STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu

BXX-1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.




--------Appellant






Vs. 

PIO/O Divisional Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 240-2008  

Present:
None for Appellant.


Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO for the PIO.

Order:


The ADTO who is present has requested for some more time to locate the concerned papers which he states are supporting papers of license and copy of which is not maintained in any other record.  One more chance is given to the PIO. 


Adjourned to 17.12.2008. 








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Hardip Singh, Advocate,

# 190, Advocate Enclave,

Sector 40-A, Chd..





--------Appellant






Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 338-2008  
Present:
Sh. Hardip Singh, Appellant in person.


Sh. Jaspal Singh, Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO for PIO.

Order:


Sh. Hardip Singh vide his application dated 18.02.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee addressed to the PIO/DC, Mohali stated that no information had been given to him in the stipulated period.  Therefore, he filed First Appeal before the Divisional Commissioner, Patiala, who vide order dated 21.04.2008 directed the Respondent No. 2 (PIO/DC, Mohali) to supply the information within one week.  However, still no information was supplied till the date of making the Second Appeal dated 22.07.2008 to the State Information Commission.  A Copy of the Second Appeal was sent to the PIO concerned.  The date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed by registered post.  
2.

Today, both parties are present before me.  It is incumbent on the PIO to give the status of the said application in writing to the State Information Commission which has not been done so far.  The matter concerns seven kanals of land allegedly earlier acquired by the SYL authorities, which has been further allowed to be sold to a third party by the original owner with the knowledge of all concerned.  APIO has submitted information vide letter dated 04.09.2008.  I have perused the reply of the APIO and find that it is quite clear on the point that land belonging to SYL, has been sold to a third Party.  However, the APIO had not clarified in his reply as to the exact Khasra number and area belonging to the SYL which has been sold.  He has only stated that “some area” has been sold.  He may give a precise reply.  
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3.

It is observed that in this application more information has been given to the PIO than is being sought from the PIO.  In my view, it is enough for the initiation of suo moto action by him to prevent mutation and other further irregularities and to initiate an enquiry into this matter.  However, the Complainant should separately approach the competent authority in the District as well as SYL authorities formally for redressal of his perceived grievances if so advised.  



Adjourned to 17.12.2008.  







Sd-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kanwal Kumar,

S/o Late Sh. Lajpat Rai,

R/o Bank Wali Gali,

Adda Bikhiwind,

District Taran Taran



--------Appellant






Vs. 

PIO/O District Revenue Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner-cum Collector,

Tarn Taran. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 339-2008  

Present:
Sh. Karambir Singh Chawla, Advocate for Appellant Sh. 



Kanwal Kumar.


Sh. S.P.Garg, APIO-cum-DRO, Tarn Taran.
Order:



Sh. Kanwal Kumar, Complainant through his Advocate Sh. Karambir Singh Chawla has vide his Second Appeal dated 24.07.2008 stated that information supplied to him by the PIO was incomplete, misleading and insufficient and the APIO had even mislead the FCR by stating that the full information had been supplied to him whereas no information had been supplied to him at the relevant time. The said information was supplied to him later after he brought it to the notice of the FCR in writing on 20th May, 2008.  In his voluminous Second Appeal, he has alleged malafide against the present APIO Sh S.P.Garg himself and alleged that willful and deliberate efforts are being made to shield the guilty Sh. Bhagwan Singh, Patwari and others to the detriment of his client.  The Complainant, Sh. Kanwal Kumar is fighting a legal battle on all fronts for the property of his late father by virtue of registered will in his favour and is resisting efforts of other siblings and mother who were also making efforts to get their share of property. 
2.

It is observed that this matter is to be treated as a complaint and not as a Second Appeal since, the Complainant has not filed the First Appeal 
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before the competent court of Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar and had instead chosen to approach the FCR directly. The FCR while issuing directions to the PIO to supply the information. pointed out that she was not the First Appellate Authority and had directed him to file his appeal, if he so desires before the correct authority.  Therefore, this can not be treated as Second Appeal under Section 19 but as a complaint under Section18 RTI Act, 2005.    Copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO concerned.  The date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed by registered post.  
3.

