STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Advocate,

# 06, Grain Market, Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana.






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.Sub Divisiional Magistrate, Payal Distt. Ludhiana.
.....Respondent.

CC No-1000-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, complainant In person.



Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Naib Tehildar, Payal, for the PIO.


Order:



Sh. Tarlochan Singh complainant vide his letter dated 30.5.07 addressed to the State Information Commission submitted that his application in form A dated 30.4.07 addressed to the PIO, O/O SDM Payal had not been attended to. Instead the entire documents including form A and IPO worth       Rs. 10/- were returned to him alongwith report from Naib Tehsildar Payal addressed to the SDM Payal. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the concerned PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

Today both parties are present before me. I have gone through the application as well as the reply dated 24.5.07 given by the SDM Payal to the applicant vide his endorsement dated 28.5.07 including the report of the SDM.  I think the information is full and detailed with reference to the application. The information has been provided in time and I would like to appreciate the PIO. In my view the complaint against the PIO is not made out. However, the application as well as report of the Naib Tehsildar has brought to light a big scandal involving 33 acres land belonging to the Government which is in illegal possession/encroachment. Armed with the information he has been given officially under the RTI Act, the complaint may approach the Competent Executive Authority for redressal of his grievance, if so advised. The Competent Authority in this case would be FCD Incharge of the department of Colonization which had taken the charge of the said land as well as FCR who holds the over all charge of the office of Registrar/Sub Registrar in the State and the responsibility of protecting/utilizing the land now belonging to the Government as per revenue record.



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


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Com. Ashok Kumar Malhotra,

# 539/10, Sita Nagar, Ludhiana.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Tehsildar (East), Mini Sectt. Ludhiana.


.....Respondent.

CC No-1005-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Paramjit Singh, Naibn Tehsildar,Ludhiana, for the PIO.


Order:



Com. Ashok Kumar Malhotra, vide his complaint dated 25.5.07 made to the Commission stated that his application 20.4.07, made to the PIO, Tehsildar (East) Ludhiana have not been attended to till date. A copy of the Complaint was sent to the concerned PIO. The date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

Today none is present on behalf of the complainant.  However, Sh. Paramjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar on behalf of the Tehsildar East Ludhiana is present.  He has presented a letter dated 17.12.07 for information which is a copy of letter sent by the PIO to the complainant giving full information on the different places from which the information asked for by him is available  and has advised him to apply for information to those sources. 

3.

I have gone through the original application dated 20.4.07. It is seen that the applicant has not given the full details and address of Sh. Ajit Singh, S/O Sh. Harjit Singh with respect to whose Will and mutation of inheritance the information is being sought. Neither the date of death of Sh. Harjit Singh nor the date of application for mutation of the property or the number of mutation, nor the location of the property, or in which  village or  town  the property is located has been disclosed in the application. It is observed that all the information sought by him are for the copies of original/legal orders/noting of original files. The procedure for the same is laid down in the Land Record Manual and as per the Registration Act etc.  The fee prescribed for taking copies of these
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documents is also different from that prescribed in the RTI Act. The applicant can approach the Commission in case he has applied for copies of these legal documents from the Copying Agency and the concerned Tehsildar has refused to give them to him without any reason. The intention of the RTI Act is not to make available documents which were always available even before the enactment of the RTI Act in accordance with the schedule of payment prescribed by those departments i.e.legal documents to be used in Revenue matters/Appeals etc or documents from original files/original documents from quasi judicial files. The intention of the RTI Act was not that the information already available to the public should be made available at a cheaper rate by applying the fee under the RTI Act. The intention of the Act was to make available information not earlier available  under any law as well as information which is  should be officially made available under Rues but have not been given  by the concerned authority.

4.

Therefore, the reply given by the PIO today is correct and to the point. The only problem is that this reply is being given after 8 months today and does not appear to have been sent to the applicant so far, as no receipt from him or proof of registry has been produced by the Naib Tehsildar. The Naib Tehsildar is hereby directed to sent it to him immediately and to submit proof of registry for record of the Commission.

5.

Before disposing of the case it is also observed that in case of supply of such delayed information, it is incumbent on the concerned PIO/APIO to offer suo-moto explanation. The APIO is very strictly warned to be careful in future. With this the complaint is hereby disposed of.

-Sd-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpal Singh, S/O Sh. Gurbax Singh,

#383, Ward No. 7, Opp. Dashmesh Public School,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Gali No. 2, Mansa.

......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.



.....Respondent.

CC No-1008-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Sukhdev Singh, APIO-cum-Election Tehsildar, Mansa.


Order:



The APIO-cum-Election Tehsildar Mansa has presented a letter dated 14.12.07 vide which the complainant has been given full information with respect to his application dated 31.1.07 in connection with non inclusion of names of his family members in the voter list 2006. The complainant has been informed that his names of his family members have now been included in the voter list and a photo state copy of the receipt of this information by the applicant has been produced.  Accordingly, the matter is disposed of.  
Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh

# 382, Block B, Dashmesh Nagar,

Naya Gaon, Distt. Mohali.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Sub Divisional Magistrate, Kharar.


.....Respondent.

CC No-1043-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Malkiat Singh, APIO-cum- Tehsildar, Kharar.


