STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amar Nath, # 33159,

St. No. 1, Partap Nagar, Bathinda.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Tehsildar, Bathinda.




.....Respondent.

CC No-672-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Miss Savita, PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Bathinda.



Order:


The present matter was considered by the Commission in its detailed order passed on 23.10.07. In compliance thereof, the PIO-cum-Tehsildar is present in the Court today and he has stated that the Record of Rights (Musavi, Akas Sajra and Field Books) for Revenue Estate, Bathinda Distt. Bathinda is to be reconstructed and as ordered by the Commissioner, Faridkot Division, Faridkot vide notice dated 29.9.04 (copy rendered). He also stated that a committee has been constituted headed by SDM Talwandi Sabo with 9 members to carry out the reconstruction thereon. She also stated that SDM Bathinda had accordingly convened a meeting and taken further action to implement the same on 23.8.07As and when the Musavi becomes available, a copy applied for will be given to Mr. Amar Nath. She has stated that it is not possible to authenticate in today’s date the information available with Sh. Amar Nath which has already been authenticated by the then concerned official on the basis of record available at that time. The PIO is hereby directed to send both the documents produced today to Sh. Amar Nath under registered cover. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-


  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave,

New Nichi Mangli, P.O. Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana.






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.


.....Respondent.

CC No-868-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the Respondent.

Order:



In the interest of justice one more chance is given to both the parties.



Adjourned to 6.2.2008.

                                                                       
 Sd/-
  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh 2,

# 1362, St. No. 12/5, Daashmesh Nagar,

Ludhiana.







......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Director, Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab, Sector 34, Chandigarh.




.....Respondent.

CC No-871-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.


Order:



To enable the PIO to file the reply, one more opportunity is hereby given.



Adjourned to 6.2.2008.
Sd/-


  





  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. M.R.Singla,

# 1615,Sector 16, Panchkula.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O State Transport Commissioner, Punjab.

Jeewandeep Building, sector 17,Chandigarh.

.....Respondent.
CC No-888-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh. M.R.Singla, complainant in person.



Sh. J.S.Brar, PIO-cum-ADTO, O/O STC, Punjab.


Order:



Sh. M.R.Singh, XEN (Retd.) vide his complaint dated 3.5.07 stated that his representation No.1/Spl. dated 1.3.07 made to the address of PIO, O/O  State transport Commission has not been attended  and he has not been given the necessary information/allowed the inspection of record.  Sh. M.R.Singla had in his application stated that he would give details of the documents after inspection of the record/files and the necessary fee would be deposited at the spot. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the concerned PIO and both parties were informed vide notice dated 17.9.07 that the hearing in the Commission has been fixed for today.

2.

Today both parties are present. The applicant vide his letter dated 30.10.07 has stated that he has not been supplied complete information/inspection of record. However, the representative of the PIO states that information has been supplied to the applicant on 2.5.07 (one page) and point-wise clarification on 23.5.07. The dealing hand has also assured Mr. Singla that in case he wishes to inspect any specific record in this connection, full efforts will be made to make it available



With this, the complainant has agreed that the complaint be disposed of and it is so done accordingly.
Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Goyal, Advocate,

Apex Graphics, Opp. Arya High School,

Rampura Phul, Distt. Bathinda.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.


.....Respondent.

CC No-893-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Miss Savita, PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Bathinda.


Order:



Sh. Amandeep Goyal, Advocate vide his letter dated 18.5.07 addressed to the Commission submitted that his application dated 19.3.07under RTI Act with due payment of fee, made to the address of D.C.Bathinda had not been attended to till date.  Instead the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda had sent his application to the Tehsildar Bathinda. He had sent reminders on 24.4.07 and 3.5.07 to both authorities in this connection.

2,

Today, Miss Savita, PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Bathinda,  present in the Court has presented a letter dated 11.11.07 enclosing copy of information supplied to the applicant on 23.5.07 alongwith Photostat copy of the original receipt on the face of said letter dated 25.5.07 from the applicant. It is noted that the information had been supplied on 25.5.07 by the PIO-cum-Tehsildar and the notice for the hearing was issued to both the parties by the Commission on 12.9.07. In case the applicant wishes to make any oral submission or was not satisfied, he should have approach the Commission. Since he has neither come nor sent any communication, it is presumed that he is satisfied.  The complaint is thus disposed of accordingly.
Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldeep Kumar,

# 485/B, Maloya, Chandigarh.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. M.D.,Punjab Health Sustems

Corporation, Phase VI, Mohali.




