STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Vir Singh






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.


.....Respondent.

AC No-158-of 2007: 

Present: Shri Vir Singh appellant in person.

Shri Manjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.


Order:


Shri Vir Singh states that he had applied on October 11, 2006 with certain documents relating to land owned by him and his relatives in village Kapahat in district Hoshgiarpur which, according to him, was reduced from 527 Kanals before consolidation to 212 Kanals in the Consolidation Scheme. .No copy of any application dated October 11, 2006 made under the R.T.I Act is available on file and neither is it available with the complainant or the Naib Tehsildar. After going through all the papers, it is observed that the complainant is seeking pre-consolidation records of village Kapahat as well as allocation to his family as a result of the Consolidation Scheme.               The papers available on file show that he had applied to the Copying Branch in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur, with fee under the schedule of the Land Revenue act. I find that the District Administration has been corresponding with him and asked him time and again to give more details of the information required by him which he has been refusing to provide. His applications did not even contain details, or any kind of hint of names of the landowners in respect of whom information is sought at that time from Khatauni Nos. Khewat Nos. or Khasra Nos. or even hint of which Patti the land fell.  I completely agree with the Deputy Commissioner’s office and as such the information could not have possibly been provided to him. However, Shri Vir Singh filed Second Appeal dated April 16, 2007. No copy of the First Appeal filed or decision given by the Deputy Commission on his First Appeal is available on record or with him or with the Naib Tehsildar. It appears that he never filed the First Appeal, but directly 
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filed the Second Appeal in the Commission, which could be treated as a complaint. However, he never applied under the Right to Information Act, 2005 in the first place, hence no complaint lies before the Commission. Shri Vir Singh also however, states that he has received the full information which he had asked for vide his application dated October 11, 2007. The present  complaint, he states is about his application dated June 25, 2007 made to the Assistant Commissioner (General) O/o Deputy Commissioner Hoshiarpur in Form-A. In that, he has written   “Required information not given since 23-5-2007”. His letter dated May 23, 2007 has been seen,  which is addressed to the Consolidation Officer, Hoshiarpur asking deductible area out of 654 kanals 18 marlas owned by him prior to the consolidation proceedings which was reduced to 222 Kanals after consolidation. He has given full details of land for getting Ishtmal Araazi, Khewat  and Khasra Nos. running into two pages and further has asked for details of the land not delivered to them and to whom this land has been allotted.                                   This application was not made under the R.T.I. Act but to the Consolidation Officer. As for the application made to the P.I.O. office of Deputy Commissioner, he has admittedly made the application only on June 25, 2007 and one month is not yet over. Therefore, no complaint lies to the Commission. 

2. The A.P.I.O. who is present in Court today, has stated that                                       Shri Vir Singh is requested to attend his office in Hoshiarpur on any working day and the information will be culled out from the Records in front of him.  Shri Vir Singh has stated that he will be away to Jaipur for one week and asked for a date and therefore requests that July 18, 2007 would suit him. Accordingly, the A.P.I.O. stated, he will be helping                                 to supply him attested copies of information on   July 18, 2007.

3. Although no complaint lies, the Commission is happy and appreciates the action of the assurance A.P.I.O. to give information to the applicant as and when he visits his office on the appointed date.

The complaint is thus disposed of.









SD:








 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                                                  State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007 

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

Shri Gurpreet Singh Sethi




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Shivalik Hills College, Nangal



.....Respondent.

CC No- 397-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant..



Shri R.C. Kapur, Advocate for College-Respondent.

rOrder:


Shri R.C. Kapur, Advocate states that he has just been engaged in this case and seeks some time.


However, it is observed that the information has not yet been supplied and neither has any Exemption been claimed by the College from the provisions of the Act or under the provisions of Section 8 of the Act.


At this stage Shri Gurpreet Singh complainant has appeared.


Adjourned to August 01, 2007 for supply of information/consideration.

SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                              

  State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’




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

Shri Ram Saran Dass




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o D.P.I.(Schools) Punjab



.....Respondent.

AC No-178-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the appellant.



Shri Pawan Singh, Dealing Assistant with power of attorney 



For P.I.O. O/o DPI (Schools), Chandigarh.