Order:



Sh. Kuldeep Singh, vide his complaint dated 7.6.07 made to the Commission (with annexures) submitted that his application dated 23.11.06, addressed to the PIO O/O D.C. Ropar has not been attended to properly and the relevant and specific information asked for by him has not been supplied. Instead the SDM Kharar vide his letter dated 15.3.07 has given information  which is off the mark and is not connected with the inquiry report that has  been held by the SDM about defective implementation of the Mid Day Meals Scheme where the SDM was reported to have sent the report to the Deputy Commissioner. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO (10 pages), the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. However, the APIO-cum-Tehsildar Kharar Sh. Malkiat Singh has presented a letter dated 13.12.07 addressed to the Commission giving the full details of the day-to-day developments of the case at that time. After going through the reply it is seen that a lot of executive action has been taken by the then SDM and the matter brought to the notice of the implementing agency for corrective action. However, the APIO states that although the matter has been reported by the then SDM to the then Deputy Commissioner from time to time, as per record no written report was sent to him. The APIO is directed to send a copy of the report submitted to the State Information Commission to the complainant stating the above position 
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that as per information available no such written report was ever prepared or sent. 

3.

Armed with the information, the applicant may approach the Competent Authority for rerdressal of his perceived grievances, if advised. The APIO should supply this information to the applicant within 1`0 days under due receipt/by speed post as requested by the applicant and to produce the proof of the same/receipt from the applicant alongwith a copy of the information duly attested, indexed and numbers on the next date of hearing. 



Adjourned to 20.02.2008.
-Sd-


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Charanjit Singh Aulakh,

# 113/A, Raj Guru Nagar, Ludhiana.



......Complainant






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



.....Respondent.

CC No-1057-of 2007:
Present:
None for complainant.



Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, APIO-cum-Supdt.. O/O D.C.Ludhianha.


Order:



Two complaints dated 26.5.07 and 11.6.07 have been received from Sh. Charanjit Singh Aulakh, addressed to the State Information Commission in connection with his application made to the address of the APIO-cum-Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana on 23.4.07 with due payment of fee. The complaint dated 26.5.07 has been titled as CC-967/07, Sh. Charanjit singh Vs PIO-cum-DRO Ludhiana and the complaint dated 11.6.07 titled CC-1057/07 once again Sh. Charanjit Singh Vs PIO DRO Ludhiana.  Both these complaints being identical are being clubbed together and will be disposed of with the same order. Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DC Ludhiana has appeared today and stated that he requires adjournment to sort out the matter as Sh. Charanjit Singh Aulakh has obviously been charged Rs. 150/- as Mutation fee which was not at all required in this case since no mutation was involved in the procurement of the General Power of Attorney of his son by him. Thus, adjournment is permitted.

2. 
The PIO is directed to supply the information within 10 days positively to the applicant under due receipt or through registered letter as well as a copy of the information supplied to the Commission for its record on the next date of hearing.  However, it was incumbent upon the PIO to offer suo moto his explanation for unwarranted delay in the matter. Since it has not been done, he is hereby issued notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to show cause why penalty
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prescribed there under should not be imposed upon him for violation of the provisions of the Section 7(1) of the Act, under which it was mandatory to supply in formation with 30 days 

3. 
Adjourned to 23.1.07 for supply of information/consideration of the explanation of the PIO u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act.









Sd/-
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,Asstt. Prof.

 Deptt. of Vet. Biochemistry,
College of Vet. Sciences, GADVASU, Ludhiana.

......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
District education Officer (S), Ludhiana.

.....Respondent. 
CC No-984-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Madanjit Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt.,O/O DEO(S)Ludhiana.


Order:


Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta vide his complaint dated 29.5.07 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 8.3.07 made to the address of PIO/Dy. DEO(S), Ludhiana and for a second time in form A as directed, vide his application dated 10.4.07 has not been attended to properly. He states that certain information has been provided to him vide letter dated 8.5.07 by the PIO but it is completely insufficient and incomplete. Copy of the complaint was forwarded to the concerned PIO (7 pages), the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. After going through the reply given earlier stated to be insufficient as per the original application from the complainant, it has been seen that the reply is off the mark. The PIO is hereby directed to give consolidated reply regarding all schools including private schools which have been provided land at cheap/concessional rates.  It is in respect of such schools that the information has been sought. He is directed to give the reply within 10 days and the compliance report be filed before the Commission  on 23.1.08 and the proof of registry or receipt from the applicant should be produced. 


Adjourned to 23.1.2008.

Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. D.C.Gupta,

 778, Phase I, Urban Estate, Patiala.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. District Transport Officer, Patiala.



.....Respondent.

CC No-964-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh. D.C.Gupta, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurmakh Singh, ADTO, Patiala for the PIO.


Order:


Sh. D.C.Gupta, IDAS(Retd.) vide his complaint dated 25.5.07 made to the Commission has submitted that he has not received any information in connection with his application under the RTI dated 9.4.07 made to the PIO, O/O DTO Patiala through Suvidha Centre.  Obviously it has not yet been attended to in the office of DTO Patiala in the matter of registration of vehicle. His application along with annexures (original applications made to the O/O DTO) was forwarded to the concerned PIO. The date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed. 

2.

Sh. Gurmakh Singh, ADTO Patiala who is present in the Court has given an undertaking to supply the information and further to issue the necessary duplicate registration certificate for his car  which was misplaced by the applicant. within one week from today i.e. by 26th Dec. 07 positively. He is directed to do so and to get it delivered by hand to Sh. D.C.Gupta who also resides at Patiala under due receipt, after which the case will be disposed of.

3.

In compliance of the above order of the Commission, The ADTO has supplied receipt of Sh. D.C.Gupta, personally in the Commission’s office on 27.12.2007, and also supplied Mr. Gupta’s letter dated 26.12.2007, vide which 
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Mr. Gupta has expressed his sincere thanks and gratitude for receiving the same.


The case is thus disposed of.
-Sd-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


18.12. 2007.