.....Respondent.

CC No-899-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Shivinder Sehdev, PIO-cum-Dy. Medica Officer, Punjab 


Health Systems Corporation.


Order:



Shri Kuldeep Kumar, vide his complaint dated 21.5.07, addressed to the PIO/APIO (including his previous correspondence of 12 pages) apparently meant for the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 17.3.07 with due payment of fee on 17.4.07 had not been attended to till date. Copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO for his response and date of hearing had been fixed for today vide notice 17.9.07 and both the parties were informed. A letter addressed to Sh. Kuldeep Kumar has been received back undelivered. However, the representative of the PIO states that initially the PIO written to Sh. Kuldeep Kumar to explain what information/documents he needed since his application was not comprehensive. When he did not do so and after the complaint was referred to them by the Commission, they have supplied whatever information they could supply as per their best understanding to the applicant on 11.6.07, well before receiving of the notice from the Commission for hearing.

2. 
I have gone through the application and I am of the view that this is not an application under the RTI Act at all as the applicant appears to be providing information instead of asking for it and appears to have some grievances due to non regularization, being a contractual employee for a long period. Whereas he is claiming benefits as is given to government employees for T.A., HRA, D.A etc. 
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He has prepared his representation not for information but asking that he should be appointed “Direct 

Inquiry Officer” in the matter to look into the purpose of issuing all 12 letters by the Government.

3.

The scope and jurisdiction of this Commission is restricted to provide information as per the provisions of the RTI act, 205 only. As such, the complaint is not made out under the RTI Act. The applicant is advised to approach the Competent Authority in Executive for redressal of his perceived grievances. With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.

                                                                       
Sd/-
  





  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Armeet Kaur,

# 170, Sector 70, SAS Nagar, Mohali.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Secretary, SSS Board, Punjab,

SCO No. 156-160, Sector 8-C, Chandigarh.


.....Respondent.

CC No-905-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Rajdevinder Singh, father of Mrs. Armeet Kaur, for the 


complainant.



Sh. Jaspal Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt, SSS Board Pb. and



Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Sr. Asstt., O/O SSS Board for the PIO.


Order:



Mrs. Armeet Kaur, vide her complaint dated 22.5.07, addressed to the Commission stated that her application dated 12.3.07 with due payment of fee under the RTI act made to the address of PIO, O/O SSS board, Punjab had not been attended to, although she had send an additional fee of Rs. 2/- demanded from her vide letter dated 18.4.07 by the PIO on 25.4.07.  The date of hearing was fixed for 13.11.07 and both the parties were informed vide notice dated 17.9.07.

2.

Today, representative of the PIO, present in the Court has stated that full information as was available in the Board has been sent to the applicant vide letter dated 30.5.07 and produced a proof of registry (Photostat copy). The applicant confirmed that this information was received. Thereafter the applicant sent a further letter dated 7.6.07 asking for photocopy of the sports certificates on the basis of which grading was given to different persons in the final merit list. This information is found to be not covered in the original application and is a request for an additional information. Nevertheless full information consisting of 36 pages on due payment of fee was supplied to the applicant. The additional information/demand of   documents which had not been asked for in the original application by the applicant, being finalized list of B.C. female candidates 
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(number 32) for their qualifications, marks awarded to different categories in final merit list was also supplied to her free of charges. Proof of registry has been rendered. The parents of the applicant admits that these papers have been received. 

3.

Now, on the basis of the latest list of 32 candidates finally given to them, the representative of the applicant states that in the list of 32 candidates, their daughter’s merit is higher that that of 17 persons selected. However, based upon the information which they have been able to get under the RTI Act, they are advised to approach the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of their grievances as this does not fall within the scope of jurisdiction of the Commission. The case has been considered and t the PIO has not been found to be at fault in any manner.  The case is thus disposed of.
Sd/-


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sanjay Kumar, S/O Sh. Lakhu Moria,

# 77-L, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,Ludhiana.


......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O r. Medical Officer,

Civil Hospital, Ludhiana.





.....Respondent.

CC No-908-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Amandeep Sandhu, on behalf of the PIO.

Order:



Sh. Sanjay Kumar vide his complaint dated 19.5.07 made to the Commission submitted that his application dated 10.4.07 made to the PIO, Civil Hospital Ludhiana with due payment of fee had not been attended to within the stipulated period. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and both the parties were informed vide notice dated 17.9.07 that the hearing in the matter has been fixed for today.