Today both parties are present before me.  APIO-cum-DRO Sh. S.P.Garg has brought to my notice letter dated 31.10.2008 addressed by the PIO/DC, Tarn Taran to the State Information Commission vide which he had stated that as per directions of the FCR, full information has been supplied to the Complainant against the receipt and has produced the copy of the registry dated 23.05.2008 addressed to the applicant.  This information has been provided free of charge on the directions of the FCR, although vide letter dated 23.01.2008, he had been earlier informed that full information was ready and available with the DC., Tarn Taran and he should deposit the fee and collect it (the Complainant states that he has never heard of this letter before).  A copy of the communication dated 31.10.2008 with annexures should be provided to the Applicant today.  
4.

It is observed that it is not at all clear from the letter of Deputy Commissioner as to which documents have been provided to the applicant.  The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the applicant with a covering letter, with specific reference to his RTI application and give the documents duly indexed, page marked, attested and under due receipt from him (or with proof of registry at least 10 days before the next date of hearing) with a set of papers supplied to him for the record of the Commission also. 
5.

In addition, it is necessary that the concerned Patwari presently posted in the concerned village be present on the next date of hearing with the register Jamabandi, Girdawari, Intqal and Roznamcha Vaqyati.  It is also 
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necessary that Parat Sarkar of the two mutations along with ‘Muth’ containing affidavit of Sh. Hari Dass in respect of rejected mutation no. 9419 dated 31.12.2003 be produced.  Sh. S.P.Garg will also produce the papers in respect of Parat Sarkar from the concerned record room of Daftar Kanungo (Tehsil’s office) or Sadar Kanungo (Deputy Commissioner’s office).  The file concerning the dealing of the complaint of Sh. Kanwal Kumar containing full record before the High Court order dated 9th January, 2007 in CWP No. 80 of 2007 noting and correspondence portion in full along with any enquiry etc. should be brought in full.  The specific reply in respect of item no. I to X of RTI application may also be separately filed.    


Adjourned to 17.12.2008.  


Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jarnail Singh,

S/o Sh. Ratan Singh,

S/o Sh. Piran Ditta

VPO Nurpur (Bet).
Distict Ludhiana.





--------Complainant






Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1410-2008  

Present:
Sh. Jarnail Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Amarjit Singh, Patwari Halqa, Nurpur Bedi for 




Respondent.


Order:



Sh. Jarnail Singh, vide his complaint dated 24.06.2008, made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 08.03.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the compliant was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.   

2.

Today, Sh. Amarjit Singh, Patwari Halqa is present in court and states that vide letter dated 04.11.2008 with annexures full information regarding the Jamabandies from 1958-59 onwards has been supplied to him.  Complainant confirms that he has received it.  However, he states that he had not received the Intqal No.  5015 and the concerned Jamabandi.  Patwari Halqa has requested for some more time to do the needful.  He is directed to supply the said information to Sh. Jarnail Singh before the next date of hearing on payment as per revenue schedule.  A copy of the list of documents provided along with receipt of documents should be produced on the next date of hearing.  If Sh. Jarnail Singh has received it, he need not come on the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 17.12.2008. 








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan-126,

Model Gram,

Ludhiana.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 






  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1452 of 2008
Present:
Sh. Rohit Sabharwal, Complainant in person.


Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana. 

Order:



Sh. Rohit Sabharwal vide his complaint dated 30.06.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 22.05.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/District Transport Officer, Ludhiana had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today both parties are present before me.  The APIO states that vide registered letter dated 10.11.2008, full information has been sent to the Complainant.  The Complainant states that he has not so far received it.  Copies of the same have been given to the Complainant and a set of the same have also been placed on the record of the Commission.  It is fair that Sh. Rohit Sabharwal may be given time for studying the papers.  In case, there is any specific deficiency other than pointed out for point no. 6 today, he may bring it to the notice of the PIO in writing with copy to the State Information Commission.  
3.

ADTO states that record has not been computerized and the record is very large which will take many days to compile.  However, he would be in a 
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position to give the total number of new and old auto rickshaws added each year.  Sh. Rohit Sabharwal states that he would be satisfied, if that information was given to him. 



Adjourned to 17.12.2008.  








Sd-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Sham Singh Harika,

S/o Late S Dyal Singh,

Eucalypts Garden,

Village Birmi, 

BPO Malikpur,

Tehsil and District Ludhiana.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1472-2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Tarvinder Kumar, Kanungo,Agrarian,



for the PIO/DC Ludhiana.

