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 the Appellant.



Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana O/o DTO, 


Ludhiana. 
Order:


The APIO has presented a copy of letter addressed by him to the Appellant (covering letter containing the information required along with photo stat of the supporting papers).  A copy has been supplied for the record of the Commission along with proof of registry dated 15.12.2008.  The Applicant had due and adequate notice for today’s hearing.  He has neither appeared nor sent any communication.  It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information supplied and he does not wish to pursue the matter any further.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(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, Complainant in person.



Sh. Jaspal Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Mohali for PIO/DC, Mohali.  
Order:


In compliance with order dated 11.11.2008 para 2 there of, the APIO-Naib Tehsildar, Mohali has presented a copy of a letter dated 11.12.2008 addressed to the Complainant with copy to the Commission, detailing the exact area and Khasra Nos. belonging to the SYL which have been sold.  I have gone through the said letter. I have not been able to find the answer to this question.  APIO has asked for two days time to refer to award of acquisition.  He may give the information directly to the Complainant with copy to the Commission within one week i.e. by 31st December, 2008 and compliance has to be reported on 07.01.2009.



Adjourned to 07.01.2009.  







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(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, Counsel for Complainant and 


Complainant Sh. Kanwal Kumar in person. 



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


In compliance with order dated 11.11.2008, passed in previous hearing of the Commission, para 4 thereof, APIO-cum-DRO has provided a letter dated 17.12.2008 duly indexed, page marked and attested (total 72 pages) to the Complainant today through the Commission.  It had been directed that papers should be provided at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  Since, they have been provided today, it is only fair that the Complainant should get a chance to study them and to state whether there are any deficiencies/discrepancies as per the RTI application submitted by him and if so he should address a letter to the PIO with copy to the Commission stating the exact deficiencies.  It should be the effort of the PIO to give the papers to the Complainant well before the next date of hearing under due receipt/through registered post addressed to the Counsel of the Complainant to enable him to make an effective presentation, if any on the next date of hearing.  The set thereof be supplied to the Commission. It is, however, observed that the DRO has not reported whether copy of communication to the State Information 
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Commission dated 31.10.2008 with annexures has been provided to the Applicant as had been directed in para 3 of the order dated 11.11.2008.  Counsel for the Complainant states that he has not received the said set of papers.  It is also observed that the Patwari Halqa is not present although he had been specifically directed to be present with the record as detailed in para 5 of the order.  The APIO states that he had given oral instructions and even drawn a map of location of the office to the said Patwari who had assured him that he would be reaching.  The DRO may ensure that he is present on the next date of hearing with the concerned papers.  It also appears necessary that the DRO should himself look into the said revenue record also at his own level so that he is also fully familiar with it before presenting in the Commission.   

2.

It is also observed that copies of the Parat Sarkar of two mutations provided to the Complainant today are deficient.  In one of them the size has been reduced while photo copying it and it is not legible.  In another, a portion thereof containing important information has been cut off altogether.  Yet, both of them have been certified along with and seal of office affixed which shows great carelessness.  It is, therefore, necessary that the original register containing two Parat Sarkars should be produced.  The ‘Muths’ along with these Parat Sarkars should also be produced, including any documents presented by any of the parties to the Patwaries or to the CRO at the time of entry/sanctioning of the mutations (all affidavits unregistered will, certificate of death etc, if any).  

3.

It is also observed that file concerning the dealing of the complaint of Sh. Kanwal Kumar containing full record both before and after the High Court order dated 9th January, 2007 in CWO No. 80 of 2007 noting and correspondence in full along with any enquiry etc. should to be produced which has not been done as per previous directions. 


Adjourned to 25.02.2009.  









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa,

S/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

Village & PO Ladhana Jhika,

District Nawanshehar. 





......Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General-cum-Secretary,

School Education, SCO-104-106,

Sector 34-A, Chd.






