STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Joginder Singh




……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.

.....Respondent

AC No. 107- of 2008:

Present:
Col. Joginder Singh, complainant in person.

Sh. Rajinder Kumar Sharma, Patwari, Distt. Headquarter, for the PIO, DC Amritsar.


Order:

 
Sh. Rajinder Kumar Sharma representative of the PIO has stated that Sh. K.S.Pannu, Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar was extremely busy in the preparation for the Vidhan Sabha Bye election (held on 22.5.08)  and is on leave under the orders of Election Commission and the new Deputy Commissioner, Sh. Tejveer Singh is posted in his place. His (Sh. K.S. Pannu’s) immediate family members ( i.e. wife, daughter and son) have met with  an car accident and were admitted  in  hospital. In view of that the representative seeks some more time which is granted in view of the circumstances.

2.
In the meanwhile, a communication dated 11.4.08 No. Spl-I has been received  from the APIO addressed to the Pvt. Secretary to the State Information Commissioner, with annexures, giving details of the case  from time to time. Col. Joginder Singh states that no letter has been received by him with respect to information under RTI till today. It has been confirmed that no copy of letter dated 11.4.08 received by the Commission has been endorsed to the applicant. Anyway, a copy of letter dated 11.4.08 with annexures (11 pages) has been ordered to be supplied to him today.  

3.
The reply has been seen. It appears to be off the mark with regard to the application under RTI Act. It is also observed that Col Joginder Singh had to attend the hearings of the Commission on 5 occasions (i.e. 16.5.07, 8.8.078, 3.10.07, 4.12.07 and 13.2.08). During this period, no information has been supplied to the complainant, though the representation of the PIO appeared almost on all the occasions. In view of the fact that Col. Joginder Singh has had to come on each occasion and each time all the way from Goindwal Sahib in Amritsar District to Chandigarh and back, without getting the information, it is proposed to give him a token compensation of Rs. 250/- per hearing to be paid by the PIO, which may be paid in cash on the next date of hearing including for the next hearing.


Adjourned to 23.7.08.
                                                                                                 Sd/-                 

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Er. Rajiv Prashar






……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.


.....Respondent

CC No. 318- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Manmohan Singh, Supdt. PSEB, Representative of ER. Rajiv Prashar, complainant.


Sh. Sewa Ram Sharma, Kanungo Agrarian on behalf of the PIO/DC Amritsar.


Order:

 
Compliance of the orders dated 2.4.08 of the Commission has been made as the matter had been brought to the notice of the Chairman, PSEB as well as to the Principal Secretary Power, Punjab Govt.  through a self speaking reference. On the part of the district administration also the needful has been done by fixing the responsibility for the loss of the file as well as for addressing the SSP for the registration of an FIR. A detailed letter has been written to the FCR. Copy of all the communications may be given to the opposite party and also be placed on the record of the Commission.


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

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kikkar Singh S/O Sh. Nand Singh.


……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana.

.....Respondent

CC No. 536- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Jagdeep Singh S/O of Late Sh. Kikkar Singh, complainant.



Sh. Rupinder Mankoo, Naib Tehsildar Kumb Kalan, as 



representative of the PIO.


Order:

 
The complainant states that he has not received any information after filing the complaint with the State Information Commission and in spite of the orders passed by the Commission on 24.10.07, 8.1.08 and 23.4.08. The authorized representative of the PIO states that he has not brought any written communication with him by way of written explanation of the PIO u./s 20(1). He does not have any written communication addressed to the complainant or to the Court giving any information about why the record is not available and what measures have been taken by the Revenue Authorities to locate the record or to fix the responsibility for the loss thereof and /or to register the FIR. It is thus clear that the directions of the Commission have not been carried out by the PIO. 

2.
Neither has any reasonable cause for the delay been stated by the PIO in any written explanation to the show cause notice dated 8.1.08 u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act for imposing penalty, nor he has availed himself of the opportunity of the personal hearing given to him in the same notice dated 8.1.08 (despite it being the 2nd hearing after that date today). The PIO/DC was further given another opportunity vide the next order of the Commission dated 23.4.08 to file his written explanation, if any.  He was also warned that in case he does not supply the information or does not file reply, it would be presumed that he has nothing to say and Commission would proceed ex-parte in the case.  The representative of the PIO seeks last opportunity for the needful. Let it be noted that this opportunity 
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being last opportunity is being granted due to the fact that the Commission is aware that the D.C and all the field officers are greatly involved in organizing the elections of the Panchayat Samities, Block Samities, Zila Parishad etc. No further leeway will be given In case no written reply is received by 23.7.78 in accordance with detailed in the previous orders, the Commission will go ahead and impose penalty as provided in the Act straightway.


