STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Ashok Kumar Goyal,

Advocate,

S/o Sh. Chiranji Lal,

Near Pb. National Bank

Harjeet Basti,

Budhlada-151502.

District Mansa.






----Appellant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (S),

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




       -----Respondent.






AC No-507 -2008

Present:
 None for Appellant.


Smt. Surjit Kaur, PIO-cum-Assistant Director in person.



ORDER:



In this case full penalty of Rs. 25000/- has already been imposed upon the PIO (Recruitment Branch) cum-Assistant Director, Mrs. Surjit Kaur, vide order dated 10.06.2009 for delay and non supply of information to Sh. Ashok Kumar Goyal, Appellant, in respect of his RTI application dated 02.06.2008, and further action under Section 20(2) for recommending disciplinary action to be taken against her by the Competent Authority under the Service Rules applicable was to be considered today, in case the directions for supply of information immediately to the Appellant were still not complied with.  
2.

The PIO Smt. Surjit Kaur has filed a reply by way of an affidavit duly attested and dated 27.07.2009, for the delay.  Paras 2 to 6 are reproduced below:- 
“-----2.    That first and foremost the deponent tenders an unconditional and unqualified apology for her non-appearance and for non submission of written reply/affidavit in compliance with the directions of this Hon’ble Commission given in the present complaint on various dates.
3.     That it is respectfully submitted that neither the original application nor the orders passed by this Hon’ble Commission 
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from time to time was presented to the answering deponent by the official concerned.  It would be necessary to bring to the notice of Hon’ble Commission about the prevalent practice which is in vogue in dealing with the papers relating to Information Act in the office of the Director of Public Instruction (SE), Punjab. There existed a RTI cell which is under directly supervised by an another officer who have also been declared as Public Information Officer.  All papers relating to Right to Information Act, 2005, are received in the RTI Cell directly from where such papers are marked to the concerned dealing branch.  Thereafter, the dealing official in the concerned branch puts up such papers to the Public Information Officer through Assistant Public Information Officer.  At this stage papers or documents relating to Right to Information Act come to the knowledge of the concerned Public Information Officer.  In the present case not even a single paper has ever been brought to the notice of the deponent either by the officials of the RTI cell or by the dealing branch.  The deponent has requested the departmental authorities to conduct an enquiry to fix the responsibility of those who are directly responsible for defying the order of Hon’ble Commission.  Therefore, the deponent is an innocent officer and cannot even think to disobey or flout any order or direction of this Hon’ble Commission.  
4. 
The matter relating to the present complaint came to the notice of the answering deponent when final order dated 10.06.2009 passed by this Hon’ble Commission was got received by me on 10.07.2009.  Thereafter, taking note of the seriousness of the matter, the answering dependent took all necessary steps to supply the information to the Complainant.  The answering deponent got photo copies of all the documents from the office of the Hon’ble Commission.

5.
As of now, the information sought by the Complainant has been sent to him at his residential address vide Memo NO. Steno/Special/SDSP-I dated 24.07.2009 by registered post.  A copy of this letter is being appended as Annexure for the kind perusal of this Hon’ble Commission. 

6.
That it is humbly submitted that the answering deponent is not responsible for defying the order of this Hon’ble Commission.  It is further submitted that the answering deponent holds this Hon’ble Commission in the highest esteem and cannot even think to disobey or flout any order or diction of this Hon’ble Commission.  However, if any order or direction may not have been understood in its true and perspective spiriti, the answering deponents tenders an unconditional apology for 
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the same and craves indulgence of this Hon’ble Commission and is ready to take corrective measures as this Hon’ble Commission may deem fit in the circumstances of the matter. 

Keeping in view the submissions made above, it is respectfully submitted that the answering deponent may kindly be exempted for making payment of penalty from her own pocket imposed by this Hon’ble Commission till the departmental enquiry is held to fix the responsibilities of errant officials. ”

3.

This explanation cannot be considered in isolation and must be considered along with the explanation of others persons whom she has held responsible for the same as the blame is to be apportioned among them.  She may approach the DPI with the facts, who may like to hold a fact finding enquiry after associating the other persons concerned who may be responsible for, or have contributed to the mess.  In case the DPI fixes responsibility therefore, then and only then, can the blame be apportioned between them and the penalty divided/amongst them and reduced for her.  As on today, the penalty stands.   
4.

