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

Sh. Kewal Krishan, 
B-IV 1003, Kucha Rora Mal,

Mali Ganj Chowk Opp. UCO Bank,

Ludhiana.







----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

 
     



-----------------------Respondent

CC No. 45 of 2008

ORDER 
Present:
Sh. Kewal Krishan, Complainant in person 

Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the Respondent. 

Information, in the instant case, had been sought by the Complainant on the status of action taken on certain complaints made by him to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana. Receiving no response, Complainant had preferred this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005. After the initiation of proceedings, certain information has been supplied to the Complainant.  The Complainant, however, states that he is not satisfied with the material delivered to him. 

2.

Respondent assures that the deficiencies in the information delivered would be removed immediately. She invites the Complainant to visit her office in Ludhiana and states that the material would be supplied on the spot. Complainant is satisfied with this assurance. A hearing for settlement of this matter would take place in office of the Respondent on Monday 17.03.08. 
3.

In view of the assurance of the Respondent, and its acceptance by the Complainant, this matter is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Piara Singh,

S/o S. Milkha Singh,

Ex. C.No-41, V.P.O-Hambran,

Mullanpur Road, Hambran,

Ludhiana.







-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways,

Ludhiana.






-----------------------Respondent

CC No. 86 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Piara Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Naginder Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant is a former conductor of Punjab Roadways, Ludhiana, who had been prematurely retired on medical grounds.  Complainant sought information in regard to the official, in the office of Punjab Roadways, who had dealt with his case for payment of ex-gratia grant.  Receiving no response, Complainant brought up this matter before the Commission under Section 18.  
2.

During the course of proceedings today, it transpired that the Respondent had intimated to the Complainant the name of the official currently handling the work relating to the ex-gratia payments to employees.  
3.

Both the Complainant and the Respondent were directed to reconcile their position regarding supply of information with the help of the Public Grievances Officer Moga, who is present before us.  After confabulations, both parties have informed us that the requisite information has now been supplied to the satisfaction of the Complainant. 
4.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008











Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Mukhtiar Singh,

5/IV, Janta Enclave,

Dugri-Dhandra Road,

P.O.-Basant Avenue,

Ludhiana. 







----------------------------------- Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

 

 ---------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2251 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Mukhtiar Singh, Complainant in person 

Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the Respondent.

On 04.02.08, the last date of hearing, we had observed that the information in question had been delivered. During that hearing, we had directed the PIO, (Senior Superintending of Police, Ludhiana) to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for the delay in delivery of information.

2.

Respondent has submitted an affidavit saying that the delay in supplying the information was neither deliberate nor wilful. Respondent submits that no penalty be imposed on him. 

3.

Complainant states in writing that he should not be harassed by the Police Department. This application is brought on record. The Complainant alleges that some police officers had threatened him with dire consequences for approaching the Commission under RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent denies that there was any attempt to threaten the Complainant. 
4.

Orders on imposition of penalty are reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Ashok Kumar Malhotra,

# 539/10, Sita Nagar, 

Ludhiana. 







----------------------------------- Complainant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

 

-----------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 2284 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant. 

Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the Respondent.

This case was last heard on 04.02.08. The Complainant submits before us today that following the intervention of the Commission, the information in question has duly been delivered to him. 
2.

This matter is accordingly, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Kashmira Singh,

# 328 CX, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana.







---------------------------------- Complainant








Vs 
Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Pb.

Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.



 

 

    ------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2283 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Banarsi Dass, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Vigilance Bureau, Pb. on behalf of the Respondent. 

This case had been heard by us on 04.02.08. On the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent should send the information to the Complainant by post within 15 days. Respondent states that in compliance with these orders, the information had been sent to the Complainant. Complainant is not satisfied and points out that a part of the information, namely Item No. 14 of his request has not been delivered. 

2.

During the course of today’s hearing, Respondent assures that this information would also be delivered within a week. Respondent states that the record in question has to be requisitioned from the judicial court where it has been submitted in a criminal case.  Complainant expresses satisfaction with the assurance given by the Respondent. 
3.

In these circumstances, this matter is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Darshan Singh,

S/o Sh. Ram Singh,

VPO Dhurkot Ransih,

Tehsil Nihal Singh Wala,

District Moga. 

PIN - 142055. 






----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.


 
     



-----------------------Respondent

CC No.226 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant. 

Sh. M.S. Jaggi, PCS, Public Grievances Officer, on behalf of Deputy Commissioner, Moga.

Respondent informs us that the complete information, as demanded, has been delivered to the Complainant on 29.01.2008.  He also shows us the acknowledgment of the Complainant to the receipt of information. 

2.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Balbir Singh,

S/o Jawala Singh Johal, 

Parsin Niwas, 

VPO Dhalleke,

District Moga







-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.

    &

Sh. Harsharan Jit Singh,

Tehsildar,  Moga




-----------------------Respondents
CC No.285 of 2008

ORDER 
Present:
Sh. Balbir Singh, Complainant in person.   

Sh. M.S. Jaggi, PCS, Public Grievances Officer, on behalf of Deputy Commissioner, Moga



Sh. Harsharan Jit Singh, Tehsildar, Moga.


Complainant had demanded the copies of fard badar No. 5 sanctioned on 27.03.2004 alongwith Jamabandi and girdawari for the year 2004-2005. Receiving no response, Complainant had preferred this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act 2005. Respondent states that after initiation of proceedings under RTI Act, certain information has been delivered to the Complainant on 07.03.08. Complainant states that what he had demanded was copy of the Jamabandi for the year 2004, whereas the Jamabandi only for the year 2000 has been given. Respondent assures that this copy of the Jamabandi would also to be delivered to him immediately. 

