copies of the inquiry report dated 31.03.07 and dated 26.07.07 in order to show that the reply given is off the point and irrelevant.  On the other hand the Head Registration Clerk has presented letter dated 3.10.07 addressed by the DRO-cum-PIO to Sh. Gurcharan Singh containing the reply.  In that letter, it is stated that in respect of Plot No. 620, Model Town, copy of page No. 1 to 254 and noting from page 1 to 7 photocopies thereof have already been supplied to the applicant and information in respect of different representations given by him have been replied to in full.  Further, it has been stated that in so far as the replies to the questions posed by him a concerned they do not for within the scope of the Right to Information Act.
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I have gone through the application and the 20 questions posed by complainant.  I find that it is in the form of an interrogatory and asking for explanation for various alleged Acts of omission and commission by Deputy Commissioner’s office.  After going through I am satisfied that the replies to these questions are not required to be provided as they do not fall within the scope of the definition of “information”, “record” or “Right to Information” as defined u/s 2 (f), (i) and (j) of the Right to Information Act 2005.  It has also been explained to the complainant that for his perceived grievances against the concerned officials, the State Information Commission is not the correct forum to approach. Armed with the correct information which he has been able to get under the Right to Information Act, he may approach the Competent Authority in the Executive in the present case i.e. Director Land Records-cum-Inspector General of Registration, Punjab based at Jalandhar or the Financial Commissioner Revenue,  Punjab or the Civil Courts, as may be advised.  With this the matter is hereby disposed of. 
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.
Uma 

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

S/o Sh. Sansar Chand Kohli







R/o 85-D, Kichlu Nagar, Ludhiana


......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Chief Secretary,

Punjab Civil Sectt. Pb.

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1341-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant


Sh. Harbans Lal, APIO-cum-Superintendent Vigilance-III


Sh. Nirmal Singh, Sr. Asstt. Cordination Branch office of the 


Chief Secretary, Punjab.

Order: 



Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli vide his complaint dated 3.07.07 stated that he has filed an application for getting information under the Right to Information Act to the PIO office of the Chief Secretary Punjab vide his application dated 30.04.07 which had not been attended to.  He has attached the copy of application dated nil purporting to the copy of the same.  The said complaint sent to the PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.
2.

On behalf of the Chief Secretary copy of a reply sent to the Deputy Registrar, State Information Commission vide letter dated 01.02.08 by the APIO-cum-Budget & Establishment Officer, Vigilance Deptt, with copy to the complainant has been presented with three annexures being covering letter from the Joint Secretary, Local Govt, copy of complaint dated 22.11.06 from Sh. Sham Kumar addressed to the Chief Secretary with remarks of the Chief Secretary and a copy of the IPO dated 30.04.07 (same date as mentioned in the present complaint).  The reply contains the full information asked for.
3.

Today none is present on behalf of the complainant but fax received from him requesting that the date for the hearing may be adjourned since he is busy in the betrothal ceremony of his son.  The matter is adjourned on his request. However if he does not appear on the next date the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to 19.03.2008

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajinder Singh (Panch)

Gram Panchayat, Mianpur

Tehsil & Distt. Ropar




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Ropar 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1363-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Rajinder Singh (Panch) Gram Panchyat, Mianpur 



complainant in person.


Sh. Nitname Singh, Clerk on behalf of PIO office of the DDPO, 


Rupnagar, Ropar as his representative.

Order: 

Sh. Rajinder Singh vide his complaint dated 03.05.07 stated that his complaint to the Deputy Commissioner on 21.06.06 against Kesar Singh Panch and Smt. Manjit Kaur Sarpanch who is legally sold the land of the Gram Panchyat to one Sh. Kashmir Singh had not been attended to.  He has sent many reminders and in the last reminder he submitted fee of Rs. 10/-.  The said complaint was returned to the complainant by the registry of the Commission, asking for the copy of the Form A application under the Right to Information Act.  He returned it with the note “the requisite application is added below as per order please.”  The papers added by him have seen.  They are all complaints given by him from time to time dated 21.06.06, 11.12.06, 11.01.07, 05.03.07, 07.03.07 as well as other copy, an affidavit of Kesar Singh etc. etc. but no copy of the application submitted under RTI either in form A or in ordinary manner with the Rs. 10/- fee.  There is also a copy of receipt of challan of Rs. 10/- dated 05.03.07 without signifying to which application it is attached.
It is clear that the complainant has made a plethora of complaints but has not filed any application under Right to Information Act specifically asking  
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for information.  He has only been making complaints and wanting action to be taken on the complaints.  Today the manner of applying for information was explained to him.
However, the representative of the DDPO has brought with a copy of the report dated 12.06.07 of the DDPO which has been received in the complaint Branch of the Deputy Commissioner’s office on 12.06.07 since the full file is with him.  The representative has no objection to showing the whole file to him.  The complainant is herby permitted to go through the file and to take copies of any papers he would wish to have.  The complainant has accordingly inspected the file and taken photostat copy of the full file of the DDPO office and has made the payment for the cost of photo copying himself.
With this the complaint is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Puran Chand,

# 1997, Type-2, DMW Colony, Patiala.



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Under Secretary to Govt.,Punjab,

Deptt. of Rev. & Rehabilitation(Agrarian Reforms Br.)