Shmt. Kamlesh Verma, APIO of the College concerned.

Order:


Shri Ram Saran Dass, vide his complaint dated May 15, 2007 made to the Commission stated that his application in Form-A dated January 22, 2007 made to the P.I.O. office of the D.P.I. (Schools) Punjab, has not been attended to and no information has been provided so far. He made First Appeal to the Secretary, Education Deptt. Punjab, vide his appeal dated March 03, 2007 with reminder regarding the same dated April 18, 2007. Both drew no response from the Appellate Authority. Thereater on April 28, 20-07, he filed Second Appeal before the Minister of Education, which also was ignored.

2. In the meantime, he received letter dated June 05, 2007 addressed by the  Director, Public Instructions (Schools) to the Distt. Education Officer, under the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act, stating that the details of staff of private aided schools could be made available since the Private Aided Schools are public authorities and APIOs/PIOs had already been notified for them. Therefore, the information should be supplied immediately. He stated, however, that despite these instructions, no information was received. 
3. Smt . Kamlesh Verma, who is herself an A.P.I.O. stated that the complainant - Ram Saran Dass was, in the garb of seeking information, actually harassing her as he had been convicted in the murder of her sister-in-law upon her testimony and that she had been harassed and mentally tortured by the appellant.  In her reply, she stated that Shri Ram Saran, in spite of his conviction has not been dismissed, but is continuing in service and has further managed to go on deputation to Vigilance Bureau. She also stated that on the complaint of the applicant inquiries have already been held against her by various departments i.e., the Income-Tax Authorities, Vigilance  Deptt. and all the cases have been filed being baseless and mala fide.
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3.
 In a letter is addressed to the Distt. Education Officer, who is the P.I.O. of the District from which the information has been sought, she claimed that the information sought by him is the Third Party information and could not be supplied to him without giving hearing to her being the Third-Party.  It is not at all satisfactory that the Director, Public Instructions being the P.I.O. has not yet given any hearing to the lady concerned nor has he taken any decision in the matter, as the P.I.O. conducted no proceedings under Section 11 of the Act relating to Third-Party Information. In fact, the P.I.O. has done nothing at all and the ball has clearly remained in his court all along.
4. It is also seen that in spite of the strict wording of the notice sent by the Commission which is addressed directly to the P.I.O.  and states as under:-

“You are required to appear before the Commission on the said date, time, and place either personally, or through an authorized Officer not below the rank of Asstt. Public Information Officer, who should be well conversant with the facts of the case and his statement of facts will be treated as if it is given by you and you will be responsible for its correctness. In case, no appearance is made on your behalf, the case will be decided in your absence. The PIO is directed to carry a copy of Right to Information Act, 2005 and other relevant record with him, for facility of reference.


In case you have already supplied the information to the applicant, a copy of the same may be sent for record along with a receipt from the complainant and a copy thereof should be brought along with you on the date of hearing.”

4.
In spite of these instructions, the D.P.I’s office has not sent an official of the required rank. It is to be noted that only the P.I.O. or the A.P.I.O. are the designations recognized under the Act and are personally responsible and can be penalized for action or non-action under the provisions of this Act.

5.
Therefore, the Commission hereby directs, the P.I.O. to complete all steps with regard to information in respect of Third Party asked for in terms of the Act and to take a decision one way or the other immediately and to give an appropriate reply to the applicant at least ten days before the next date of hearing. Shmt. Kamlesh Verma has also been asked to file an appeal against the decision of the P.I.O. if she feels it necessary under the provisions of the Act.

Adjourned to August 29, 2007.
SD:
  






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    

                               

State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’




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

Shri S.P. Bansal

#231, Ward-IX, Krishna Basti, Samana,

Distt. Patiala.






---Appellant

Vs.

PIO/ O/o  Principal, S.P.N. College, Mukerian


S.P.N. College, Mukerian, Distt. Hoshiarpur.


.....Respondent.

CC No- 179 -of 2007: 

Present:
Shri S.P. Bansal, Appellant.



None for S.P.N. College, Mukerian.