In the matter of the information not being given she has brought out the different circumstances in para 3, 4 and 5 as to why it had not been given earlier.  Now she has stated that the information has since been supplied to the Appellant vide no. Steno/Special/SDSP-I dated 24.07.2009 by registered post. She has placed on record a copy of the information supplied as well as photocopy of the proof of registry.  
5.

I have gone through the information supplied and do not considere it to be satisfactory, since, it has no where been specified whether the list of candidates is the one which was supplied by C-DAC initially i.e. provisional list or the one which has been supplied after scrutiny i.e the final merit list (final official gazette result or by whatever other name known).  She states that the list of candidates are those where the appointment orders have been issued in their cases.  However, her answer given vide letter dated 24.07.2009 does not specify this at all.  She states that appointment letters are issued by another Branch (Establishment-II).  That is as may be.  However, the final selection/final merit list of successful candidates is conveyed by the Recruitment Branch to the 
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Establishment Branch for issue of appointment letters. Therefore, the present PIO should be in a position to give the complete details.  She states that as per her information, appointment letters have been issued to all the persons in this list.  However, she will further confirm this fact from the concerned branch and give the information.   


Adjourned to 03.08.2009 being last opportunity.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Manjit Singh,

# 535, Urban Estate,

Phase-II, Jalandhar.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

PWD, B&R Branch, Pb., Chd. 



____   Respondent.






CC No-3056-2008 

Present:
 Sh. Manjit Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Jatinder Kumar Senior Assistant (without letter of 



authority).
ORDER:



Sh. Jatinder Kumar, Senior Assistant has appeared without letter of authority from the PIO.  It had been clearly stated in the notice of hearing itself that no person below the rank of APIO should be authorized by the PIO to represent him in the hearings of the Commission.  This should be taken strict note of and on the next time only the PIO or the APIO well conversant with the case should appear. 
2.
 Sh. Jatinder Singh has presented copy of letter dated 28.07.2009 alongwith copy of the order dated 30th May 2009 passed in the case of Sh. Manjit Singh Vs. State of Punjab and others Civil Writ Petition no. 17207/2008.  In the covering letter, he had stated in effect that all efforts have been made, including with the help of Sh. Manjit Singh, Complainant, to look for the file, to no avail.

3.
As for the order of the Court, he has stated that the Court has, in the case of the Petitioner acceded to the request of the Respondent, that they would like to pass a fresh speaking order in view of “certain other facts, particularly the order dated 11.09.1998 and the order dated 15.12.1993 passed by the Sub Judge, Ferozepur which were not taken into consideration”.  Sh. Manjit Singh, Complainant states that these two documents are not in his favour but against him and, therefore, passing of a fresh order in this case as proposed, makes it 
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even more necessary that he should get the papers he is seeking under the Right to Information Act, 2005 in his present application.
4.
 He has also presented copy of the order dated 4th September, 1989 passed by Government of Punjab Department of Public Works (B&R-I Branch) signed by Sh. R.S.Mann, Secretary to Government of Punjab, PWD B&R issued vide no. 5880-B&R1(I)-89/7768 dated 18.09.1989. Vide this letter (reverse side), the then Enquiry Officer was replaced by another official and all seven officials, one XEN, two SDOs and four Junior Engineers, including him, all of whom were under suspension at that time (as can be seen from this letter) who had been charge sheeted by the common charge sheet, had been endorsed a copy to each. A copy of this is already in the custody of the PIO, however, Complainant has given it once again to the PIO.  
 
5.

The Commission takes serious note of the fact that the PIO has not disclosed as to where the file has gone and at which stage it has become “not available”.  The Commission does not see any details of checking of movement registers or checking up with the Advocate General’s office or checking up with the Chief Engineer’s office from where enquiry report had been sent, and which would contain details of correspondence made by the then authorities of the Department with the Chief Engineer’s office on various points, regarding the said enquiry report.  
6.

The PIO is directed once again, to find out the  whereabouts of this file.  It cannot be that a file in  which a common charge-sheet was issued to seven persons and enquired into by a single enquiry officer for apportioning the blame, has gone missing.  The PIO is advised to fix the responsibility in case the file has become “unavailable” and/or to consider the filing of an FIR in the matter.  A case involving charge sheet of seven persons where the Government is considering passing  a “fresh speaking order” cannot be allowed to go missing with impunity. 
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Adjourned to 18.08.2009.  
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Sukhdev Kaur,

Wd/o Sh. Darshan Singh Mistry (Chakki wale),

VPO Bhamipur Kalan,

Tehsil Jagraon,

District Ludhiana. 