Pb. Mini Sectt, Sector 9, Chandigarh.



.....Respondent.

CC No-1361-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh. Puran Chand, complainant in person.



Sh. Madan Lal, APIO-cum-Under Secretary Revenue, Pb.


Order: 


Shri Puran Chand, vide his complaint dated 30.7.07 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 13.6.07 made to the address of the PIO-cum-Under Secretary, Punjab Government, Department of Revenue (Agrarian reforms branch) was returned to him without any action on 22.6.07 with the remarks that the request can not be considered further since it had not been made in the prescribed form A. His IPO dated 13.6.07 was also returned vide letter dated 22.6.07, signed by the Under Secretary-cum- APIO, Deptt. of Rev. and Rehabilitation (Agrarian reforms Branch). Therefore, he submitted his application once again on 26.6.07 containing 4 questions which were once again not attended to till date. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned  PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.
2. Today, the complainant is present in person and stated that he has so far not received any information. On the other hand, the APIO-cum-Under Secretary who is present in the Court, vide his reply dated 31.1.08 has stated that it is not correct that the information was not supplied. In fact, information was supplied to him vide Punjab Govt. Memo No. 10/14/04-    -1/8412, dated 25.7.07 by post.  He enclosed a copy of the said reply showing it dispatched on 25.7.07 by an ordinary post and requested that the complainant had no substance in it and it 
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may be dismissed. The complainant strongly asserted that no reply had been received so far. He had stated that he has specifically written in the both, application dated 30.7.07 as well as a later application dated 26.6.07 as per the instructions of the Department to submit the application in form A. In Col. 3(5) he had indicated that he do not want the reply through post (ordinary, Registered or Speed) but would like to collect personally. A copy was ordered to be supplied to him during the hearing today and he was supplied a copy of the reply during the hearing today.

3. I have seen that the reply is complete since he had asked for final action taken on various reports/recommendations of different inquiries/Vigilance Department. In all of them the reply is that the final decision is yet to be taken. The complainant has been advised that it is not in the scope/jurisdiction of the Commission to spur the department to take final decision or to monitor the progress thereto from time to time. For this, the applicant is advised to approach the higher authorities within the executive for redressal of his perceived grievance. With this the application is hereby disposed.
Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.
(Ptk.)



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

(Through Redg. Post)
Sh. Satnam Singh, S/O Sh. Surjit Singh (4-J)

Central Jail,Ludhiana.

(Through Supdt. Central Jail, Ludhiana)


......Complainant






Vs.

1. PIO/.O/O, Sr. Supdt. of Police, Tarn Taran.


2. PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner, Tarn Taran

.....Respondent.

CC No-85-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant



None for the PIO.


Order: 


This matter concerns the complaint of Sh. Satnam Singh S/O Sh. Surjit Singh, under trial prison, in Central Jail, Ludhiana in which he had addressed an application under the RTI Act in form A on 3.8.06 to the PIO O/O D.C., Tarn Taran asking for information regarding FIR No. 64/30/8/08, u/s 392, 243 IPC as read with  as read with  25,54, 59(A) of the Arms Act in P.S.  Verowal alongwith request letter dated 3.8.06, reminder dated 4.9.06. In his application dated 3.8.06 he had mentioned that under above FIR four persons had been arrested as detailed below:
1. Sh. Balwinder Singh Alia Binda, S/O Sh. Dalip Singh, R/O Dakoha, PS Ghuman, Distt. Gurdaspur.

2. 2.
Sh. Harjinder Singh Alia Zinda, S/O Bakhtawar Singh, R/O Vill Dhukna, PS Khiljian, distt. Tarn Taran.

3. Sh. Jaswant Singh Alia Jassa, S/O Sh. Kundan Ssingh, R/O Kaleka, PS Khiljian, Distt. Tarn Taran.

4. Sh. Gurnam Ssingh.


He had requested that the following attested documents in respect of the above persons to be sent to him in the Central Jaul Ludhiana:

i) The statements made by the above persons u/s 161 Cr.P.C upon which they were discharged.

ii) The statements made by the above persons u.s 27 of the Indian Evidence Act. The copies of the baramadgi reports from these persons.

iii) Copies of the orders discharging the above persons.

iv) Copies of Eye witness account or extra judicial confessions made by them or witness regarding the matter.

