STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Inderjit, Supdt.

Animal Husbandry Br., R.No,. 715,

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sect. 9, Chandigarh.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO,  Supdt. Admn. I, O/O F.C.R., Punjab Civil Sectt. 

Chandigarh. 






  Respondent
AC No-416 - of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Inderjit, Supdt. Complainant in person.



Sh. D.S.Saroa, APIO-cum-Supdt., o/o FCR, Punjab.


Order:

Sh. Inderjit, Supdt. Animal Husbandry vide his complaint dated 12/14-12-07, made to the State Information Commission submitted that his application dated 20.8.07, submitted to the APIO-cum-Supdt, Admn. I Branch, O/O FCR under the RTI Act with due payment of fee had been rejected outright on 29.8.07 intimating that your claim is not covered u/s 8(3) of the RTI Act. His appeal was similarly rejected on 20.11.07. He stated that the information was very much available and that false plea was taken that it is not available and that wrong section was being applied. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today, and both parties informed.

2
I have gone through the papers on file. Section 8(3) reads as under:-

8.
Exemption from disclosure of information. – Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, there shall be no objection to give any citizen, -

(3) 
Subject to the provisions of clauses (a), (c) and (i) of sub-section (1), any information relating to any occurrence, event or matter which has taken place, occurred or happened twenty years before the date on which any  request is made under section 6 shall be provided to any person making a request under that section: 

3.
It has been explained to the APIO that the import of Section 8(3) is that beyond 20 years the information shall be provided to the applicant and no exemption can be claimed except in Section 8(1)(a)(c) and (i). Clearly, the subject matter of the application does not lie within the clause (a) (c) and (i) of sub section 1 of Clause 8 and hence no exemption can be claimed for the same in accordance with Section 8(3).  

4.
It is observed that information has been sought on 5 points in the proforma devised by the applicant for the same. This covers the entire career span of all clerks and stenos of the office of Financial Commissioner calculated from the dates of their joining after 1.1.1967 to date including their postings, date of appointment including in all higher cadres up to Joint Secretary. These are the two main cadres of the Financial Commissioner Secretariat. The first covering 194 Clerks, 224 Assistants, 42 Supdts. 9 Under Secretaries and 3 Dy./Joint Secretaries. The other cadre covers Steno-typists, Jr./Sr. Scale Stenographers, P.As, Private Secretaries, Under Secretaries, Dy. Secretaries and Jt. Secretaries. 

5.
 Sh. Inder Singh who himself is a Superintendent should realize enormity of the whole task as the information is to be gleaned from the personal files of the concerned  employees through different stages, and the information is  held by different employees for different cadres. Thereafter, as per this proforma the information is required to be amalgamated, further analyzed and presented to him. 

6.
After going through the application, although the case does not fall within Section 8(3), it is fit case where the PIO could have sought exemptions u/s 7(9) of the Act which states:-
7.  Disposal of request.-.


Xx          xx         xx

(9) An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question. 

5.
Sh. Inderjit has been advised to ask for specific documents (emphasis supplied) or for inspection of specific file, if any. He has been asked whether in the interest of transparency, he would like to inspect any specific file but he has stated that he does not want to do so, at present, he will make further application under the RtI Act, if necessary.

With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.

Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Inderjit, Supdt.

Animal Husbandry Br., R.No,. 715,

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sect. 9, Chandigarh.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO,  Jt. Secy. Rev., O/O F.C.R.,  Punjab Civil Sectt. 

Chandigarh. 






  Respondent
AC No-426 - of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Inderjit, Supdt. Complainant in person.



Sh. D.S.Saroa, APIO-cum-Supdt., o/o FCR, Punjab.



Order:

Sh. Inderjit, Supdt. Animal Husbandry vide his Appeal dated 17.12.07, made to the Punjab State Information Commission submitted that his application dated 11.9.07 under the RTI Act made to the Supdt. Admn. I Branch had been rejected by the APIO on 8.10.07.  His appeal dated 19.10.07 made to the Appellate Authority was similarly rejected on 21.11.07. The complainant states that the reasoning for rejecting his application is not relevant and states that earlier, copies of documents pertaining to the meeting of DPC with roster etc. were supplied, but now they have been denied by the PIO.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed.