Adjourned to 23.7.2008.
                                                                                        Sd/-                          

  





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 








State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Rajinder Singh





……Complainant







Vs.

PIO, O/O, Tehsildar No. 1, Amritsar.



.....Respondent

CC No. 1261- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Rajinder Singh, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.
Order:

 
Sh. Rajinder Singh has filed two applications dated 6.5.08 and 10.5.08 stating that orders dated 9.4.08 may be amended on the following points:

1. In line No. 9 of the order dated 9.4.08 the word “registered will” may be changed to “unregistered will”. This fact has already been reported by the Tehsildar in the reply given to him vide his communication dated 29.2.08 in points No. ‘E’ and “F”. The word “registered will” occurring in line No 9 is therefore hereby changed to “unregistered will”.

2. Again in line No. 9 of the order dated 9.4.08 the work “Ram Lal alias Balwant Singh” may be changed to “Balwant Singh alias Ram Lal”. He has explained that his father’s name was Ram Lal but he had changed it officially to Balwant Singh vide Gazette of India Notification dated 25.8.90, being a railway employee. He has presented photocopy of the same. Since Balwant Singh was the new name, the old name Ram Lal is to be treated as alias and not the other way around. 

3. In the same manner in lines No. 10 & 11 the mention of the name of Sh. Ram Lal may be deleted altogether. Both these submissions have been accepted. Let it be added to the order dated 9.4.08 at the bottom of page 2 and be issued accordingly alongwith this order.

2.
It is observed that the directions issued in para 4 of the letter dated 9.4.08 regarding supply of the present posting/address of Sh. Mukhtiar Singh, Tehsildar 
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who attested the mutation, has not been carried out yet, although  almost one and a half month had been allowed for this. It is also observed that no representative of the PIO has attended the hearing of the Commission. The PIO may note that this case  will not be closed until the present address of the said Tehsildar and present place of posting, if he is still in service, is given to the complainant, for which one more opportunity is being given.

Adjourned to 23.7.08. 

                                                                                               Sd/-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jasbir Singh.






……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, S.D.M.(West) Ludhiana.



.....Respondent

CC No. 1371- of 2007.
Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Bhajan Singh, Sr. Asstt. for the PIO, O/O SDM(West) Ludhiana.



Order:

 
The representative of the PIO states that the said APIO is on duty in connection with the on going elections and therefore asked for adjournment which is hereby granted.


Adjourned to 23.7.08.
                                                                                         Sd/-                         

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jasbir Singh.





……Complainant






Vs.
 PIO, O/O, S.D.M. (East) Ludhiana.


.....Respondent

CC No. 1373 2007
Present:
None for the complainant.
Sh. Rupinder Mankoo, Naib Tehsildar, Kumb Kalan on behalf of the PIO.


Order:



The representative of the SDM (EAST) Ludhiana has presented a copy of letter dated 27.5.06 vide which information has been supplied to Sh. Jasbir Singh para-wise.  He has stated that the information has been supplied to him by special messenger and has produced the receipt of the complainant on 27.5.08. It is observed that Sh. Jasbir Singh has filed a plethora of similar/identical applications covering all the successive Tehsildars, Sub Registrars, (in case where Sub Registrars are not the same as Tehsildars) and all the S.D.Ms and Deputy Commissioner’s office of Ludhiana.  As Sh. Jasbir Singh has received the information, it is presumed that he has nothing more to say otherwise he would have come for the hearing today.


With these observations the case is hereby disposed of. 
                                                                                    Sd/-                  

  





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





      
 

State Information Commissioner.
28.05.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Joginder Singh,





……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, Director Land Records, Punjab.


.....Respondent

CC No. 1784- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Joginder Singh, complainant in person.

Sh. Ashok Kumar, Supdt. and Sh. Gurbakhash Singh, Senior Assistant, for the PIO, O/O Director Land Records, Kapurthala.