2. 
Today none is present for the complainant. However, the representative of the PIO has drawn attention to letter dated 15.10.07 written to Sh. Sanjay Kumar with copy to the State Information Commission in which it has been mentioned that the information had already been supplied to him on 25.5.07 but due to hearing in the Commission it was being supplied once again. He has stated that it has been supplied through registered post. However, I have seen the annexures of the said letter. They appear to be less than those which are now being shown to me by the PIO’s representative. He is hereby directed to make an index and give details of the information supplied and to place a complete set duly indexed and number on the record of the Commission. A copy of the in formation supplied should also be sent by registered post to Sh. Sanjay Kumar under due receipt from him. This case is being adjourned so that Sh. Sanjay Kumar has a chance to make a statement regarding any deficiency as  

CC-908/07









P-2 

per his original application as well as the detailed index of documents being supplied in Court today. Copy of proof of registry should also be rendered by the PIO. In case Sh. Sanjay Kumar has received the necessary documents he need not appear and it sill be presumed that he is satisfied.



Adjourned to 23.1.07.
Sd/-


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. B.R.Badhi, T.O.(Retd.),

Ashok vihar Colony, Nakodar(Jallandhar.)


......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Chief Secretary, Punjab,

P.C.S.Branch, Punjab Civil Sectt.,Chandigarh.


.....Respondent.

CC No-922-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh. B.R.Badhi, complainant in person.



Sh. Dharmindr, PCS, PIO-cum- Addl. Secy. Personnel.



Hari Chand Singh, Supdt. Grade-II, for the PIO.


Order:



Sh. B.R.Badhi, TO (Retd.) vide his complaint dated 18.5.07 received in the Commission on 23.5.07 submitted that his application dated 27.2.07 and 6.3.07 made to the address of the PIO O/O Chief Secretary, Punjab, with due payment of fee of Rs. 10/- vide IPO has not been attended to. He stated that he made the first Appeal to the Appellate Authority on 14.4.07 and the information has still not been supplied.

2.

Today, the PIO present in the Court has presented a letter dated 5.11.07 addressed to the Commission in which it is stated:

“It is submitted that the information which was demanded by Sh. Badhi at the first instance, has been given to him (by hand) containing 82 pages on 13.8.2007. It is also submitted that Sh. Badhi was requested vide his letter dated 5.6.2007 to get the information by depositing Rs. 174 whereas sh. Badhi received this information on 13.8.2007. Therefore, another representation dated 14.8.2007 which was received in this department on 30.8.2007, a reference dated 27.8.2007 was mentioned in this representation which was sent to the concerned branches for comments. But one of the Branches has intimated that the reference dated 27.8.2007 has not been received and they have requested for the same. Accordingly, Sh. Badhi was requested vide letter dated 4.10.2007 to supply this reference and it was also requested to intimate as to what documents are required by him but no reply has since been received. Thus no lapse has been made by this Department to supply the information and the Department is still ready to supply any available information.


It is also intimated here that Sh. Bandhi in his representation has sought certification whereas there is no provision in this Act to supply the clarification. Only the available information/documents are being supplied by the Departments as per the act. It is also submitted that the representation of Sh. Bandhi are not readable. Even then, after telling, he can get the same on any working day if he need any information. “

3.  

It is seen that the original IPO is available on the file of the Commission and therefore it is correct statement that the fee has not been received by the Chief Secretary’s office. 

3.

Today, Sh. B.R.Badhi appeared in the Court and stated that he has not received full information as asked for by him and wanted some more information. I have gone through his application dated 27.2.07, which needs to be reproduced in full:-

“Particulars of information required:

i) Subject matter of information:
service matter.

ii) The period to which the information relates:
11.1.66 to 11/2006.

iii) description of the in formation required: 
1) Intimate about the month from which recruitment in PCS (EB) cadre was started.

2)  Intimate about the total number of posts in PCS (EB) cadre as on 11/66, 11/67, 11/87, 11/97, and total points filled in the cadre from 11/66 to 11/67, 12/67 to 11/87, 12/87 to 11/97 and 12/97 to 11/2006 and bifurcate these posts and points in following form:-

1. Quota, 2. Register- A-I for 18%, Register –A-II for 16%,  register A-III for ETOs, 11% ( 7+4) for BDPO, regisgter –B for Direct 50%, Register – C  5%.

2. Total points filled upto 11/67, 11/87, 11/97, 11/06 separately.

3.  share of S/C upto 11/67, 11/87, 11/97 and 11/06.