2.
It is observed that the PIO has taken a blanket plea stating that information sought concerns agenda/proceedings of the DPC only in which besides   the record of the complainant, the record of  all other employees has been discussed. This document is secret and confidential and meant for the eyes of the Chairman and Members of the said committee and hence cannot be supplied to the complaint. After going through the original application for information dated 11.9.07, it is seen that although reference has been given to the DPC agenda and DPC meeting, actually he has not asked for a copy of the agenda or proceedings of the DPC meeting. He has asked for information on 3 points. Point No. 1 concerns supply of copy of instructions dealing with computation of marks/bench mark for promotion as well as allegedly wrong marks given as per those instructions in his own case, as well as the treatment in his own case in the light of these instructions. He has not made any reference to the comparative merit or record of other persons as depicted in DPC. This information along with his confidential reports should be brought for perusal by the Commission and the decision will be taken after going through it on the information, if any, to be provided. 

3.
In item No. 2, he has asked for a copy of instructions for “no report period,” which should be provided, there is nothing secret there. In item No. 3, a copy of reference sent to the Personnel Department in respect of Sh. Madan Lal Bangar and the advice received is sought.  That file should also be produced before the Commission on the next date of hearing along with other papers. Confidential record of Sh. Inderjit from 201-2006 should also be brought here under cover for perusal of the Commission.


Adjourned to 15.4.2008.

                                                                                   Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

#2473, Mohalla Mehna, Bathinda.









Complainant






Vs.
1.
PIO, O/O F.C.R.,Punjab Civil Sectt.,Chandigarh.


2.
Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.


..Respondent
CC No-17- of 2007:
Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Satnam Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O F.C.R.

Sh. Harband Singh Sekhon, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Nathana.



Sh. Bharat Bhushan, Clerk, O/ODRO Bathinda.

Order:

A letter has been presented on behalf of APIO-cum-DRO for PIO O/O DC Bathinda by Sh. Bharat Bhushan, authorised representative of DRO Bathinda. Sh. Balbir Singh Bhullar,ex-MC, vide his detailed complaint dated 31.12.07, numbering 18 pages made to the State Information Commission stated that he has made several successive applications to different authorities in district Bathinda as well as FCR regarding Khasra No. 2467 situated in Patti Mehna Bathinda comprising shamlat land measuring 15 acres plus which was earlier a toba (pond) and has been filled up by the unscruplous persons by illegal encroachment upon it. All the authorities are giving misleading replies and all claim that they have not carried out any inquiry in the matter although this has remained a burning issue. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO/FCR, Punjab, PIO/DC Bathinda and PIO/ADC as well as PIO/Tehsildar Bathinda.

2.
From the information provided under various applications, it is seen that the D.C. at that time ordered an inquiry into the encroachment of land under the pond though the Addl. Deputy Commissioner Sh. DPS Kharbanda. Sh. 
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Kharbanda began an inquiry. Thereafter Sh. Kharbanda suo moto wrote a letter to the D.C. on 25.3.04 stating that he had started an inquiry but since the Punjab Government has given the inquiry over to FCR and the matter is being enquired into by that authority, he has stopped the inquiry at his end.  On the other hand, the PIO/FCR states that no such inquiry has been conducted by the then FCR Mrs. Gurbinder Chahal regarding shamlat land Patti Mehna Bathinda and has also stated in a letter to  the D.C. that “the communication dated 18.6.07 of the D.C.Bathinda is not explicit in this issue. No such inquiry was conducted by the FCR.”  It is clear that all the PIOs are passing the buck to each other but none has given a clear cut answer in the matter The PIOs are directed to bring with them full record and file on the matter of the ADC, Tehsildar as well as FCR on the next date of hearing. The complainant may also avail himself of the opportunity of being heard, if he wishes.

Adjourned to 30.4.2008.


Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh.Balraj Kalra, Lajpat Nagar,

Gali No.6, Kot Kapura.





Complainant






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



..Respondent
CC No-60- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Balraj Kalra, complainant in person.



Sh. Darshan Singh, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar and



Sh. Pawan Kumar, Regn. Clerk, O/O Naib Tehsildar.


Order:

Sh. Balraj Kalra vide his complaint dated 7.1.08 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application under the RTI Act dated 1.11.07 made to the address of PIO-cum-DRO Faridkot had not been attended to properly. He stated that the information had not been given to him on item No. 2 on the pretext that copy of any document cannot be provided under this Act. His complaint was sent to the PIO. The date of hearing fixed for 18.3.08 and both parties informed.

