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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

# 105, Walia Enclave,

(Opp. Punjabi University)

Patiala.    






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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala. 

Public Information Officer,

Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Rajpura.

Public Information Officer,

District Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Patiala. 




  
   --------------------------Respondent
AC No. 344 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Avtar Singh, Appellant in person.
Sh. Roop Singh, BDPO, Rajpura on behalf of the Respondent.


Sh. P.S. Sodhi, District Revenue Officer, Patiala



The Appellant in this case has been making requests to the District Administration in the Revenue Department and also in the Development Department for demarcation of Shamilat (Village Common Land) in village Salempur Naggal Block Rajpura District Patiala and to get it vacated from un-authorized occupants.  The Appellant also states that Gram Panchayat Salempur Naggal had leased out 73 bighas of Shamilat land to him last year and 167 bighas this year, but possession of 30 bighas and 60 bighas respectivesly was not given to him.  The Appellant had, therefore, requested for the refund of the proportionate amount of chakota.  According to the Appellant, he has been requesting the authorities to make a proper demarcation of the area so that his claim is verified and the excess amount paid by him towards chakota is refunded.  2.

The Appellant states further that following his request for demarcation, only a portion of the land was demarcated by the revenue authorities but the report regarding this has not been supplied to him. The Appellant states before us that he is not satisfied and had preferred an appeal to the first Appellate Authority that is the Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev), but despite this he was not supplied the relevant information.
Contd…..P/2

-2-

3.

There are two different aspects of this matter :-

(i)
The demand of the Appellant that the un-authorised occupations of the Shamilat land be got vacated.  Thus is not a matter under the RTI Act, 2005.  This is to be considered as a plea to the Administration for redressal of a grievance. In respect of this grievance, we advise that District Revenue Officer should take appropriate action as per law.

(ii)
Information regarding supply of a copy of the report of demarcation made by the Revenue Authorities on 3.6.2007.  In this regard, the Appellant states that the information has not been supplied.  
4.

The Appellant explains his demand for information as follows:-


That certain Shamilat land in the village was being distributed among the share holders (land owners of the village).  Appellant states that this matter of distribution of the Village Common Land had been raised in the courts and the matter of ownership of this village common land has been clarified by the judicial authorities.  The Appellant alleges that part of this land is being illegally sold by one of the land owners namely Surinder Kumar. According to the Appellant, Deputy Commissioner and other authorities have issued clear directions to BDPO for checking this unauthorized and unlawful act.  He states, however, that the information demanded by him is not forthcoming.  Hence this appeal before the Commission. 
5.

This is clearly a matter regarding alleged unauthorized transfer and occupation of some Village Common Land by certain persons. In regard to the information mentioned in para 3(ii) above, we see no reason why the information as requested be not delivered.  The PIO concerned is the District Revenue Officer, who is present before us today.  He and the BDPO, Rajpura should ensure that the demarcation report and the other relevant details are supplied to the    Appellant   within   ten    days.   Furthermore,    the     District    Administration   is    advised   to   take    note   of     the 
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allegations regarding illegalities pertaining to the transfer and illegal occupation of the land that have been brought out by the Appellant.  It is in the public interest that public property should not be unlawfully alienated.

6.

To come up for further proceedings on 31.12.2007. On that date, the matter shall be taken up at Chandigarh.  Copies of the above order be sent to the parties and also to the District Revenue Officer, Patiala & the S.D.M. Rajpura.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






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

Sh. Jarnail Singh,

R/o Village Dharamgarh,

Tehsil : Rajpura,

District Patiala.





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






Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.  
  



  
--------------------------Respondent
AC No. 346 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant or the Respondent.



This being the first date of hearing, we feel that another opportunity should be granted to the parties to appear before the Commission and present their case.
2.

To come up on 31.12.2007.  On that date, this matter shall be heard at Chandigarh.  Notice be issued to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  





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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  



          ----------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1884 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and the Director Ex Servicemen Corporation, Chandigarh to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  







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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  



     --------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1885 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and the Sh. S.L.Bajaj, Govt. Contractor, 6791/1, Anand Nagari, Abohar, District Ferozpur to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  



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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  

           --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1886 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and the Virasat Security Service, 400/7, Ghuman Nagar, Patiala to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  



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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  


 --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1887 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and the Pioneer, Security Service, 234, New Officers Colony, Patiala to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  



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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  

      --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1888 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and Gursewak Singh, Govt. Contractor, Village & P.O. Gujran, District Sangrur to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jaspal Singh, President,

PRTC., Contract Worker,

Union Azad, Head Office,

Patiala.  