Order:


Shri Sham Singh Harika, vide his complaint dated 26.6.2008 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 10.1.2008 under the RTI Act with due payment of fee had not been attended to and no information has been supplied to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today none is present for the complainant. However, a telephonic message  has been received on 10.11.08 by the Pvt. Secretary for adjournment on behalf of the complainant. Since he has stated that he had  not received the notice but had been made aware of the hearing  by the Kanungo Agrarian only. Sh. Tarvinder Kumar, Kanungo agrarian on behalf of the PIO states that reply dated 17.10.08 had been sent to Sh. Sham Singh Harika by registered post. The PIO/DC transferred the RTI application dated 10.1.08 to the office Incharge Agrarian Branch, O/O D.C.Ludhiana on 14.1.08 u/s 5(4) of the RTI Act, who stated that the reply has already been sent to Sh. Sham Singh Harika. He is directed to place a copy of the same on the record of the Commission also. Shri Harika  has not sent any letter detailing the deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied. In case he does so, the PIO is directed to make up the deficiencies 
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strictly in accordance with the original application before the next date of hearing under due  receipt from the application.


Adjourned to 17.12.2008 on the request of the complainant.









Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. K.L.Malhotra, Chief Editor,

Pb-Da-Shisha News Paper,

Punjabi Anand Puri, 

Noorwala, Road Gurudwara Wali Gali,

Ludhiana.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1528-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana.

Order:

Shri K.L. Malhotra, vide his complainant dated 13.6.08 made to the Commission stated that his application under RTI Act  supported by an affidavit  dated 3.7.08 (RTI application dated 30.4.08) had not been attended to and no information had been provided. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed vide registered post.

2.
Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, who is present in the court states that full information has been supplied to the complainant vide registered post No. 4420 dated 10.6.08. A copy of the information supplied has also been placed on the record of the Commission. The ADTO states upon checking up from the complainant who had visited the office of APIO yesterday, he had confirmed to the dealing hand that he has since received the information to his satisfaction. Thus, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Karamjit Singh

S/o Sh. Darshan Singh,

Village Ward NO. 3, 

Munak.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Commissioner, 

Patiala Division,  Patiala



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1570-2008  

Present:
Sh. Karamjit Singh, Complainant in person.



Smt. Veena Singla, APIO, O/o Commissioner, Patiala.



Smt. Manjit Kaur, Senior Assistant O/o Commissioner, Patiala.

Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Clerk O/o DC, Ludhiana.



Sh. Harpreet Sharma, Dealing Clerk O/o DC, Sangrur.



Sh. Jagpreet Singh, Dealing Clerk O/o SDM, Moonak.

Order:


Sh. Karamjit Singh vide his complaint dated nil received in the State Information Commission on 17.07.2008 stating that his application under RTI dated 24.04.2008 with due payment of fee had not been attended to. He attached two postal orders of Rs. 5/- each addressed to the State Information Commission with the complaint which have been removed today and returned to him through court since there is not such rule under which any fee has to be given by the Complainant.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed of the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Later, vide letter dated nil received on 27.10.2008, addressed to the Commission, Sh. Karamjit Singh stated that he has since received the information vide letter 10.06.2008.  However, he pointed out that the information had been received late on 13.08.2008, in respect of his application under RTI dated 25.04.2008.    

3.

Today, the concerned dealing hands are carrying the files with them (SDM, Moonak office and SDM, Sangrur).  Sh. Karamjit Singh has been 
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permitted to inspect the files under rules and he is permitted to get check photo copies of any papers which he wants.  

4.

Armed with the information that he has got, Sh. Karamjit Singh may approach the competent authority for finalization of his case for ex-gratia grant.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.      









Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Swaran Singh,

S/o Mothu Ram,

VPO Kanganwal

PO Jugiana,

District Ludhiana.





--------Complainant







Vs. 
PIO/O District Electoral Officer-cum-

Deputy Commissioner, Mini Sectt.

Ludhiana.
 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1584-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Priyank Bharti, PIO-cum-ADC(D), Ludhiana.
Order:


Sh. Swaran Singh vide his complaint dated 10.07.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 05.06.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/District Electoral Officer-cum-DC., Ludhiana had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today none has appeared for the Complainant.  The PIO is present in person.  He states supported by his letter dated 11.11.2008 writing as follows:-


