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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1103 of 2013
Date of Decision 30.05.2013 
Sh. Om Parkash Bansal

S/o Sh. Hari Ram, R/o Lakhwali Basti, 

Patran, Tehsil Patran, Distt. Patiala. 

PIN-147105





……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.








   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
Sh. Om Parkash Bansal complainant in person. (97798-80030) 

For the Respondent: Sh. Ram Singh, Steno office of Nagar, Council Patran. 

ORDER

1. The complainant had sought information under Section 6 (1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 from the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala vide his application dated 28.12.2012 regarding illegal occupation on the land of Nagar Council, Patran by Public Girls High School building on following 7 points:-
(i).
Whether any enquiry is held, if so, name and designation of the enquiry officer and his address.

(ii).
Certified copy of the enquiry report.

(iii).
Certified copies of the notices served and replies received from the illegal occupants, Nagar Council, etc. if any,

(iv).
Whether the trusts illegally in possession of the land and school building are registered and performing according to law, if so the Registration No. and year of registration of the trusts.
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(v).
Whether the possession is legal or unauthorized,

(vi).
Whether the building is on rent to the so called trusts presently, if so the quantum of rent fixed and procedure adopted.

(vii).
The action taken report and all other information available on record.

PIO office of Deputy Commissioner transferred the RTI application to SDM, Patran  vide letter no.56/LBC 2 dated 10.01.2013 and SDM, Patran further transferred the RTI application to Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Patran under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act and copy was sent to the information seeker vide endorsement no.05/RTI dated 16.01.2013. On not getting the information he filed complaint under Section 18 of the Act in the Commission on 08.03.2013.
2. Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 25.04.2013 in the Commission. 
3. The complainant is present in the Commission and states that though the information has been given to him by PIO Nagar Council, Patran but he is not satisfied because he has sought information from Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and therefore, it was incumbent upon the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to provide him the requisite information.
4. Sh. Ram Singh, Steno office of Nagar, Council Patran states that the reply to the Notice of the Commission has already been submitted bearing endorsement no. 282 dated 22.04.2013. He further submits that the complete information has been provided to the complainant and no more information remains pending with the office of PIO.
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5. After hearing both the parties and going through the record available on file it is observed that the reply to the Notice of the Commission has been submitted vide endorsement no.282 dated 22.04.2013. The reply indicates that the complainant has been seeking information regarding Public Girls Sen. Sec. School, Patran from time to time and PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Patran has provided him requisite information vide letter no.710 dated 19.09.2011 and no. 279 dated 02.05.2012. It is further revealed that a case under the PP Act has been filed in the Court of Regional Deputy Director Local Government, Patiala for eviction. The record shows that the complete information has been provided to the complainant and now no further action needs to be taken in this case. The contention of the complainant that information should have been provided by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala is not only untenable but also highly misplaced because information is to be provided by the public authority which holds the same. In view of aforementioned, this complaint case is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

             

     
 
  sd/-      
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1108 of 2013 
Sh. Runish Dhiman, Advocate, 

Chamber NO. 15, Civil Court Complex,

Amloh, Tehsil Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


PIN-147203






……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib. 





   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib. (81460-12044) 

ORDER

1.
The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. However, a telephonic message has been received from him that he is busy in the High Court work and seeks an adjournment.

2.
Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner Fatehgarh Sahib states that the complete information has already been given to the complainant and no further information is pending with the office of PIO.
3.
During the hearing on 25.04.2013 last opportunity was given to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. During that hearing also he telephonically intimated that he is busy in High Court and therefore an adjournment may be given. Today also he rang up the reader of the Court that he is busy in High Court work and sought an adjournment. An adjournment is given as last opportunity to the complainant to attend the next hearing. The matter to come up for hearing on 26.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 






4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

             

     
 
  sd/-                
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1109 of 2013 
Sh. Manish Modi, Advocate, 

Chamber NO. 15, Civil Court Complex,

Amloh, Tehsil Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


PIN-147203






……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib. 