Order
:


Shri S.P. Bansal, Lecturer in Commerce S.P.N. College, Mukerian, vide his complaint dated May 17, 2007 submitted that his application in Form-A for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 with due payment of fee addressed to the Principal/Chief Information Officer S.P.N. College, Mukerian, was, in the first place refused to be received in the presence of Staff  representative Shri V.K. Vij and was finally sent to him through Regd. Post of which he has shown the original receipt No. TLAVA-8609 dated   February 19, 2007 (copy supplied for record today during hearing). No acknowledgement or receipt No. in the diary was provided to him. Thereafter, he filed appeal on March 09, 2007 before the Dean, C.B.C./Chief Information officer, Panjab University, Chandigarh. To this, he received a reply signed under the signatures of the Deputy Registrar (College) dated April 10, 2007 that, “the information may again be sought from the P.I.O. of the College”. The appellant, as per directions of the First Appellate Authority, once again, vide letter dated April 17, 2007 requested that the information be provided to him. Thereafter, he received a letter from Dr. R.M. Sharma, Principal of the College, dated April 24, 2007 stating that :-


“Reference your letter dated 17-02-2007 received by the office on                        19-02, 2007.



The information desired by you under RTI Act 2005 is available in the office. Since most of the time you are on leave and since you want information in person, you may collect the same on any working day from Shri Dharm Pal. Any information which has been displayed on the notice board can be seen from there.








Sd: R.M. Sharma,









Principal.”
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When he went to Shri Dharam Pal on May 12, 2007, Shri Dharam Pal stated that he had no letter of information to give to him.

2.
Thereafter, a copy of the appeal was sent to the P.I.O. by the commission and a date was fixed for the hearing thereof and both parties were issued notice for July 10, 2007 (i.e. today), when the appellant is present in person, but none is present on behalf of P.I.O-cum-Principal of the College. Shri Bansal states that no information has been supplied to him to-date. 
3.
The Commission considers that the P.I.O. has not carried out the duties and responsibilities imposed upon him under the provisions of the Act and has not provided the information and neither has he rejected the request for reasons specified in Section 8 of the Act as is mandatory. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information immediately under due receipt of the applicant and file compliance report and copy of the information supplied in the Commission for its record on the next date of hearing  without fail.
 4.
The Commission also hereby issues notice under Section 20(1) to the P.I.O. to show cause through a  written reply as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of two hundred and fifty rupees each day of delay till the  information is furnished to the maximum of twenty-five thousand rupees. 
5.
In addition to the written reply, the P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing. He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

6.
The P.I.O. should also note that in case the information is not supplied to the applicant as directed above, the Commission shall be constrained, in addition, to recommend disciplinary action against him under service rules to the Competent Authority as provided under Section 20(2) of the R.T.I. Act, 2005.


Adjourned to August 01, 2007.










SD:
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                                


State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri S.P. Marwaha


# 2076, Sector 45-C, Chandigarh



......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Financial Commissioner (Dev.), Punjab,

Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




.....Respondent.

CC No-  394 -of 2007: 

Present:
Shri S.P. Marwaha, complainant in person.



None for the P.I.O.O/o F.C. (Dev.) Punjab.

Order:


Shri S.P. Marwaha, vide letter dated March 06, 2007 has stated that he has earlier filed an application dated November 07, 2006 against proper receipt as a complaint in the Commission. He stated that 12 documents had been attached in support of his complaint. His original application under the R.T.I. Act was made on July 12, 2006 and addressed to the P.I.O. Financial Commissioner (Dev.) Punjab with due payment of fee.  The original copy of his earlier complaint dated November 07, 2006 along with 12 documents, as mentioned by him, have not been found on the file. The application under the R.T.I. Act dated July 12, 2006 addressed to the Financial Commissioner (Dev.) has been gone through. It is in the context of the complaint made by Shri S.P. Marwal – the present complainant – against Shri S.P. Gupta in 1995. After preliminary inquiry, the Financial Commissioner (Dev.) Punjab had ordered a departmental inquiry against Shri S.P. Gupta on October 29, 1998. Shri Deep Singh Sihota  Joint-Director, Agriculture was appointed Inquiry Officer.  Shri Marwaha states that in the said inquiry Shri S.P. Gupta was wrongly exonerated by Shri Deep Singh Sihota. Thereafter, Shri Marwaha, the present complainant, filed a complaint against Shri Deep Singh Sihota through affidavit dated April 08, 1999 stating various acts of omissions and commissions against him. However, no action was taken by the government on his affidavit. 