“Preliminary Objection

1.   That the complaint is false and frivolous.  That the application dated 05.06.2008 has not been received by the respondent.  The report of diary clerk is attached.  (AnnexuresR-1) However similar application dated 15.05.2008 (Annexure R-2) has been received in the o/o respondent.  And as per the application dated 15.05.08 of the complaint, the information sought were delivered to the Counsel of the Complainant namely Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta by speed post on dated 13.06.2008 (Annexure R-3).  Thereafter the complainant moved an other application dated 18.06.08 (Annexure R-4) and again 82 pages of information sought were delivered to the Counsel of the complainant on 08.09.08 (Annexure R-5).  
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Thereafter the complainant moved an other application dated 23.06.08 (Annexure R-6) and again 14 pages of information sought were delivered to the complainant on 10.09.08 (Annexure R-7).
All the necessary particulars regarding the receipt of documents by the Complainant are attached herewith annexure R-1 to 7 for kind perusal of the good self.  However, the answering Respondent is ready to deliver any further documents if required by the applicant.  
Reply on Merit
That para mentioned by the complaint are not correctly stated.  As already submitted above that no such application dated 5.06.2008 has been received in the office of the answering respondent.  However the answering respondent received an application moved by the complainant and accordingly the answering respondent had already supplied necessary information, the detailed of which are given in preliminarily objection.

Last para is prayer clause, which is also wrong and denied.  No action can be taken against the answering respondent as the answering respondent have already supplied necessary information sought by complaint.”


He has also supplied a set of papers already given to Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Advocate the Counsel of the Complainant, although he had filed an application dated 15.05.2008 in his own name and not as Counsel of Sh. Swaran Singh.   However, the information required is exactly the same as that asked for by Sh. Swaran Singh. He has also supplied the set of papers earlier supplied to him for the record of the Commission.  

3.

It is observed that Sh. Swaran had due and adequate notice for the hearing today and could have appeared in support of his complaint, if he so wished.  In view of the submissions of the PIO, it is not considered necessary to continue the proceedings specially as it has been asserted by the PIO that no such application dated 05.06.2008 has been received in the office of the PIO and neither has any such application been received in the office of the Deputy Commissioner,
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Ludhiana or of the ADC(D), Ludhiana (this fact has been checked up from the Deputy Commissioner’s office by the ADC(D) in writing).  



With these observations, the complaint is hereby rejected.








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Prem Kumar Purang and others,

Secretary,

Mohalla Sudhar Sabha,

KC Avenue Near Power,

Sub Station New Tehsilpura

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1654-2008  

Present:
Shri Prem Kuma Purang, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:


Sh. Prem Kumar Purang and others on behalf  of Mohalla Sudhar Sabha, K.C.Avenue, near Power Sub Station, New Tehsilpura, Amritsar, vide his complaint dated 12.7.08 made to the Commission stated that their application under RTI Act with due payment of fee,  made to the PIO/D.C.Amritsar had not bee attended to and false information was given by the Secretary, Red Cross. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today, the complainant is present in person and none is present on behalf of the PIO/DC Amritsar. The complainant has stated that Bhai Ghanaiya Market  opposite City Centre, on GT Road Amritsar is property of the Indian Red Cross Society. There are urinals in east and west wings of the market constructed as per approved drawings of the market building which have been converted into shops and rented out and instead all shopkeepers and customers etc. are being permitted to use the existing lane on the east side of the market as urinals causing pollution and inconvenience to the public, specially to women of the area. Hence the application for information.

3.
Although no person has appeared on behalf of the Red Cross, the information has been supplied to Sh. Prem Kumar Purang vide registration letter 
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dated 5.6.08. From the reading of the letter it appears that the Red Cross is very much aware of the problem, which is continuing and in fact, has been regularized by the recovery of rent for the said converted accommodation from the concerned persons. Unfortunately, it does not lie within the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission to give directions for any action to be taken in the matter. However, armed with the information he has been able to get through the RTI Act and copy of the order of the State Information Commission, Sh. Prem Kumar and others may approach the Competent Authority (D.C., who is Incharge of the Distt. and is Chairman of the Red Cross Society, Amritsar as well and/or Commissioner, Jalandhar Division/Chief Secretary Punjab/Local MLA for redressal of their perceived grievances. 

With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Giandeep Singh

S/o Sh. Kuldip Singh

# 10, Model Colony,

Lalru Mandi,

Tehsil Darabassi,

District SAS Nagar, Mohali.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Zila Parishad,

Patiala





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1665-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Barjindr Singh, Jr. Asstt. on behalf of PIO/Zila Parishad.