4.  Points given to S.C upto 11/67, 11/87, 11/97 and 11/06.

5.  Points in backlog upto 11/67, 11/87, 11/97.

6.  Clarify about share of S/Cs in cadre of Class-B, Posts out of 12, 14 & 16 if there is 3 quotas i.e. 25% -Direct,  25% From   50%-from., uptp 4/72 Total posts-12, upto 3/92 – Total posts -14 ,   from 4/92 total posts -16.

7. Also clarify about share of S/Cs in 61 (31+7+23) points were filled in this cadre upto 30.6.89.

   1. Quotas      25%        25%        50%

    2. Total 

         Points filled 31        07           23

3. Share of S.Cs

In other words the applicant wants the analysis to be made of all posts filled in the PCS (EB) from different sources as well as for the reserve points forfilling up of the Scheduled Caste official, backlog of the quota etc. from 1966 onwards for 40 years. 

5.

In the next letter dated 6.3.07 he wants again the following further information:

“List of officers of PCS (EB) Cadre working as on 1.12.1966 and 1.12.1967 in the following form:

1. Sr. No. 2. Name of officer, 3. Caste: SC/BC 4. Date of joing as PCS, 5. Source of appointment & name of quota 6. Date of retirement.”

6.

It is observed that this information spanning 40 years is quite voluminous and as per the PIO not available on any one file and is to be gleaned and culled from different files, complied and further analyzed to the requirements of the applicant. It is laid down in the Act that the applicant shall not be required to state the reasons for which he needs the information and the PIO definitely does not have the right to ask for them. Perhaps neither can the Appelate Authority go into the reasons behind the making the of request. Yet, at the level of State Information Commission it appears to be necessary to do so in order to give effect to the RTI Act in letter and spirit. It is necessary for the Commission to understand the compulsions of the applicant to better appreciate his request for information and to see whether it is in over-riding public interest.  Shri B.R.Badhi was therefore asked why he required this information.  Shri Badhi stated that it is because his chances for being nominated to PCS (EB) had come up in 1986 and with ulterior motives and malafides his ACR’s were not placed on the file and therefore he was not able to get his name considered although he had been recommended for the nomination to PCS(EB). It is not understood how analysis of data from 1966 to 2006 will help him to get his grievance redressed at this stage when he has already retired 4-5 years ago and it is now 2007. Shri Badhi states that it is because the existing  ministry  set up to monitor and act as watchdog is not carrying out work efficiently and therefore it is necessary in public interest that this analysis be made.

7.

The Preamble of the RTI Act gives a insight into all intention and spirit of the Act. It is reproduced below in extenso:

“An Act to provide for setting out the practical regime of right to information for citizens to secure access to information under the control of public authorities, in order to promote transparency and accountability in the working of every public authority, the constitution of a Central Information Commission and State Information Commissions and for matters connected therewith or incidental thereto. 

Whereas the Constitution of India has established democratic Republic; 

And whereas democracy requires an informed citizenry and transparency of information which are vital to its functioning and also to contain corruption and to hold Governments and their instrumentalities accountable to the governed; 

And whereas revelation of information in actual practice is likely to conflict with other public interests including efficient operations of the Governments, optimum use of limited fiscal resources and the preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information; 

And whereas it is necessary to harmonise these conflicting interests while preserving the paramountcy of the democratic ideal; 

Now, therefore, it is expedient to provide for furnishing certain information to citizens who desire to have it.”

8.

The information has not only been supplied but Sh. Badhi has been asked to state what further information he wishes. I find that Sh. Badhi is still not satisfied. After considering the whole matter I am of the view that the interests of transparency will be met if the concerned files be made available to Sh. B.R.Badhi for inspection in the office on all working days in the month of January i.e. from 10th   to 25th January, 2008, from 2.30 PM to 4.30 PM. He may be permitted to take notes or to ask for copies of any specific document which he wants to take. One Clerk well versed with the record may also help him to get the necessary information. When the above order was being dictated Shri Badhi stated that he was not at all satisfied. He will not inspect the files but wants that the information on all the files be analyzed and all the footwork be done by the office staff and given to him in the manner in which he wanted it. However, in my view it is necessary to temper the demands of individuals with other public interests including efficient operations of the government. Thereafter he left the court and did not stay for the rest of the proceedings. 

9.

A copy of the orders should be sent to Shri Badhi by registered post at his address. The PIO should report compliance on the 6th Feb., 2008. The IPO dated 15.2.07 mistakenly attached to his complaint to the Commission, may be returned to the PIO alongwith the orders.



Adjourned to 6.2.2008.