   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner Fatehgarh Sahib. (81460-12044) 

ORDER

1.
The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. However, a telephonic message has been received from him that he is busy in the High Court work and seeks an adjournment.

2.
Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner Fatehgarh Sahib states that the complete information has already been given to the complainant and no further information is pending with the office of PIO.

3.
During the hearing on 25.04.2013 last opportunity was given to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. During that hearing also he telephonically intimated that he is busy in High Court and therefore an adjournment may be given. Today also he rang up the reader of the Court that he is busy in High Court work and sought an adjournment. An adjournment is given as last opportunity to the complainant to attend the next hearing. The matter to come up for hearing on 26.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 






4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

             

     
 
sd/-                   
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1110 of 2013 
Sh. Manish Modi, Advocate, 

Chamber NO. 15, Civil Court Complex,

Amloh, Tehsil Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


PIN-147203






……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer 

Municipal Council, Amloh, 

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib. 




   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None present.
ORDER

1.  The complainant is not present at today’s hearing. However, a telephonic message has been received from complainant that he is busy in the High Court work and seeks an adjournment. 
2. The respondent has intimated through fax at diary no. 12566, dated 30.05.2013 that he is unable to attend the hearing due to 2013-2014 budget meeting in the office of Deputy Director, Ludhiana and seeks an adjournment.  
3.
During the hearing on 25.04.2013 last opportunity was given to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. During that hearing also he telephonically intimated that he is busy in High Court and therefore an adjournment may be given. Today also he rang up the reader of the Court that he is busy in High Court work and sought an adjournment. An adjournment is given as last opportunity to the complainant to attend the next hearing. The matter to come up for hearing on 26.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 




4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 
    

     
 
             
sd/-      
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1111 of 2013 
Sh. Manish Modi, Advocate, 

Chamber NO. 15, Civil Court Complex,

Amloh, Tehsil Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


PIN-147203






……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib. 





   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner Fatehgarh Sahib. 

ORDER

1.
The complainant is not present in the Commission at today’s hearing. However, a telephonic message has been received from him that he is busy in the High Court work and seeks an adjournment.

2.
Sh. Major Singh Clerk, in the office of Deputy Commissioner Fatehgarh Sahib states that the complete information has already been given to the complainant and no further information is pending with the office of PIO.

3.
During the hearing on 25.04.2013 last opportunity was given to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. During that hearing also he telephonically intimated that he is busy in High Court and therefore an adjournment may be given. Today also he rang up the reader of the Court that he is busy in High Court work and sought an adjournment. An adjournment is given as last opportunity to the complainant to attend the next hearing. The matter to come up for hearing on 26.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 






4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

             

     
 
 sd/-                  
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1112 of 2013 
Sh. Manish Modi, Advocate, 

Chamber NO. 15, Civil Court Complex,

Amloh, Tehsil Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.


PIN-147203






……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer, 

Municipal Council, Amloh, 

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib. 




   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None on behalf of the complainant.

For the respondent: Sh. Amarjit Singh, Junior Assistant, office of Nagar, Council, Amloh. (9646289966)

ORDER

1. The complainant is not present at today’s hearing. However, a telephonic message has been received from complainant that he is busy in the High Court work and seeks an adjournment. 

2. The respondent has intimated through fax at diary no. 12566, dated 30.05.2013 that he is unable to attend the hearing due to 2013-2014 budget meeting in the office of Deputy Director, Ludhiana and seeks an adjournment. 
3.
During the hearing on 25.04.2013 last opportunity was given to the complainant to follow up his case in the Commission. During that hearing also he telephonically intimated that he is busy in High Court and therefore an adjournment may be given. Today also he rang up the reader of the Court that he is busy in High Court work and sought an adjournment. An adjournment is given as last opportunity to the complainant to attend the next hearing. The matter to come up for hearing on 26.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 


4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 



sd/-      
 Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1119 of 2013 
Sh. Sadhu Singh @ Mohinder Singh, 

S/o Sh. Bachan Singh, R/o Village Nangal,

P.O. Amargarh, Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur. 





……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate, 

Malerkotla. 