2. Shri Marwaha has made three charges – filing of false affidavit, purchase of property beyond means and restoration of Corporation Telephone at residence of Shri Gupta - now in his letter dated July 12, 2006. He has said that 
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Chandigarh-U.T. Vigilance Department found Shri Gupta guilty, but the Inquiry Officer, who was appointed Inquiry Officer gave him clean chit.

3.  Therefore, under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he would like to                 know :-


“The reason which compelled the Agriculture Branch to side with EO and ignored the Govt. record and the facts stated in my complaint and affidavit. Whether some safarish or money has played a part? I think both”

4. It has been explained to Shri Marwaha that under Section 3, all citizens shall have right to information subject to provisions of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 as per the definition of “Information” “Record” and  “Right to Information” as provided in  Section 2   sub-sections (f), (i) and (j) of the Act. His complaint, however, is not seeking an information, rather he is giving information and wanting action to be taken on it. It does not lie within the scope and jurisdiction of this Commission to give him any relief regarding his grievance for which he must approach the Competent Authority. This Commission can only help to see that information as defined in the Act is not denied to him by any Public Information Officer.


With these observations, the matter is disposed of.


SD:
  






             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                                


State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurjit Singh Puri



......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Distt. Education Officer, (Secondary), Ludhiana












.....Respondent.

CC No- 409 -of 2007: 

Present: None for the complainant.


      None for the P.I.O. O/o D.E.O.(Secondary), Ludhiana.
Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 01, 2007.

SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                               


 State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Mohinder Kumar

Son of Shri Balram (Advocate)

V&PO Dangar Khera, Tehsil Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur
......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Block Education Officer, Abohar,-2,

Distt. Ferozepur.






.....Respondent.

CC No- 365-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the parties.

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.








SD:



 



   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                               

 
State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Parminder Singh

Retd. S.S. Master, V&PO Kukar Pind, Jalandhar
......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/.O/o Distt. Education Officer (S), Jalandhar

.....Respondent.

CC No- 385-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o D.E.O.(S), Jalandhar.

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.










SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                               


 State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Parminder Singh

Retd. S.S. Master, V&PO Kukar Pind, Jalandhar
......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Secretary, Education (Secondary)

Mini-secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh.


.....Respondent.

CC No- 386-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o Secretary, Education Punjab. 

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.








SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                              

  State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Amarjog Singh, 198-L, Model Town, Ludhiana.......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Secretary, Education Deptt (S) Punjab,

 Mini-secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh














.....Respondent.

CC No- 389-of 2007: 

Present: None for the complainant.


     None for the P.I.O. O/o Secretary, Education Punjab. 

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.

Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.

SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                               

 State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Jaswant Singh son of Sh. Daulat Singh, # 8447, St. No.1, Gurpal Nagar, Near Kot Mangal Singh, Ludhiana



......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Block Education Officer (Primary) Khamano Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.









.....Respondent.

CC No- 392-of 2007: 

Present:  None for the complainant.


      None for the P.I.O. O/o B.E.O Khamano, 

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.

Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.










SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                              

  State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Rupinderjit Kaur w/o Sh. GurdevJit Kaur Vill. Kang Theh, Tehsil Kaur Sahib, Distt., TarnTaran




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar


.....Respondent.

CC No- 396-of 2007: 

Present:  None for the complainant.


      None for the P.I.O. O/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar 

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.

Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 21, 2007.










SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                              

  State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’


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

Smt. Simmi Saini w/o Rajinder Singh, 

V&PO Muchhal, Distt, Amritsar




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.














.....Respondent.

CC No- 020-of 2007: 

Present:
Smt. Simmi Saini through Shri G.S. Bal



Shri Gurnam Singh APIO O/o D.R.O. D.C. Office Hoshiarpur.



Shri Manjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur.



Shri Ashok Kumar, Dealing Assistant.