The matter had been considered and notices issued to the PIO, O/O D.C.Tarn Taran on 4th January and 2nd April, for the hearing on 10.4.07 and on 23rd April for the hearing on 15.5.07 as well as on 4th June for the hearing to be held on 27th June, 2007. After the hearing on 2nd april, the PIO was changed by the Commission  from D.C.Tarn Taran to SSP Tarn Taran and the notice for the hearing on 15th and 26th June, 2007 was addressed to the PIO O/O SSP Tarn Taran. On 27.6.07, somehow the file went missing and could not be located. Now it has been found to have been attached to an already decided file and therefore could not found or even reconstructed since there was no second copy of the complaint available.  As it has now been located it is being listed for hearing  again on 18.3.08 for consideration.
4.
It is noted that although the matter was duly considered by the Commission in its hearing on 10.4.07 (the Respondent was changed from D.C.Tarn Taran to SSP Tarn Taran to be addressed in the matter) and on 15.5.07 and 27.6.07 none had appeared on behalf of either PIO from the O/O D.C. or SSP Tarn Taran for the respondent on both the occasions. It is also noted that in the order dated 15.5.07, notice had been issued to the PIO, O/O SSP Tarn Taran by name to show cause why proceedings u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act should not be initiated against him for violation of the mandatory provisions of the Act and asking for the reply in writing with in 15 days to be filed before the Commission. In addition, the PIO had also been given an opportunity for personal hearing u/s 20(1) proviso thereto. It had also been noted that that if the PIO did not file his explanation and also did not appear, it would be presumed that he had nothing to say and further action would be taken ex-parte. Further, the PIO had also been warned that in case the directions of the Commission to provide the required information to the applicant immediately without further delay were not complied with, further action was likely to be initiated u/s 20(2) of the Act in addition to action u/s 20(1). In spite of the above, neither he information was supplied to the applicant nor was the written explanation filed in the matter and not the PIO availed himself of the opportunity for personal hearing. He had already been warned  vide order dated 15.5.07, sent to him though registered post on 14.6.07 that in case the information  was still not provided and written explanation not filed, it would be presumed that he has nothing to say and further action against him would be taken ex-parte.
5.
Before this file,  which went missing after that stage could be located, a letter dated 22.6.07 was received from the SSP being endorsement of a letter of the same date sent by the SSP to the IG Headquarter with another copy endorsed to the applicant. In this the SSP is writing to the IG Police (Hq)-cum-PIO stated (as translated): “it is stated that Sh. Satnam Singh S/O Sh. Surjit Singh, Central Jail Ludhiana has given representation asking for action taken on his representation against the accused in case No. 64 u/s 395/342 as read with  25, 94, 59(A) of the Arms Act at PS  Verowal and in Ludhiana where the trial is going on. The said Satnam Singh is undergoing punishment at Ludhiana Central Jail. Therefore, the copies can not be supplied to him under the RTI Act.”  Meanwhile vide letter dated 12.8.07 received in this office on 29.8.07, Sh. Satnam Singh has written to state that he has not received any further information after the notice dated 14.6.07. Obviously the latest letter of the SSP dated 22.6.07 has not reached him.
6.
The above communication of the SSP is not understood where Sh. Satnam Singh states that he is under trial prisoner, whereas the SSP states that he is undergoing punishment without quoting the number and date of the FIR/date of conviction order/punishment imposed. It is observed that even if he is convicted, he remains a citizen of India and is entitled to information in accordance with Section 3 of the Act at par with all other citizens of India.
7.
The directions of the Commission are hereby reiterated once again as contained in para 3 of the orders of the Commission dated 15.5.07 to supply  the information to the applicant through the Superintendent, Central Jail, Ludhiana, without fail.
8.
The PIO(by name) O/o the SSP Tarn Taran is also hereby given one more opportunity to comply with and take  note of the directions of the Commission as contained in para 4 & 5 of the order dated 15.5.07. It may be noted that no further opportunity will be given and in case the directions of the Commission are not complied with and no written explanation is filed, the Commission will be constraint to take an ex-parte view in the matter of imposing penalty.


Adjourned to 18.03.2008.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (West) 
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1371-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Jasbir Singh complainant in person


None for the PIO 

Order: 

As none is present on behalf of the PIO this case has been adjourned to 06.02.2008 when two other cases of the same complainant have also been fixed for hearing. 
Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (west)
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1372-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Jasbir Singh complainant in person



None for the PIO 

Order: 

As none is present on behalf of the PIO this case has been adjourned to 06.02.2008 when two other cases of the same complainant have also been fixed for hearing. 

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave.

Vill. Nichhi Mangli, P.o Ramgarh

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (North)
Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1373-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Jasbir Singh complainant in person



None for the PIO 

Order: 

As none is present on behalf of the PIO this case has been adjourned to 06.02.2008 when two other cases of the same complainant have also been fixed for hearing. 

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.02. 2008.