.....Respondent

CC No-744-of 2008: 

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk for PIO.
Order:


Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa, Complainant has not been present on any of the previous hearings.  Although he knew the date of each hearing and regularly sent letters for consideration, he shows complete ignorance of the order passed by the Commission.  On the last date of hearing, one more opportunity had been given to Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa, Complainant to contact the PIO and to supply him any information that he has regarding the office/source of photo stat which was available with him, so that the original could be looked for in that office.  It had also been mentioned that in case he does not contact him and no further hint is made available by him, the case will regretfully have to be closed, since the said document has not become available despite the all out search.  Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk for PIO states that Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa has not contacted him as per the directions of the Commission.  However, the Complainant has sent yet another letter dated 21.11.2008 and once again stated the same story as he had given out in his application/earlier communications.  It 
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is not possible to keep this matter pending further due to lack of compliance with the directions of the Commission by the Complainant.  



With these observations, the matter is hereby closed as read with orders dated 08.07.2008, 27.08.2008, 22.10.2008 and of today.  



Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harjap Singh,

S/o Sh. Kishan Singh,

Village Husainpur Guruka,

PO Kotla Nandh Singh,

Tehsil and District Hoshiarpur. 




......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur. 










.....Respondent.
CC No-805-of 2008:
Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Sushant Batish Proxy for Ashwani Prashar Counsel 



for Hoshiarpur Central Bank.


Sh. R.D.Sharma, Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, 


Hoshiarpur. 
Order:


The Counsel states that he has been directed by the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur to give the exact position of the case.  In compliance with order dated 22.10.2008, a letter dated 27.11.2008 has been received from the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur (covering letter containing the set of papers supplied to Sh. Harjap Singh by him after procuring the said information from the bank).  The information has been supplied to the Complainant through registered letter on 13.10.2008 with four annexures.  I have checked the information given by the Central Cooperative Bank to the Deputy Registrar Cooperative Societies (PIO Hoshiarpur) which has further been sent to Sh. Harjap Singh, which is satisfactory.   



With this, the complaint against the PIO is hereby closed and the matter is disposed of.  








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal,

S/o Sh. Prem Kumar

#6832/164, M M Singh 

Wartan Ganj, New Town,

M.C XII-B, 3/227,

Mittal Road, (2870 New Rakba)

Moga.








…..Complainant







Vs.

 Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner Revenue

Moga. 







.....Respondent
CC No- 929-32 & CC-1048 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sajjan Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent for PIO/FC office.



Sh. Baljinder Singh Bhullar, Accountant-cum-PIO, Municipal 


Council, Moga.



Sh. Amit Pal Singh, APIO O/o Municipal Council, Moga.



Sh. Parveen Kumar, Senior Assistant O/o Deputy Director 


Local Government, Hospital. 


Sh. Madan Mohan, Naib Tehsildar, Moga.  

Order:


On 12.08.2008, the following order had been passed :-
“2. I have also seen that the Dy. Registrar has asked Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal to file an affidavit stating that no identical/similar case has been filed by him earlier or is pending/has been decided by any other bench. Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal has calmly gone ahead and without any compunctions has given the required affidavit which the registry has accepted at its face value. 

3.
Sh. Harjit Singh, PIO-cum-Tehsildar Moga as well as Sh. Amrit Pal Singh, APIO-cum- Dealing Assistant, O/O Tehsildar Moga,  and Sh. Baljinder Singh Bhalla, PIO, M.C. Moga may go through all the applications and to see whether these Complaints/Appeals are on similar/identical matters (in case there is any thing new in any of the complaints, it should be spelled out). These complaints are to be examined from the point of view whether the affidavit given by Sh. Raj Kumar 
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Singhal is correct or false so that further options can be considered by the Commission before proceeding in the matter.

4.
It is also necessary that the Registry should ascertain and give a complete list of the cases pending or decided before different benches of the Commission both for Complaint cases and Appeal cases or submitted in any other form i.e. for Review/Appeal against order of the Commission (which are not permissible by law). Till this matter is sorted out all the present cases as well as CC-1048/08 titled Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal Vs D.C.Moga will also not be taken up. A copy of this order may be placed on each of these cases.  


All these cases are adjourned to 24.9.2008.” 
2.

Thereafter, in the next hearing held on 24.09.2008.  No report was made by the Registry regarding the complaint cases pending and decided which had been filed by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal.  Sh. K.R.Gupta, Deputy Registrar of the Commission may ensure that the verified list is made available of the complete number of cases so that none escapes attention.  
3.