Order:

Shri Gian Deep Singh vide his complaint dated 10.5.08 supported by his affidavit dated 24.7.08 stated that no other such complaint on the same matter is pending before the Commission stating that his application dated 11.4.08 made to the PIO Zila Parishad with due payment of fee  vide two IPOs dated 10.4.08 asked for certain information in respect to ETT/B.Ed candidates selected, appointed and posted  in district Patiala but has received no information till date. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed vide registered post.
2. Today none is present on behalf of  the complainant. Sh.Barjinder Singh, Jr. Asstt. is present  on behalf of the PIO/Zila Parishad. DDPO stated that  office had sent two letters dated 24.4.08 and 21.5.08 asking the complainant to render fee for supply of documents @ Rs. 2/- per page for 68 pages, but no fee had been paid. However,  he has not produce any proof of UPC/registered post for the same. Neither have these letters been mentioned in the complaint of Sh. Gian Deep Singh dated 15.5.08 followed by his affidavit dated 24.7.08. Be that as it may, Sh. Barjinder Singh is also carrying a set of 68 documents to be delivered to the applicant through the Commission with a covering letter containing index also. He is hereby directed to supply the same to the applicant 
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through registered post free of cost as per the provisions of Section 7(6) of the RTI Act, 2005 and to produce the receipt of the same/proof of registry as well as a copy of the covering letter vide which it was sent to  the Complainant for the record. He may send this registry with in a week. In case Sh. Gian Deep Singh has further submission to make or considers that there is any deficiency in the information, he may address the PIO with copy to the Commission in this regard,  pointing out  the deficiency and the PIO may make up with these deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original application and to produce the receipt  and a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission,.
Adjourned to 17.12.2008.  








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

S/o Sh. Des Raj

R/o J-558/64,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 


&

PIO/O SDM(East), Ludhiana


&

PIO/O SDM(West), Ludhiana



  ---------Respondent.




       CC No- 1670-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar East-cum-APIO, Ludhiana.

ORDER:



Shri Subhash Namdev, Advocate vide his complaint dated 24.6.08 made to the Commission, supported by his affidavit dated 18.7.08 stated that his application under RTI act dated nil received in the office of PIO/D.C.Ludhiana on 9.5.08 had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him. He also supplied a copy of letter dated 13.5.08 addressed by the Distt. Revenue Officer to the SDM Ludhiana (East & West), Ludhiana in which the said application has been transferred u/s 6(3) to them for disposal. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO concerned and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.  {In future the SDM East and West should be addressed and the name of DC should be struck off as the case has been transferred within 5 days under Section 6(3) to the concerned PIOs- for office.}
2.
Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. However, Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar East –cum-APIO has stated that full information has since been supplied to Sh. Subhash Namdev against due receipt. The receipt has not been produced.  A copy of such information has been placed on the record of the Commission. I have gone through that information and found that it is adequate. The Tehsildar is taken at his word that the information has been 
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supplied to the Complainant.  Sh. Subhash Namdev had due and adequate notice of the today’s hearing. In case he had any submission to make, he could have appeared today, but he has not come. It is presumed that he has received the information to his satisfaction. With this, the case is hereby disposed of only in case of PIO/SDM (East), Ludhiana.
3.
This information would be common for SDM Ludhiana East and West, only in 1st two points but not in third point regarding how many sale deeds have been got registered.  Reply on this point is still awaited from PIO/SDM(West), Ludhiana. 


 Hence the case is adjourned to 14.01.2009 for compliance only by PIO/SDM(West), Ludhiana.  







Sd-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008.
(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

S/o Sh. Des Raj

R/o J-558/64,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1671-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant. 


Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar East-cum-APIO, Ludhiana.

ORDER:

 Shri Subhash Namdev Advocate vide his complaint made to the Commission stated that his application in form A dated 9.5.08 with due payment of fee (supported by an affidavit dated 18.7.08 that he had not filed any such similar complaint before the Commission earlier) had not been attended to by the PIO/D.C., Ludhiana. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed vide registered post.

2.
Today, the APIO-cum-Tehsildar East is present and he has given a clear reply. However, the SDM West Ludhiana should also give the reply on the same points separately, as requested by the complainant.


Adjourned to 17.12.2008.









Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

S/o Sh. Des Raj

R/o J-558/64,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1672-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar East-cum-APIO, Ludhiana.