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Principal Secretary,

Industries & Commerce, Pb. Chd. 

____   Respondent 






CC No-1047 -2009   

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. H.S.Pannu, APIO-cum-Dy. Director Industries.



Sh. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant RTI Branch. 
ORDER:



The complaint of Smt. Sukhdev Kaur, Complainant dated 21.04.2009 with reference to her application under RTI dated 27.12.2008 had been considered in her absence on 14.07.2009 and detailed directions for the case were issued to the APIO who was present.

2.

Today, APIO has stated that Complainant has separately filed a civil suit in the same matter which is pending presently in the Lower Court at Moga.  As such it has not been found necessary to given a reply to her to the legal notice served by her to the Counsel.  However, vide letter dated 10.03.2009, the General Manager District Industries, Moga was directed to supply a copy of the noting on the file with reference to the decision taken by the Competent Authority regarding not replying her legal notice.  Vide his letter dated 10.03.2009, he has informed the Director that the said information has been sent to Sh. Angrej Singh, Counsel for the Complainant vide registered letter no. 231 dated 28.01.2009.  A full set of papers has also been sent to Smt. Sukhdev Kaur vide letter dated 17.07.2009 copy of which has been endorsed to the Commission and is already on file. 
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3.

Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today, in case she has any further submission to make since she has not come it is obvious that she has received the information.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Baghel Singh S/O Sh. Charan Singh,

Patti Gopi, Vill. & PO Sathiala,

Tehsli Baba Bakala, Distt. Amritsar.


--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Principal Secretary,

School Education, Punjab,

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





____   Respondent. 

MR No. 63/2009 in AC No-273-2008
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Manoj, Sr. Assisitant, for the PIO/P.S.Education.



Shri Bhag Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the DPI(S).
 
ORDER: 

The complaint of Shri Bhagel Singh  and Sh. Baljit Singh Bhatti dated nil, received in the Commission on 13.6.09 with respect to his RTI application  dated 29.2.08 made to the address of Principal Secretary, Education Deptt., Punjab, had been considered by the Commission in its hearing on 7.10.08 and disposed of  with order of even date.

2. Thereafter, they have, vide their letter dated 11.5.2009 with annexures (1-34) addressed to the Commission, once again requested that the case be reopened.  In the letter they have pointed out that in the order of the Commission dated 7.10.08  it had been wrongly mentioned that none was present for  the  applicant. An Advocate of Punjab and Haryana High Court had appeared on behalf of the applicant, along with Sh. Baljit Singh Bhatti, Sarpanch,  Sathiala on that day.. The same thing has been mentioned in point No. 3 of their letter also.  
3. The matter has been got checked up. There is no Power of Attorney of any Advocate on the record of the Commission, which might have been presented by the Counsel during the hearing, nor has the Appellant given any details of who was the said Advocate of Punjab and Haryana High Court . It is 
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not possible for the Commission to record “None present for the Appellant”, in case anyone was  present. It has also been cross-checked from the Register of Reception of the Commission and it has been found that neither the Advocate nor Sh. Baljit Singh Sarpanch Sathiala is present on  7.10.2008 for the hearing. 
4.
However, point No. 2 relates to the PIO who  should check up the matter and bring the complete file with him on the next date of hearing.

5.
I have gone through the RTI application dated 29.2.08 point by point. It is  observed that in  Item No. 1-8, 12 &  13 information is being given by the Appellant and not being requested for. Therefore, no information is required to given for these points. In point No. 9 & 10, the Appellant is asking for information, which qualifies as “information” under RTI Act, 2005 and must be provided from the files of the Education Department. As for Question Nos. 11 & 14, these are by way of calling for the explanation of the officials perceived to be responsible  for various faults of omission and commission, by way of their ‘Jawab Talbi’ This also does not qualify as “information” under RTI Act, 2005.  The information is required to be given only for ‘information’ , ‘record’ and ‘right to information’ as defined in Section 2(f), (i) and (j) of the RTI Act i.e. for points 9 & 10.
Adjourned to 4.8.2009 for compliance. 