2.
Today, Sh. Darshan Singh, Naib Tehsildar, present in the Court stated that full information had been supplied to him except for item No,. 3 which did not concern his office and the concerned record was with the HRC Branch of the DC Faridkot where it had been deposited as per rules. He also produced copies of the receipt from the complainant dated 7.12.07 in which had had admitted that full information had been received except on point No. 3, (whereas the complainant has referred point no. 2). Today, the complainant has clarified that the complaint is regarding point No. 2&3. I have gone through the original application dated 1.11.07 made by the complainant. It is observed that although the complainant has been given information, the plea taken by the PIO that the documents are not required to be given is incorrect. The PIO states that under the Registration act it is provided that documents are not to be given. I am not aware of any such condition/provisions in the Registration Act that any documents pertinent to any Registry and available on government record are required to be kept secret. 

3.
APIO is hereby directed to give required documents with covering letter, with duly indexed,  page numbered and attested (in case of original documents), without fail, at least 10 days before the next date of hearing against due receipt from the complainant. A copy thereof along with a set of the documents supplied may be provided for the record of the Commission. In case Sh. Kalra has received the information and is satisfied with it, he need not appear on the next date of hearing and the case will be disposed of accordingly.

Adjourned to 16.4.08. 

                                                                                          Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Satnam Singh, S/O Sh. Surjit Singh (4.J)

Central Jail, Ludhiana.





Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Sr.Supdt. of Police, Tarn Taran.


..Respondent

CC No-85 - of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant,.

Sh. Manjeet Singh Bal, APIO-cum-DSP (H.Q) Tarn Taran, for the PIO.



Sh. Jarnail Singh, S.I. for the PIO.



Order:

In compliance with orders dated 15.5.07 and 5.2.08, Sh. Manjeet Singh, APIO-cum- DSP(HQ) Tarn Taran has appeared in person on behalf of the PIO, SSP Tarn Taran.  No written explanation of the PIO has been filed, who had been issued show cause notice by the Commission. The required information has not been given to the complainant so far.  On the request of APIO Sh. Manjeet Singh DSP (HQ) who is present in the Court today, a short adjournment of 15 days is hereby given. A personal assurance has been given by him that full information required by Sh. Satnam Singh, under trial prisoner, shall be provided to him through Supdt. Central Jail, Ludhiana within one week without fail and a receipt  showing the date of  delivery to the applicant shall be produced on the next date of hearing along with an attested copy of the said documents duly indexed and page numbered for the record of the Commission. The matter can be considered only after the information is supplied.


Adjourned to 8.4.2008 for confirmation of supply of information and consideration of the written explanation, if any, of the PIO, SSP Tarn Taran.


Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Miss Ravneet Kaur, IAS(Retd.),

# 1446-E, Dashmesh Nagar, 

Vill Karoran, Naya Gaon, 

Teh. Kharar, Distt. SAS Nagar(Mohali).


Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar.


..Respondent
CC No-96 - of 2008:

Present:
Miss. Ravneet Kaur, IAS(Retd.) complainant in person.



APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DFO Ropar.


Order:

Miss Ravneet Kaur, IAS (Retd.) Financial Commissioner to the Government Punjab, vide her letter dated 8.1.08 made to the State Information Commission submitted that her application under the RTI Act dated 6.8.07 made to the address of the PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar had not been attended to properly. The information supplied was not complete and infact was misleading, as well as that relevant information was not given out. Miss Ravneet Kaur in her original application had asked for the following information:-

“Because there are so many confusing statements put out by the Department of Agriculture (Forest Wing), as well as the Department of Local Bodies, I would like to have the record of your department regarding the certain land of village Karoran, Hadbast No. 352 earlier Tehsil Kharar, now District SAS Nagar, Mohali, under the Forest Acts and Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900. Kindly supply the following information as per your official record as on date:

a) Whether the following land all falling in village Karoran Hadbast No. 352, Sub-Tehsil Majri as per record in the Jamabandi for the year 2001-2002 is covered by any notification under any section of the Forest Act or Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900 or any other Act administered by the Department of Agriculture (Forest Wing)? There are joint Khatas out of which I have purchased a small share:

1.   Khewat No. 822, Khatauni Nos. 1040 to 1043 Khasra No. 231(102-18) out of which I have purchased 80/2058 i.e. 4 kanals.

2.  Khewat No. 821, Khatauni No. 1034 to 1039, Khasra No. 232/1/2(795-16) of which I own 50/15996 share i.e. 2 kanal 10 marla only.

(b) In case any of the above are covered under any Act, kindly provide certified copies of the notifications as well as copy of the provisions of the Act under which they are covered. In case they are not covered under any act, kindly also provide a copy of the ‘Farads’ of these lands as per latest girdawari and jamabandi without,  by deleting if necessary any entry stating that it is so covered under section 4 of the Act. Copies of the records supplied should be duly attested.