Order:

`The Sub-Registrar-cum-A.P.I.O. Hoshiarpur has presented letter                               No.366-RC dated July 06, 2007 addressed by the Sub-Registrar –cum-Asstt. Public Information officer with copy to the P.I.O.-cum-Deputy Commissioner. An attested copy has been provided to the complainant through Court  today with two annexures, being an attested photocopy of entry No.106 dated February 02, 2001 of the Scribe/Deed-writer Shri Devi Dass Dhanoa n which full details of the  deed scribed by him, substance there of, including the thumb impressions of the executor Smt Chanan Kaur and the  L.T.I. of witness Hukam Chand son of Bagga as well as the signatures of the Lambarar Resham Singh, Bahadurpur,  Hoshiarpur. Bahadurpur is the village where Smt. Chanan Kaur used to reside and where the Willed property is located. Another clear copy has been prepared from the photocopy in the hand of the deed writer - Shri Devi Dass Dhanoa on July 09, 2007, the original of which has been given to the complainant and photocopy of both these annexures has been retained for the record of the Commission. 
2.
The letter also expresses the intention of the P.I.O. to register an F.I.R. as well as to review the mutation in favour of Shri Surinder Kumar upon application to the Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur.
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3.
The Commission is not satisfied with the reply on behalf of the P.I.O.                         that although computerization of the Registered Deeds started on April 01, 2000 and no record of the said Registered Deed is available in the Computer  and neither photographs including that of the Sub-Registrar or the Lambardar and witnesses available in the memory of the computer. The Commission is not satisfied with the oral reply that although the instructions of the government regarding photographs of the executor and all parties concerned, who appeared before the Sub-Registrar were in force much before the computerization when Registries were started. They have not yet looked into the records to get copies of the negatives of photographs taken at that time by the officially approved photographer.

4.
The Commission hereby directs that the dereliction of duty in not saving the document on the memory of the computer by the official handling the computer, be looked at afresh (Sh. Rakesh Kumar) and full efforts be made to locate the photographs taken by the official approved photographer. In addition, other records of the Registered Deeds available in the office of Sub-Registrar, i.e. cash book entry, receipt book, Index and any details of Registries made required to be maintained in the Registrar’s office before the computerization commenced, may also be looked into and provided to the complainant. In other words, since the document has been lost by the Sub-Registrar’s office,  which is under the control and authority of the Registrar being the Deputy Commissioner himself, all out efforts should be made to aid the complainant by providing whatever other collateral information is available.

5.
During the course of the hearing, it came to light that the said                                 Shri Surinder Kumar (who happens to be the father of Smt. Simmi Saini) has since sold 2 kanals 15 marlas out of 6 kanals to Smt. Geeta Rani wife of Pableshwar son of Bhushan on June 26, 2006 through Registered Sale-deed, registered in the same Tehsil vide No.1986 dated June 26, 2006.Further more, the mutation of the said sale deed has also been entered in her favour on   June 26, 2006.The mutation was entered on the same day and approved after two months on August 25, 2006. All this while, the fact that at the time of sale,   it was very well known to all in the Tehsil that Smt. Simmi Saini had put in a complaint regarding fraudulent misplacement of the official second copy of the Registered Will in the 
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office of Sub-Registrar. The Registrar and the concerned Tehsildar may like to issue instructions to all revenue functionaries not to give effect to any further sales, mutations, girdwaris or entry in the Jamabandi etc. until the matter is sorted out so as to prevent further complications brought about due to the faults or omissions of his office.

5. A copy of the complaint made along with the supporting documents as well as copy of the F.I.R should be filed in the Commission, on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to August 08, 2007.

SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                                

State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri  B.R.Bhadhi






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/oS.D.M Nakodar.


















.....Respondent.

CC No- 410-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.

Order:


Four Cases of Shri B.R. Bhadhi bearing Nos. AC-161/2006 to AC-164/2006 have already been disposed of by this Bench on 18.4.2007. The application has been checked up and the information sought is identical to the information sought in the previous applications i.e. about  raising of rent against  T.Os residing in rent free quarters in the Tehsil Complex, Nakodar, whereas other officers were being permitted to avail of the accommodation on rent free basis, for example SDM, Tehsildar etc.  This case being identical in nature, is disposed of in terms of orders passed in above mentioned cases, a copy of  which should be placed on this file.









SD:
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


    
                                

State Information Commissioner

July 10, 2007.

Opk’