SD- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.  

Sh. Gian Chand Pathak,

VPO Sheikhupura,

Distict Nawanshahr.



&

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

Retd. Administrative Officer,

# 50/30-A, Ramgali N.M.Bagh,

Ludhiana. 







----Complainant   








Vs. 

PIO, O/O DEO

(Secondary Education),

Nawanshahr.





       -----Respondent.




MR No. 65/2009 in CC No-2426 -2008
Present:
Shri Gian Chand Pathak, complainant in person.



Shri swarn Singh,PIO-cum-Distt. Guidance Counsellor.



Shri Amrik Singh, ICT Coordinator.
 
ORDER:


The complaint of Sh. Gian Chand Pathak dated 16.10.09 in connection with his RTI application  dated 11.9.08 had been considered on 24.2.09 and 28.4.09. After due consideration and supply of full information as was available, the case had been disposed of on 28.4.09. 
2.
Thereafter, vide his letter dated 5.5.09, Sh. Gian Chand Pathak made a complaint to the Secretary to Govt., Punjab, Deptt.of Education, The Director General, School Education and D.P.I.(SE) against the PIO in the said case for making a mis-statement before the State Information Commission on 28.4.09 in the matter of CC-2426/2008. While making complaint against the PIO he also sent a copy of his 4 page complaint to Sh. P.K.Verma, Hon’ble State Chief Information Commissioner (Acting), where he further complained in writing about the undersigned with copy to the D.C. Nawanshahr.

3.
After the new Chief Information Commissioner took over, Shri Gian Chand Pathak and Shri Sham Lal Saini wrote another letter dated 13.7.09 addressed to him in the same vein. After giving full background of the case and repeating his 
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complaint he has stated , “from the above it is clear that the Respondent made wrong statement of facts which should have been rejected and penalty should have been imposed upon him. Shri Sham Lal Saini, Retd. Administrative Officer, who was representing Sh. Pathak has also submitted a statement which reads as follows:-  
“What has been stated by the complainant is correct and nothing has been concealed.


The representative of the complainant has the greatest regard for the institution i.e. Right to Information Act, 2005. He holds the Hon’ble Information Commissioner, Madam Rupan Deol Bajaj with highest regards for her impeccable honesty, uprightness, unparallel industry and devotion to her duty. However, he considers that to differ is his right where ever there is justification for difference and expression of opinion is his fundamental right which he has exercised in this case with utmost restraint.


If in the process the feelings have been injured he is extremely sorry and offers unconditional apology.” 
4.
The PIO who is present before me today states that he stands by the statement made by him earlier as recorded by me in my order dated 28.4.09.

5.
The case had been disposed of by the undersigned on 28.4.2009. Today, after going through the complaint of Sh. Pathak dated 5.5.09, it is seen that his letter dated 30.7.09, which purports to be an apology, is not unequivocal. The orders passed by the Bench of the undersigned cannot be ‘Reviewed’, yet I am of the view that Ld. SCIC should transfer this case to any other SIC so that the complaint of Sh. Pathak against the PIO, only on the point of having given an allegedly wrong statement before the Commission can be looked into by another Bench.   


The case is, therefore, sent to Ld. SCIC for the same. 
  







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk)   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Roshan Lal,

S/o Sh. Dev Raj,

R/o Village Bilga,

Patti Bhatti, Tehsil Phillaur,

District Jalandhar.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.  

&

PIO, O/o Director Land Records, 

Jalandhar. 






       -----Respondent.






MR No. 73/2009

        In CC No-2069 -2008 
Present:
 None for Complainant. 


Sh. Mohinder Singh, NSK-II for the PIO. 
ORDER:



Sh. Roshan Lal, Complainant has sent letter dated 28.07.2009 stating that he is not in a position to come this hearing but will appear on the next date of hearing.  As for the PIO, he has sent letter dated 24.07.2009 addressed to the Commission with copy to Sh. Roshan Lal Complainant in which it has been clarified as under (as translated) :-


“you are informed that the record of consolidation of village Bilga has not been deposited in the Sadar Record room but has been deposited in the Tehsil office, Phillaur with which Musavi was also included which had been presented before the State Information Commission which was in a very fragile/deteriorated condition.  In the Sadar record room of the District no record of any village has been deposited.  Therefore, neither Musavi nor the remaining record of the consolidation of village Bilga has been found deposited in the Sadar record room”.  This reply has been given to the Director Land Records. 
2.