ORDER:


 Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar East-cum-APIO, Ludhiana states that information has already been supplied to the applicant vide No. 2285 dated 12.9.08. Thereafter, they have received no communication from Sh. Namdev, who could have appeared today in support of his complaint since he had due and adequate notice. However, I have gone through his application and the reply and found that  reply to Question No. a, in respect of requirement of first marginal witness of the Lambardar is concerned, has not been given.  The question reads:-

 
“Hon’ble Deputy Commissioner has declared vide his official letter that on the deed first marginal witness is not required of Numberdar, rather, any identified person, who is holding Passport, Licence, Pan Number etc. can identify the parties to the deed.” 
2.
Neither is the information regarding the norms and procedural criteria with regard to registration of “Rectification Deed and Relinquishment Deed” given. The APIO requested for some more time which is given. He may supply information definitely under due receipt of the applicant and provide a copy of the receipt  as well as documents supplied for the record of the Commission well before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 17.12.2008. 
               Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 11.11. 2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Baljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Ram Dass,

Tibbi Road,

Amloh, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Fatehgarh Sahib. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1717-2008  
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. K.B.S.Mann, Assistant Commissioner (G), Fatehgarh 


Sahib. 

Order:


Sh. Baljit Singh vide his complaint dated 23.07.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 20.06.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed of the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, none is present for the Complainant.  On behalf of the PIO, the APIO-cum-AC(G) is present in person and states that full information has since been provided through registered post to the Complainant on 03.11.2008.  A copy of the same along with proof of registry has been place on file.  It is observed that this information is regarding the decisions in the matter of issue of NOC, but papers concerning the case from date 28.03.2008 onwards, as per his request have not been supplied.  The APIO has no objection in supplying the copies of any orders/correspondences made with any authorities in connection with the NOC for the BPLC petrol pump.  Since the APIO has no problem to provide the said information, the complete information may be supplied to the Complainant with a covering letter with reference to his RTI application duly indexed, page marked and attested.  A full set of the documents may be supplied 
CC No- 1717-2008  
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to the Complainant and to the Commission also along with proof of registry.   Notice of hearing may once again be sent to Sh. Baljit Singh by registered post, since the registry has come back undelivered two times.   



Adjourned to 17.12.2008.  








Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

# B-4, Govt. Polytechnic Colony,

Polytechnic College,

Post Office Rayon & Silk Mill,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Principal Secretary,

Finance Deptt., Punjab. Chd. 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 2010-2008:

Present:
Kuldeep Singh, complainant in person.



Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum-Supdt, FP I Br.Finance Deptt.



Sh. Pawan Kumar dhawan, Sr. Asstt. Deptt. of Finance.


Order:

Sh. Kuldeep Singh, vide his complaint dated  25.8.08 stated that his application under RTI Act in the prescribed form and with requisite fee made to the address of PIO/Principal Secretary Finance, had not been attended to and the information sought had not been given to him. In fact it had been refused categorically  by taking a recourse of Section 8(1)(a) of the RTI Act. A copy of the complaint and attested papers were sent to the concerned  PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed by registered post. 

2.Today the complainant is present in person and on behalf of PIO, Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum- Supdt., FP I Branch along with Sh,. Pawan Kumar Dhawan, dealing hand were present. Sh. Kuldeep Singh is a Workshop Supdt. who along with others has been representing against the perceived  anomalies in his pay scale as granted by the previous Pay Commission and had also taken recourse to writ  jurisdiction of the High Court. Now he has filed Civil Misc. Petition which is to come up on 27.12.08. He has given an application for inspection of the file on the basis of which a revised scale of Rs. 9200-13900 was 
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granted on the advice of Finance Department.  His request for inspection of the said file was withheld by the F.D. citing  “Economic interest of the State.”
3.
Prima-facie the “State” referred to u/s 8(1)(a) appears not to refer to the Finance Deptt. of Punjab (which perhaps wishes to guard the  reasons for refusing the grant of higher grade to a particular set of employees) but appears to be in relation to “Economic interest of India” vis-à-vis the rest of the world. The PIO may like to consider its decision under Section 8(1)(a) again.  Further the terms of Section 8(1) proviso thereto and Section 8(2) may also be kept in mind. 
4.
In case the PIO revises his opinion, the file may be allowed to be inspected by Sh.  Kuldeep Singh as per his request contained in his application dated 21.7.08. In case the PIO choses once again not to permit the file to be inspected, it may give detailed reasons for so doing keeping in mind the sections quoted above so that the State Information Commission may take the views of the PIO into consideration while taking the decision in the matter.
Adjourned to 19.11.2008.







-Sd- 
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


11.11. 2008

(ptk)