   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
Sh. Sadhu Singh @ Mohinder Singh complainant in person represented by Amanpreet Kaur, Advocate.
For the respondent: Sh. Jang Singh, Patwari office of Tehsildar, Amarhgarh (98148-27274).
ORDER

1. Sh. Sadhu Singh @ Mohinder Singh states that though the information to him has been provided vide endorsement no.315/RTI dated 27.05.2013 but the photo-copy of the Khasra Girdawari is not completely legible. 
2.
Sh. Jang Singh, Patwari on behalf of PIO office of Tehsildar, Amarhgarh states that the deficiency pointed out shall be removed before the next date of hearing. 

3.
The matter to come up for hearing on 27.06.2013 at 2:00 P.M. 

4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

             

     
 
sd/-                   
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1127 of 2013 

Date of Decision 30.05.2013 
Sh. Jaswinder Singh S/o Gurmail Singh

R/o Village Rureke Khurd, 

Distt. Barnala. 

PIN-148108
 





……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Barnala. 






   ………..……………Respondent
Present:
None present.
ORDER

1.
The complainant had sought information vide his application dated 19.12.2012 from the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Barnala on the following 6 points pertaining to Amaanat  Security Service Pvt. Ltd, Sangrur :-


(i).
Whether the typists selected in 2010 through the said Service fulfilled the qualifications as per agreement - terms & conditions.

(ii).
 Whether the drivers selected in 2012 fulfilled the qualifications as per agreement-terms & conditions.


(iii).
Which official checked the qualifications etc at the time of joining of these employees and if not give the reason.

(iv).
The copy and office noting regarding resignation of Malkit Singh Driver in SDM, Barnala office.

(v).
 The copy of notification regarding contract and when tenders shall be called again.
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(vi).
 What action shall be taken if the employee selected on contract does not fulfill the qualifications. 
 On not satisfied with the information of PIO he filed complaint under Section 18 of the Act with the Commission on 12.03.2013.
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 25.04.2013 in the Commission.

3.
The complainant was neither present on 25.04.2013 when the case came up for first hearing nor he is present at today’s hearing. No intimation has been received from him about reason of absence. 

4.
The reply to the notice of the Commission has been received at diary no.12276 dated 27.05.2013 indicating that the information was provided to the applicant vide letter no. 574/RTI dated 08.03.2013. It further indicates that the information seeker has again been provided information in the office where he tendered in writing that he has received the information and he does not want any further action on his complaint in the Commission which may be disposed of.
5.
After going through the record available on file it is observed that the application of the complainant was received in the office of PIO on 01.01.2013 and the requisite information has been provided to him twice, first vide letter no.574/RTI dated 08.03.2013 and then again in the office of the PIO on 19.04.2013. The complainant has given in writing that he has received the information and his case in the Commission may be filed. In view of above the instant complaint is closed and disposed of. 
4.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties. 

            

     
 
 sd/-                
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1129 of 2013 

Date of Decision 30.05.2013 
Sh. Tarsem Jindal (Neeli Chattri Wala)

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, R/o Kothi No.306,

Aastha Enclave, Barnala, Tehsil & Distt.

Barnala. PIN-148101




……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Barnala. 





…..……………Respondent
Present:
None present.  

ORDER

1.
The complainant had sought information vide his application dated 28.01.2013 regarding Sale Deeds which were registered by Sh. Gurinder Singh Walia Sub-Registrar, Barnala below the Collector rate with deficiency of stamp duty. On not satisfied with the information of PIO he filed complaint under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 with the Commission on 12.03.2013.
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 25.04.2013 in the Commission.