Order:

 
The complaint of Sh. Joginder Singh regarding non supply of information with respect to his application dated 20.8.07 addressed to the PIO/Director Land Records, Punjab, had been considered and the  detailed orders passed on 22.4.08. Sh. Joginder Singh is carrying a bunch of old papers concerning claims due to his being as refugee from Pakistan, Sialkot District. He is seeking a copy of order dated 20.12.63 regarding claim of land from Land Claim Officer, Jalandhar. He had approached the State Information Commission after the PIO stated that the said papers could not be located and also asked name of the officer who had passed the order so that it could be located. The complaint was considered and orders passed on 22.4.08 with certain directions after considering the reply of the Director Land Records dated 22.4.08 given to the complainant during the hearing. The Director Land Records has now once again made a search to locate the said record and stated that it may be possible that the said record has either been transferred to the concerned district or may be available in Jaisalmer House, New Delhi.

2.
The Superintendent present today has been directed to make one more effort as entries and cross entries should be available in many  registers where the claims  made and verified were entered and where it has been stated to be satisfied/allotment made to the said person against the claim. Therefore, now it is required that we may specifically look for orders dated 20.12.63 and try to 
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locate from the records as to whether any land has been  allotted against the said admitted claim. One more effort may be made and Sh. Joginder Singh should also appear on Friday 6.6.08 at 11.00 AM in the office of Supdt. with all his papers to see whether any helpful information can emerge.

Adjourned to 23.7.08.
                                                                                             Sd/-                     

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha.



……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, SMO, Civil Hospital, Baba Bakala.












.....Respondent

CC No. 2060- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.



Order:

 
The complaint of Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha  dated 11.11.07 with respect to his application under the RTI Act dated 27.9.08 made to the PIO/ SMO Civil Hospital Baba Bakala had first been dealt with on 22.4.08 and  directions given for supply of information before the next date of hearing and the case adjourned to 20.5.08 for compliance. However, neither the PIO has appeared nor sent status report nor sent a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission. It is, therefore, clear that no information has been supplied to the applicant although more than 10 months have passed i.e 9 months over and above the stipulated period under the RTI Act. 

2.
The PIO is hereby issued notice u/s 20(1) of the ART Act, 2005 to show cause as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day of delay subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- as prescribed therein be not imposed upon the PIO. The PIO may give reply in writing. It may be noted that in case no written reply is filed, it will be presumed that the PIO has nothing to say and the Commission will then proceed ex-parte in the matter.

3.
The PIO is hereby directed once again to supply the information without fail to the applicant well before the next date of hearing under due receipt and to file the compliance report/proof of registry and a set of documents supplied for the record of the Commission.
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Adjourned to 23.7.08 for compliance of directions/consideration of written explanation of the PIO U./S 20(1) of the Act, if any. 
                                                                                     Sd/-                  

  





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 








State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Smt. Seema Rani





……Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, Principal Secretary, School Education, Pb.
.....Respondent

CC No. 353- of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.




Sh. Shamsher Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. Gr. II, O.O. DPI(S).




Sh. Vimal Dev, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S).

Sh. Radhe Shyam, APIO-cum-SO, O/O DEO(S) Fatehgarh Sahib.

Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Auditor, O/O DEO(S), Fatehgarh Sahib.
Order:

 
Smt. Seema Rani, vide her complainant  16.2.08 made to the State Information Commission has stated that her application dated 7.1.08 made to the PIO, O/O Principal Secretary Education, Punjab, has not been attended to and no information has been provided to her. The  APIO has stated that a copy of the Punjab School Education Board Regulation for Affiliation of Institutions,  1980, amended from time to time, has been supplied to Smt. Seema Rani vide letter dated 19.5.08 through registered post. He stated that separately the Punjab School Education Board has already provided copy of letter dated 29.4.08 relating to her specific query vide their letter of even date. A copy of the same has been placed on the record of the Commission.


With this the matter is hereby disposed of.








    Sd/-                               
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha



…..Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O, D.P.I.(Sec.) Punjab



.....Respondent

CC No. 354 & 590 - of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Baljeet Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the PIO, DPI(S).


Order:

 
Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha, complainant, vide his letter dated 21.5.08, addressed to the undersigned has stated that he has received the information in respect of CC-590/08 and with this he has no objection  if both complaints i.e. CC-354/08 and CC 590/08 are filed. Accordingly the present CC No. 354/08 is hereby disposed of.

2.
The representative of the PIO has stated that CC-590/08 is scheduled to be heard on 10.6.08.  In view of this communication, CC-590/08 may also be disposed of.  This was agreed to. A copy of this order may be placed on CC-590/08 and that case is also hereby disposed of.

                                                                                             Sd/-

                                                                         Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

28.05.2008

(Ptk.)