On the face of the complaint itself requesting for the case to be re-opened,  I had directed that the notice be issued to the PIO/Director Land 
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Records and PIO/DC, Jalandhar and Complainant and copies of the complaint and the attendant papers be sent to all of them.  However, it is seen that office has not issued any notice to the Director Land Records.  Therefore, the matter stands where it was.   
3.

Notice may be issued to the Director Land, who may clarify the matter. PIO/Director Land Records, Jalandhar should give the full position of the case in the light of what the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar has stated. PIO/Director Land Records, Jalandhar should also note that no person below the rank of APIO should be authorized to represent him in the hearings of the Commission.   


Adjourned to 18.08.2009. 












Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(LS)  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Nagar,

Civil Lines, Patiala.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Tehsildar, Patiala.


& 

PIO/ Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.



--------Respondent 






CC No- 898-2009 
Present:
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, complainant in person.



Sh. Jee ram, Reader of Tehsildar, on behalf of PIO/DC Patiala.



Miss. Kamaljit Kaur, Record Clerk, O/O DC Patiala.



Smt. Jasbir Kaur, RTI Clerk, O/O DC Patiala. 
ORDER:


This case has been considered twice  on 9.6.09 and 8.7.09. On 9.6.09, detailed directions have been given. On 8.7.09, none had appeared  for the PIO and a telephone call was made to the DRO Sh. Parshotam Singh sodhi who stated that the order has just been received and requested for adjournment.  Therefore, the  case was adjourned to 28.7.09 for compliance.

2.
Today,  Miss Kamaljit Kaur, Record Clerk is present with the original file. Shri Kirpal Singh has been permitted to inspect the file and after inspection, he has asked for photocopy of the full file. It had also been ordered to give photocopy free of cost. It should be ensured that the Photostat copies are to be clear and complete so as to capture compete text. However, if Sh. Kirpal Singh is not satisfied, he may be permitted to get the photostat made from a machine of his choice and also at his own cost. The papers should be attested where permissible under rules. It should be a simple attestation by a Gazetted Officer and not “certified by” Record Room, since this file has been found to be a quasi-judicial file. The photocopies should be supplied to him with covering letter giving full details (index).  
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These documents should be supplied to him  within one week from today and the receipt from Sh. Kirpal Singh should be taken on the covering letter and place on the record of the Commission to complete the record.  

With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Vihar,

Civil Lines, Patiala.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. Tehsildar, 

Patiala.






--------Respondent 






CC No- 902-2009
Present:
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, complainant in person.



Sh. Jee Ram, Reader of Tehsildar, on behalf of PIO/DC Patiala.
ORDER:


In accordance with the request of Sh. Kirpal Singh, an attested copy of letter No. 85/)K dated 19.2.09 has been supplied to him  as well as a certificate that the said letter, in original,  has been issued to him by the  PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Patiala.
2.
In a separate case CC-898/09, Shri Kirpal Singh  has inspected the original file today in respect of  the partition case of Vill. Daulatpur in which he was interested and it has been ordered that he should be given the photocopy of the same, within one week. After examining that file,  as well as receiving the letter of the PIO in the present case, in which it has been clearly stated that the possession has not  been changed so far as per the Sanad Takseem. Shri Kirpal Singh still insists that the said mutation has not only been entered but has also been sanctioned and he stated that a false “Kabza Karvai” has also been created on record. He is carrying with him certain sheets of Intqal Register bearing page 59, mutation 383 with the order passed on 10.7.98. I have seen the said order which is a photocopy (unattested) but definitely appears to be part of revenue record and pertains to the said land. Therefore, Register of mutation of village Daulatpur with Page Nos. 50 to 63 of Intqal No. 383 both ‘Parat Patwar’ and ‘Parat Sarkar’ be produced in the Commission as it would be 
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a serious violation of a RTI act if the misleading reply has been given. This record should be produced without fail on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 18.8.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, President,   

Bharstachar Virodhi Front (Regd.)

Machhiwara, Ludhiana. 





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Tehsildar, 

Ludhiana (East).





       -----Respondent.






CC No-1051-2009 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.
 