However, the three officials deputed to check the record, submitted a report.  Cases where the same questions have been asked over and over again from different authorities had been isolated. A copy of the same was supplied to Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal also.  It was ordered that the matter would be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing i.e. today.  
4.

I have gone through the two separate tables submitted by the Tehsildar, Moga vide his statement dated 24.09.2008 and table submitted by the PIO/Nagar Council, Moga dated nil vide which it has been indicated by them as to which is the common information asked for in different applications.  The APIO-cum-Tehsildar Moga as well as Municipal Council, Moga may give further analyses of this report by bringing out clearly which are the submissions in which the same information has been asked for in identical or in similar form.  Cross referencing will be appreciated.  Their report will made the basis of the Contempt of Court case if it is considered to be made out against Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal. 
5.

For the time being,  may be given to Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal in cases, which have 
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nothing in common with the present matter for the rest, action on the pending cases is stayed till the matter sought out.  
6.

Copy of the report prepared should be endorsed to Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal also.  In case, Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal wants to give any explanation for the wrong affidavit filed by him, he may also do so and it will be taken into consideration while making any decision in this case to proceed further to see whether contempt of court is made out against him.   



Adjourned to 24.02.2009. 







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(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:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Amarjit Singh, Patwari Halqa, Nurpur Bedi for PIO.
Order:


Vide letter dated 27.11.208, the necessary information has been provided to the Complainant and copy endorsed to the Commission.  A receipt from Sh. Jarnail Singh dated 31.11.2008 has been seen in original (original receipt on reverse is placed on record of the Commission) in which he has written that he has received full documents that he had applied for.     



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 


Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(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. Saurabh Gupta on behalf of Sh. Rohit Sabharwal, 



Complainant.



Sh. Tarlochan Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana O/o DTO, 


Ludhiana.

Order:


On the last date of hearing on 11.11.2008, in para no. 2 it had been noted that the information dated 10.11.2008 had been supplied to the Complainant during the hearing.  For that reason, the Commission had felt that it was only fair that he be given time to study the papers.  It was directed that if there was any deficiencies in the information supplied, he may bring it to the notice of PIO in writing with copy to the State Information Commission.  According to the PIO, he has not received any communication.  In para no. 3, the Commission itself had recorded that Sh. Rohit Sabharwal stated that he would be satisfied if the total number of new and old auto rickshaws added each year mentioned in his application would be given to him.  That information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter dated 12.12.2008 in respect of which has been confirmed by his counsel.  
2.

The applicant also states that information has not been supplied to him as per the period stipulated under Section 7(1) of RTI Act, 2005, and the time of five months over and above the stipulated period has elapsed.  I have seen the application which asks for voluminous information which I myself feel is not possible within one month unless the staff is available for looking into only this work to the exclusion of all other work.  However, the PIO is warned that this 
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factor is being taken into consideration as a one time excuse due to the extensive information sought but this excuse can not work all the time.  The PIO is required to take step to put into position the necessary staff for carrying out the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005.

3.

The counsel has raised many other objections principal being violation of Section 4(1)(b) point no. xvi as well as Section 5(4).  He stated that there was no display of the authorities designated under the Right to Information Act, 2005, and neither names nor telephone number nor designation of the authorities had been displayed prominently as per the requirements.  He also stated that when the Complainant visited the office of seeking assistance about the Appellate Authority, he was not given any leeway.  In this connection, PIO had already been directed orally on the last date to get the whole information displayed prominently in his office and to supply the photograph as proof thereof to the Commission which has not been done.  I hereby direct that the PIO should produce the photograph on the next date of hearing.  
4.

Copy of this order also be sent to the State Transport Commissioner who may likewise direct all PIOs under him in the Department of Transport to do like wise.  For this, he may also like to ask for photographs by way of proof so that no other applicant has the same problem.  It will also be in the fitness of things, to prescribe a time line for such implementation.  
5.