2.

Complainant states that he had to make numerous visits to the Revenue Officer to obtain copies of the revenue record and that after the institution of proceedings under RTI Act, 2005.  He complaints that he has been harassed. 
3.

The actual information was to be delivered by the Tehsildar, Moga. Respondent had, therefore, passed on the application  to the Tehsildar.  This was presumably done under Section 6(3) RTI Act, 2005.  The Tehsildar Moga, therefore, 
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must be mentioned in the array of parties as a Respondent.  He is directed to file an affidavit, by the next date of hearing, why penalty be not imposed on him under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, for failure to deliver the information and why the Complainant be not compensated for the  detriment suffered by him.   
4.

To come up for further proceedings on 28.04.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Smt. Surjit Kaur,

# 222, Ward-5,

Chakki Wali Gali,

Baba Ishar Singh Nagar,

Moga.






--------------------------------Complainant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Primary Education Officer, 

Moga-II.  

 

       

 ------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 381 of 2008
ORDER
Present:
Smt. Surjit Kaur, Complainant in person 



Smt. Pritpal Kaur, Block Pry. Education Officer, Moga-II. 

The information demanded by the Complainant was a copy of her service book at the time that she was a teacher in the Department. Receiving no response, Complainant had preferred this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.  
2.

Respondent informs us that after retirement of the Complainant on 31.03.2005, the Department had taken up action to complete all the formalities for finalising her pension case and delivery of the service book. Respondent states before us that the action required within the Department has been completed and the matter has been sent to the AG Punjab for his approval. She assures that, as and when, the clearance from the AG Office is received, the service book would be supplied to the Complainant.

3.

Strictly speaking, the Respondent is only to give information as is available on the record on the date that the request for information was made. Respondent seems to have gone beyond the requirement of RTI Act.  She seems, in fact, to be helping the Complainant to obtain the record relevant to her dues.   
4.

Insofar as RTI Act is concerned, the information is deemed to have been delivered.  In fact,  the status of the case from time to time, has been intimated to the Complainant. 
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5.

This matter disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Sh. Raj Kumar,

# 6832/164, Wartan Ganj,   

M.C. XII-B, 3/227,

New Town, Moga-142001.  
 




 -------------------------------------------Appellant 







Vs
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Tehsildar,

Moga.


 

        --------------------------------------------Respondent

AC No. 99 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar, Appellant in person 



Sh. Harsharan Jit Singh, Tehsildar, Moga on behalf of the Respondent 
Vide application dated 22.11.2007, the Appellant had demanded the following information from the Respondent :- 

(i)
Copy of wasika No. 703 dated 07.11.1994.


(ii)
Record of nishandehi showing the distance between khasra nos. 


6832/164 and 6832/314.


(iii)
Area of khasra no. 6832/314.  
2.

The Appellant has preferred the instant second appeal alleging that the information demanded has not been provided to him either by the PIO or by the First Appellate Authority.  

3.

The plea taken by the Respondent is that it is not possible to identify the land regarding which the Appellant wants information from the old khasra nos. given by him. According to the Respondent, the khasra nos given by the Appellant pertain to the pre-consolidation of holdings period and, therefore, it is not possible to identify the present Khasra nos. relatable to the land comprised in the old khasra nos given by the Appellant that is khasra nos 6832/155, 6832/164 and 6832/314.  
4.

It is difficult to accept the submission made by the Respondent.  Merely because the khasra nos given by the Appellant pertain to the pre-consolidation period, does not mean that the present khasra nos of the land comprised in the earlier khasra nos cannot be found out.  While undertaking the consolidations of holdings, there are three main documents which are prepared,  
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namely (i) khatauni ishtemal (ii) Naksha haqdarwar and (iii) Khatauni Pamaish.  The khatauni ishtemal contains the existing  khasra nos of the land and the Khatauni Pamaish contains the new  khasra nos allocated in lieu of the old khasra nos.  The Khatauni Pamaish also contains the old khasra nos of the location of the new khasra nos.  Thus, by reference to the record of consolidation, the new khasra nos allocated in lieu of the old khasra nos as well as old khasra nos on which the new khasra nos are located can be found.  The Respondent has, therefore, to explain as to how the land comprised in the old khasra nos as mentioned by the Appellant is not capable of being identified.  
5.

I, therefore, direct the Respondent to file a written submission explaining its stand.  Adjourned to 05.05.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Sh. Raj Kumar,

Wartan Ganj, # 6832/164, 

M.C. XII-B, 3/227,

New Town, Moga.
 




 -------------------------------------------Appellant 







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive officer,

Municipal Council,

Moga.  

 

        --------------------------------------------Respondent

AC No. 98 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar, Appellant in person. 


Sh. Brij Mohan Johar, E.O., Municipal Council, Moga. 
Appellant has sought information on a list of points. The PIO concerned had supplied certain information. Since the Appellant was not satisfied with the material supplied, he preferred an appeal before the First Appellate Authority. He was not satisfied even with the decision of the First Appellate Authority and has come up in second appeal before us. 
2.

Respondent states before us that, according to him, the complete information as demanded has been delivered. 

3.

Appellant disputes this. Before taking a final decision, we direct that a representative of the District Administration, who is present before us today, namely Sh. M.S. Jaggi, PCS, should call both the parties and clarify the matter in relation to the supply of information.  Sh. M.S. Jaggi shall confine himself to the original request for information.    

3.

To come up for further proceedings on 05.05.08. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Moga

Dated: 14.03.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