ORDER:


Shri Sukhwinder Singh vide is complaint dated 8.4.09 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 14.7.09 made to the address of Tehsildar Ludhiana East had not been attended to properly at all and no reply had been given to him. Hence the complaint.

2.
After going through his RTI application, it was seen that he had asked for the following information (as translated):- 

“The total number of mutations of inheritance for the year 2008 which have not yet been sanctioned, alongwith names of the persons concerned and their villages and the reasons why that cannot be sanctioned.”

3.
After seeing that the case was not addressed to the PIO, but to the Tehsildar, who is not the PIO in his own right, notice was issued to the complainant only and  not to the PIO. Today, the complainant was present. It was explained to him that the Tehsil Ludhiana East purportedly consists of more than 100 villages and would be having  the strength of 70-80 Patwaris working in these villages. The RTI application is merely of 4 lines, but involves all 80 Patwaris who would have to scour the mutation registers for 2008, sort out the mutations of inheritance, from all other types of mutations of sale, lease, mortgage, exchange etc.  Thereafter, the course of each mutation of inheritance would have to be traced, for example the mutation  may be sanctioned as undisputed, but an undisputed mutation may later become disputed and be 
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referred by the AC-II to  the SDM for disposal. Also, in case a will is unregistered, it cannot be sanctioned by the AC-II (Naib Tehsildar) but must go to AC-I (Tehsildar). Thereafter it may become disputed. Most disputed mutations can all the way up through the SDM  to the DC, Commissioner, Financial Commissioner Revenue and even to the High Court. The applicant has been advised that such a fact-finding exercise in respect of a particular class of mutations does not lie within the scope of RTI Act, 2005. However, in case he needs information about a particular mutation of inheritance, the status thereof can be applied for to the Copying Branch of the Tehsildar and if it is not given in a reasonable time, then he should apply under the RTI Act for the same to the PIO of the Sub Division who is the SDM. 

With this, the complaint is hereby disposed of.









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Varinder Mahajan,

# 198, Tilak Nagar,

Professor Colony,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief IR&W,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent.






CC No-1200 -2009    

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Ashok Kumar Gupta, PIO-cum-Dy. Chief Accounts Officer, O/O PSEB, Patiala.



Shri Balwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt.  Estt. Non Gazetted Br. II,PSEB

Shri Girish Khanna, Sr. Asstt. O/O C.E. Border Range, Amritsar.
 
ORDER:

Today, Shri Girish Khanna, Sr. Asstt. O/O C.E. Border Range, Amritsar, has come with the concerned file (on which the show cause notice had been issued and the punishment awarded). He stated that the said file  has already been inspected by the applicant as he had given a separate RTI application  for the same addressed to his office. In that connection, the full file had already been inspected by Shri Varinder Mahajan in the presence of two officials  on 18.3.2009 from 3.27 PM to 4.24 PM. However, Sh. Varinder Mahajan had nevertheless  made a complaint in the matter to the Commission which was disposed of by Er. Surinder Singh, Hon’ble SIC vide his order dated 28.5.09 in CC-729/09, bringing on record the above facts. He therefore, stated that there was no need for him to inspect the file again, and in any case the said file had been sent to the Appellate Authority, where Sh,. Varinder Mahajan had filed an Appeal. In view of the above, the Chief Engineer, Border Range need not send any representative for any further hearings in the Commission.
2.
Shri  Ashok Kumar Gupta, PIO-cum-Dy. Chief Accounts Officer, O/O PSEB, Patiala and Shri Balwinder Singh Sr. Asstt.  Estt. Non Gazetted Br. II,
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PSEB have come on behalf of the Chief Accounts Officer only because the notice issued by the Commission had been transferred to them for disposal. However, they have nothing to do with the matter. They also therefore need not come on the next date of hearing.  
3.
The only relevant persons present today are APIO-cum-PRO, the Nodal officer of the PSEB RTI Cell and Sh. Shri Balwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt.  on behalf of the Deputy Secretary, Estt. Non Gazetted Br. II,PSEB, Patiala, who is dealing with the concerned Appeal which he filed 2 years ago regarding which the complainant  is seeking latest status vide his RTI application in 18 points. The PIO has not filed any reply, for which he needs some time, which is granted.

Adjourned to 19.8.2009.


 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.07. 2009  

(Ptk) 