A copy of this order should also be endorsed to the Administrative Department over seeing and monitoring the implementation of the RTI Act in the State as well as to the State Information Commission.  The Administrative Department may like to issue similar directions for the office of all PIOs in the State and further over see its actual and effective implementation.  



Adjourned for compliance on 06.01.2009.        



Sd- 

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

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 Complainant.



Sh. Bajinder Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of PIO/Zila 


Parishad, Patiala. 
Order:


In compliance with order dated 11.11.2008, the representative of the PIO states that the information has been sent to the Complainant by registred post dated 15.11.2008.  He has also stated that thereafter he has received no communication from the Complainant.  

2.

I had noted in the order dated 11.11.2008 that the information which was brought by Sh. Bajinder Singh on the last date of hearing be supplied to the Complainant through registered post, free of cost.  Further direction was given to produce the receipt of the same/proof of registry as well as a copy of the covering letter vide which the information was sent to the Complainant.    Complainant had due and adequate notice for today’s hearing.  Since he has neither appeared not sent any communication, it is presumed that he is satisfied.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

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 Complainant.



None for Respondent.
Order:


With reference to the previous order dated 11.11.2008, I have gone through the application of Sh. Subhash Namdev dated 08.05.2008 in which he has sought information through the PIO/DC., Ludhiana in respect of both Sub Registrar (East) and Sub Registrar (West).  The reply dated 12.09.2008 given by SDM (East) has been seen.  I am of the view that it applies equally to SDM (West) and should be considered as a reply on behalf of Sub Registrar (West) also.  The Complainant has accepted the reply of the Tehsildar (East) without demur.  
2.

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Complainant is hereby instructed to make his application to the PIO concerned in future.  After having made a large number of applications, he is now aware that SDM (East) and SDM (West) are both PIOs designated in their own right for Ludhiana and the Sub Registrars are APIOs.  He should make his applications separately to the PIO/SDM (West) and PIO/SDM (East) for information required, instead of choosing a circuitous route knowingly and expecting the PIO/DC., Ludhiana to collect the information from 
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other PIOs and supply it to him.  Similarly, the complaints may also be filed in each application against each PIO separately in the Commission.   



With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 


Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

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.



Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Registry Clerk for PIO/SDM (East), 



Ludhiana.  
Order:


In compliance with order dated 11.11.2008, the representative of the PIO has produced copy of letter dated 16.12.2008 vide which the information has been supplied as per directions to Sh. Subhash Namdev, Complainant against due receipt inscribed by him on the face of the communication.  I have seen the original and retained a photo copy of the same for record of the Commission. 



With this, the case stands disposed of. 


Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

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:
Sh. Baljit Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Gurbachan Singh, RTI Clerk for PIO/ DC., Fatehgarh Sahib.
Order:


Sh. Gurbachan Singh, RTI Clerk states that in compliance with order dated 11.11.2008, information has been duly supplied to the Complainant as directed with a covering letter, index of documents, duly page marked.  He has presented a copy addressed to the Information Commission dated 15.12.2008 for record.  However, the Complainant states that these papers are not attested and neither are they complete e.g. he has pointed out that a show cause notice was issued to him by Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib after 28.03.2008 and he had replied to it.  It has not been revealed as to what was the proceeding/decision on that notice.  He has also been giving many representations/application to the DC neither has action on those being disclosed.  

2.

On the other hand, RTI Clerk who is present today is not knowledgeable about the subject and has not studied the file and neither he is carrying the papers with him.  The RTI Clerk cannot represent the PIO unless he is fully in the picture about the case and in a position to reply on behalf of the PIO and it had been quite clearly mentioned in the first notice itself that only a person not lower than the rank of APIO should attend the hearing of the Commission.  
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3.

Therefore, I deem it necessary now to summon the full file in which Sh. Baljit Singh’s case has been processed for recommendation or otherwise for the allotment of a petrol pump including correspondence made with other Departments and representations received from him dealt (noting and correspondence portion) the main and split files if any, should all be brought to the Commission.  It should be produced on the next date of hearing.  The APIO and the dealing hand both be present on the next date of hearing should be thoroughly knowledgeable about the case.  



Adjourned to 19.01.2009.   


Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


17.12.2008

(LS)