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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o MD, Pepsu Road,

Transport Corporation,

Patiala.
  


   --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1889 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh on behalf of Sh. Jaspal Singh.



Sh. Raj Dyal Singh, G.M., PRTC on behalf of the Respondent.  


The Complainant states that he had demanded a copy of the agreement between the MD, PRTC and Contractor, Ex-Servicemen Security Service, Shop No. 5, Leela Bhawan, Patiala to outsource the work of labour. According to the Complainant, this information was not delivered to him in time. He, therefore, made this compliant U/s 18 of the RTI, 2005.  
2.

  Respondent brings to our notice that the original request for information was made on 17th September, 2007. The prescribed application fee was deposited with the PIO on 23.9.2007. The record was voluminous and required to be culled out. The complainant was advised to deposit the fees for the copies. This was done by the complainant on 31st Oct., 2007 and the copy of the contract was delivered to him on the same date.

3.

The Respondent pleads that there has not been any delay in delivering the information.  I find that the fee was not deposited in time. Since the cost of copies was deposited on 31.10. 2007 and the information delivered on the very same day, there is no delay.

4.

The complaint is dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Balwinder Singh Bhatti,

# 367, Anand Nagar-A,

Tripri Town, Patiala.







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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.


  


   --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1893 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Balwinder Singh Bhatti, Complainant in person.


Sh. P.S. Sodhi, DRO, on behalf of DC Patiala.


The information demanded is in relation to a plot of land transferred by Revenue Authorities in the name of Complainant. The following questions are posed :-

(i)
What were the reasons for the delay in transfer of property and what maximum time can be taken for the transfer of property?


(ii)
Whether a plot of 50 Sq. Yds. can be a residential plot and what should be the minimum area of a residential plot?


(iii)
What is the current status and outcome of my two earlier representations?

2.

We observe that the first two questions as framed, do not constitute information as defined in the Act.  As such the Respondent cannot be expected to reply to these questions.

3.

In respect of the third question, the Respondent states before us that the Complainant has not supplied sufficient details to enable the Respondent to trace the record and serve the demand.  According to the Respondent, Complainant has not specified the number location etc. of the plot of land in question in his correspondence. For this reason, Respondent states he is unable to supply the information on this question also.

4.

Respondent assures us that if the necessary details are provided by the Complainant, information would be given to him, immediately.  

5.

In view of the above, the Complainant is advised to approach the office of PIO with a fresh request for information.
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6.

In so far as the instant complaint U/s 18 of the RTI is concerned, it is dismissed.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Rafiq Mohammed,

Sabho Heri, District. Secretary,

Sarav Bharat Naujwan Sabha,

District Patiala. 






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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Nabha, District-Patiala.


         
  --------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1911 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant



Sh. Raghveer Singh, Panchayat Officer, on behalf of the 



Respondent.


The item of information demanded by the Complainant relates to the record maintained in the Gram Panchayat Sadhoheri, Block Nabha District Patiala. Respondent informs us that the Government has appointed Panchayat Secretaries as PIOs for handling the work of RTI relating to various panchayats in the State.  Respondent (BDPO, Nabha) states further that though he is not the PIO in relation to the Gram Panchayat in question, he had called for the relevant record from the Panchayat Secretary and was prepared to give the information to the Complainant.  According to the Respondent, he had called the Complainant on four occasions that is on 20.9.2007, 15.10.2007, 23.10.2007 & 26.10.2007.   The Panchayat Secretary had also written on four occasions asking the Complainant to collect the relevant record on payment of the prescribed fees.
2.

It, thus, appears that the record in question was ready for delivery, but the Complainant did not turn up to collect it. Respondent assures that the relevant information as demanded in the original request would be sent to him as and when the Complainant pays the requisite fees.

3.

In the above circumstances, we find that there is no denial on the part of the Respondent (BDPO) as well as the village Panchayat Secretary to deliver the information to the Complainant.  
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4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Sushma Goomber,

W/o Sh. Iqbal Chand,

# 216, New Adarsh Nagar,

Doctor Colony, Phagwara.

 

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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Doaba College,

Jalandhar.




         ---------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1640 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.



Sh. Anil Sood, Advocate on behalf of Respondent PIO O/o 



Principal, Doaba College, Jalandhar. 


An application for adjournment has been presented on behalf of the Respondent.  The Complainant is not present.  This being the first date of hearing, the matter is adjourned to 31.12.2007.  
2.

On the next date that is 31.12.2007, this matter shall be heard at Chandigarh.  Notice be issued to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Patiala 


Dated: 15.11.2007









(Mrs. Ravi Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