3.
The complainant was neither present during first hearing of the case on 25.04.2013 nor he is present today. In letter dated 25.04.2013 addressed to the Commission, the complainant has mentioned that information has not been provided to him and that he is 65 years old patient of sugar and as such cannot attend the hearing. In the end he mentioned that the concerned Department may be directed to provide him the information and the penal action be taken against the defaulting officials. 
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4.
The PIO office of Deputy Commissioner transferred the application under Section 6(3) of the Act to PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala and intimation thereof was given to the information seeker vide endorsement no.202/RTI dated 08.02.2013. The PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala filed reply to the notice of the Commission vide letter no. 117/RTI dated 15.04.2013 indicating therein that the requisite information has already been provided to the complainant vide letter no.90/RTI dated 28.03.2013 and without filing appeal with the First Appellate Authority he filed complaint in the Commission which is not maintainable. It has further being mentioned in the reply that the information is not available in the format asked by the complainant. All Sub-Registrars register the Sale Deeds in single register known as “Bahi No.1” and there is no provision in the Registration Act for maintaining the Sale Deeds registered by different Sub-Registrars in separate “Bahi”. Besides, the Sale Deeds registered at less than the Collector rate are forwarded to the Registrar under Section 47-A of the Registration Act for further necessary action and there is no separate record maintained by the office for such Sale Deeds. Since the sought for information is not prepared in the format designed by the complainant therefore the information cannot be provided and for providing the same information cannot be created. Moreover, the Sale Deeds are concerned with different persons which is covered under Section 11 of the Act and being third party information cannot be provided to the complainant. In the end it has been contended that the complaint may be disposed of.
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5.
After going through the record available on file it is observed that the information seeker had sought information regarding Sale Deeds of particular nature registered by a specific Sub-Registrar Sh. Gurinder Singh Walia without even mentioning the period to which it pertains. The contention of the respondent is tenable that the record about all Sale Deeds registered in Barnala Tehsil is contained in “Bahi No.1” irrespective of Sub- Registrars. It is further observed that no separate record is maintained qua the Sale Deeds registered at lower than the Collector rate. This state of information was intimated to the applicant by the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala vide his letter dated 28.03.2013. Since the information, as sought by the information seeker, is not available in the desirable format the same cannot be provided. In view of aforementioned, the instant complaint case   is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties

             

     
   sd/-          
      
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1130 of 2013

Date of Decision 30.05.2013 
Sh. Tarsem Jindal (Neeli Chattri Wala)

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, R/o Kothi No.306,

Aastha Enclave, Barnala, Tehsil & Distt.

Barnala. PIN-148101




……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Barnala. 





…..……………Respondent
Present:
None present.
ORDER

1.
The complainant had sought information vide his application dated 28.01.2013 regarding Sale Deeds during the year 2010, 2011 and 2012 which were registered by Sh. Rajesh Verma Sub-Registrar, Barnala below the Collector rate with deficiency of stamp duty. On not satisfied with the information of PIO he filed complaint under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 with the Commission on 12.03.2013.
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 25.04.2013 in the Commission.

3.
The complainant was neither present during first hearing of the case on 25.04.2013 nor he is present today. No intimation has been received from him about reason of his absence. 

4.
The PIO office of Deputy Commissioner transferred the application under Section 6(3) of the Act to PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala and intimation thereof was given to the information seeker vide endorsement no.206/RTI dated 08.02.2013. The PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala filed reply to the notice of the Commission vide letter no. 119/RTI 
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dated 15.04.2013 indicating therein that the intimation has already been given to the complainant vide letter no.89/RTI dated 28.03.2013 and without filing appeal with the First Appellate Authority he filed complaint in the Commission which is not maintainable. It has further being mentioned in the reply that the information is not available in the format asked by the complainant. All Sub-Registrars register the Sale Deeds in single register known as “Bahi No.1” and there is no provision in the Registration Act for maintaining the Sale Deeds registered by different Sub-Registrars in separate “Bahi”. Besides, the Sale Deeds registered at less than the Collector rate are forwarded to the Registrar under Section 47-A of the Registration Act for further necessary action and there is no separate record maintained by the office for such Sale Deeds. Since the sought for information is not prepared in the format designed by the complainant therefore the information cannot be provided and for providing the same information cannot be created. Moreover, the Sale Deeds are concerned with different persons which is covered under Section 11 of the Act and being third party information cannot be provided to the complainant. In the end it has been contended that the complaint may be disposed of.