Sd/-


  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Kaushalya Sahota, 

# 228, Sector 6, Panchkula.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/O Deputy Commissiioner, Mohali.


.....Respondent.

CC No-924-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. R.G.Sahota, Advocate, as well as husband of Mrs. 



Kaushalya Sahota, the complainant.



Sh. Ajay Kum,ar, Clerk, O/O D.C. Mohali for the PIO.
Order:



Mrs. Kaushalya Sahota vide her complaint dated nil received in the Commission 25.2.07 gave a 3 page complaint giving details of the harassment she  has faced in trying to get Arm License renewed from the Ropar District now Mohali District. In the course of events she was forced to take legal recourse by serving legal notice dated 5.8.06 and thereafter even to approach the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana vide CWP 18912 of 2006 for getting a decision to be taken on the aforesaid legal notice. The order of the Hon’ble High Court was passed on 30.11.06 for implementation within 4 months. Since then nothing was done. She further gave a token notice on 6.7.07 and finally filed a contempt petition. Unfortunately, the lawyer representing her in the contempt petition failed to appear and thus the application was dismissed in default. Now she has taken recourse to the RTI Act to get the needful done.

2. Sh. Ajay Kumar Clerk, dealing with renewal of Arms License and who is present in the Court today as a representative of the PIO stated that in pursuance of the order passed by the bench of Mr. Justice Vinay Mittal and Mr. Justice A.S.Bhalla dated 13.11.06, the D.C. passed a speaking order dated 13.4.07 which was sent to Sh. R.G.Sahota vide No. 814 dated 16.4.07. A  copy of the same had also been presented as an annexure to the reply in that
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contempt petition filed by the complainant in the High court. Sh.  Sahota states that he received no such copy till date and since his Advocate failed to appear in the High Court and the matter dismissed in default and it was not in his knowledge that any such copy of speaking order has been filed in the Court. He confirmed that a copy had been received by him but well after the complaint was made and even after the notice issued by the Commission. He stated that although the facts stated in the speaking order were mentioned in the reply before the High court but he stated that no such letter had been received by him and it was only an annexure without the covering letter available on the High court file.  It has been directed that covering letter be also supplied to him today which had been done through Court. 

3.

Sh. Sahota has strong objection to the contents of the D.C’s order which he states are derogatory, involve mudslinging and are defamatory in nature. It is observed that where a license is rejected or not renewed available in the Arms Act, there is a provision for appeal against order passed by the Competent Authority. Sh. Sahota may approach the Appellate Authority for redressal of his grievance, if so advised.



With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-


  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. M.K Jinsi, # 308-B,

New Generation Apartments,

Dhakoli, Near Rly Crossing, Zirakpur.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O S.D.M. Drabassi, (Patiala)



.....Respondent.

CC No-925-of 2007: 

Present:
Sm. M.K. Jinsi, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurmandar Singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar, Derabassi.



M.K.Agency with R.C.Bawa.


Order:



Shri M.K.Jinsi, vide his complaint dated 14.5.07 made to the State Information Commission stated that the PIO O/O SDM Dera Bassi had not attended to his application dated 26.3.07 made under the RTI Act with due payment of fee within the stipulated period. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO for his response and both parties informed that the hearing in the case has been fixed for today vide notice dated 17.9.07.

2.

Today both parties are present. The PIO states that reply has since been sent vide letter dated 10.10.07 to the applicant who confirmed having received it. The applicant further is not satisfied and states that no clear-cut reply has been given.

3.

I have gone through the application. It is more by way of interrogatory asking the PIO, who is also the Competent Authority in PAPRA, to castigate himself for his various alleged acts of omission in dealing with “New Generation Apartments,” a builder.  The tone and tenor of the application would definitely raise the hackles of any PIO who himself is handling the concerned project. However, the intention of the applicant is to know whether the builder has been made to take any of the steps which it was mandatory for him to take as per the provisions of the PAPRA Act, specifically Section 15. 
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4

In this context if it is not possible to answer the question “as per law” (RTI Act -?) it will be entirely appropriate if the file of the builder in respect of the various actions to be taken by him to the satisfaction of the Competent Authority in respect of Section 15 etc. from time to time, including noting, may be produced for inspection by the applicant in the Commission on the next date of hearing. He may be permitted to take notes or copies of any documents etc. 

5.

It has been explained to the applicant that the complaint, if any, against the builder or competent authority, is required to be made to the next higher/supervisory authority and not to the State Information Commission.



Adjourned to 16.1.08 for production of the file/inspection of file.
Sd/-


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.11. 2007.