6. After going through the record available on file it is observed that the information seeker had sought information regarding Sale Deeds of particular nature registered by a specific Sub-Registrar Sh. Rajesh Verma. The contention of the respondent is tenable that the record about all Sale Deeds registered in Barnala Tehsil is contained in “Bahi No.1” irrespective of Sub- Registrars. It is further observed that no separate 
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record is maintained qua the Sale Deeds registered at lower than the Collector rate. This state of information was intimated to the applicant by the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala vide letter no.89/RTI dated 28.03.2013. Since the information, as sought by the information seeker, is not available in the desirable format the same cannot be provided. In view of aforementioned, the instant complaint case   is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties

             

     
     sd/-              
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

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

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
COMPLAINT CASE NO. 1131 of 2013 

Date of Decision 30.05.2013 
Sh. Tarsem Jindal (Neeli Chattri Wala)

S/o Sh. Kastoor Chand, R/o Kothi No.306,

Aastha Enclave, Barnala, Tehsil & Distt.

Barnala. PIN-148101




……………………….Complainant 
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar, Barnala. 





…..……………Respondent
Present:
None present.
ORDER

1.
The complainant had sought information vide his application dated 28.01.2013 regarding Sale Deeds which were registered by Sh. Jaswant Rai Dani Sub-Registrar, Barnala below the Collector rate with deficiency of stamp duty. On not satisfied with the information of PIO he filed complaint under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 with the Commission on 12.03.2013.
2.
Notice was issued to the parties for hearing on 25.04.2013 in the Commission.

3.
The complainant was neither present during first hearing of the case on 25.04.2013 nor he is present today. In a letter received at diary no.8296 dated 08.04.2013 addressed to the Commission, the complainant has mentioned that information has not been provided to him and that he is 65 years old patient of sugar and as such cannot attend the hearing. In the end he mentioned that the concerned Department may be directed to provide him the information and the penal action be taken against the defaulting officials. 
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4.
The PIO office of Deputy Commissioner transferred the application under Section 6(3) of the Act to PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala and intimation thereof was given to the information seeker vide endorsement no.214/RTI dated 08.02.2013. The PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala filed reply to the notice of the Commission vide letter no. 118/RTI dated 15.04.2013 indicating therein that the requisite information has already been provided to the complainant vide letter no.91/RTI dated 28.03.2013 and without filing appeal with the First Appellate Authority he filed complaint in the Commission which is not maintainable. It has further been mentioned in the reply that the information is not available in the format asked for by the complainant. All Sub-Registrars register the Sale Deeds in single register known as “Bahi No.1” and there is no provision in the Registration Act for maintaining the Sale Deeds registered by different Sub-Registrars in separate “Bahi”. Besides, the Sale Deeds registered at less than the Collector rate are forwarded to the Registrar under Section 47-A of the Registration Act for further necessary action and there is no separate record maintained by the office for such Sale Deeds. Since the sought for information is not prepared in the format designed by the complainant therefore the information cannot be provided and for providing the same information cannot be created. Moreover, the Sale Deeds are concerned with different persons which is covered under Section 11 of the Act and being third party information cannot be provided to the complainant. In the end it has been contended that the complaint may be disposed of.

Cont.....p3
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5.
After going through the record available on file it is observed that the information seeker had sought information regarding Sale Deeds of particular nature registered by a specific Sub-Registrar Sh. Jaswant Rai Dani during his posting at Barnala. The contention of the respondent is tenable that the record about all Sale Deeds registered in Barnala Tehsil is contained in “Bahi No.1” irrespective of Sub- Registrars. It is further observed that no separate record is maintained qua the Sale Deeds registered at lower than the Collector rate. This state of information was intimated to the applicant by the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Barnala vide letter no.91/RTI dated 28.03.2013. Since the information, as sought by the information seeker, is not available in the desirable format the same cannot be provided. In view of aforementioned, the instant complaint case   is closed and disposed of.
6.
Announced in the Chamber. Copy of the order be sent to the parties










      
   sd/-          
Chandigarh






      
 (Parveen Kumar)

Dated: 30.05.2013


                     
        State Information Commissioner 