(c)
Have the above stated land, ever been covered by the Forest Act or Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900 since 1900? If so, please provide copy of the relevant notifications/records.”

2.
I have gone through the information supplied to her upon which the complaint is based. It is seen that the said Khasra Nos. 231 & 232 are not covered in any of the notifications supplied dated 2.9.1914, 17.9.1914, 23.9.1914, 6.4.79, 9.11.87 and 22.9.93, 3.2.2003 and 20.1.2004. All these notifications are u/s 3 &4 of the Punjab Land Preservation (Choes) Act, 1900. Of these notifications all are obsolete except notifications dated 3.2.2003 and 20.1.2004, issued u/s 3 & 4 of the Punjab Land Preservation (Choes) Act, 1900. 3.
It is, therefore, necessary that the attested copy of the original Gazette Notification issued on 3.2.2003 under the signatures of Sh. RPS Pawar, Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Department of Forests be produced alongwith schedule, if any, thereto.

4.
It is also observed that the first paragraph of the said notification dated 3.2.2003 states:


“Whereas the areas mentioned in the annexed Schedule are comprised within the limits of the local areas notified under section 3 of Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900, vide Punjab Government Notification No. 4811 Ft.IIV)-61/8163, dated 9.6.1961.”


In the schedule, however, areas have not been specified at all and only the following information has been given.`


Schedule u/s 4 of Land Preservation Act, 1900
	District
	Tehsil
	Village & HB No.
	Total area of Village
	Area already closed under Choe Act
	Area already chosed under section 29
	Balance area  to be notified in Acre

	Ropar
	Khara
	Karoran (352)
	3700
	2874
	
	826


5.
It appears that the schedule annexed to notification dated 9.6.1961 is the relevant schedule referred to in notification dated 3.2.2003 which has been further extended for 15 years. Therefore, notification dated 9.6.1961 along with schedule thereto must be produced giving definite and clear information to the complainant as to whether the  Khasra Numbers owned by her are covered by thatschedule or not.

6.
Further, in case the land is closed under the Forest Act, the gazette notification showing the Khasra number etc, under the specific provision of the Forest Act may also be supplied or it may be clearly stated that there is none.

7.
In so far as the complaint of Miss Ravneet Kaur in her letter dated 25.9.07 pointing out deficiencies in the information supplied, it is observed that the request to inspect the file to see whether the area to be closed was specifically mentioned and also that she would like to examine the file as to why the notification was issued in 2003 and another was issued in 2004 was concerned. It is a demand for new information not contained in her original application. Similarly her request to examine the file to see whether or not objections were invited from the individuals for the land in this area u/s 6 & 7 of the Punjab Land Preservation Act was concerned is a fresh demand and arising out of information given in response to the original application as such cannot find place in any complaint against the Public Information Officer before the State Information Commission. The complainant is advised to give a fresh application to the concerned PIO for inspection of files after giving details of the said files.

8.
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the necessary information to the applicant without fail with in 10 days with covering letter giving details of documents being supplied duly indexed, page numbered and attested under due receipt from her and to produce receipt as well as set of all the documents supplied for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing.

9.
Since the matter has been gone into detail by the Commission and the facts have been crystallized, there remains no scope for any further obfuscation. The PIO should make personal efforts to see that that no further delay is caused in this case. It is observed that Miss Ravneet Kaur has not insisted in her complaint on penalty being imposed upon the PIO under the Act, but is more keen to get the correct information rather than to penalize the PIO. However, the PIO should suo moto offer his explanation for the delay in providing the information, in spite of the fact that exact deficiencies had been pointed out as far back as on 25.9.07 by the applicant. 


Adjourned to 2.4.2008.
                                                                                       Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Miss Ravneet Kaur, IAS(Retd.),

# 1446-E, Dashmesh Nagar, 

Vill Karoran, Naya Gaon, 

Teh. Kharar, Distt. SAS Nagar(Mohali).


Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner SAS Nagar.


..Respondent
CC No-96 -A- of 2008:

Present:
Miss. Ravneet Kaur, IAS(Retd.) complainant in person.



None for the PIO D.C. SAS Nagar.


Order:

It is seen that Miss Ravneet Kaur, IAS, (Retd.) Financial Commissioner to the Government of Punjab, vide her complaint dated 8.1.08 made to the State Information Commission submitted that her application under the RTI Act dated 6.8.2007 made to the address of  PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar had not been attended to properly and the reply was incomplete and deficient. She had followed it up by her letter dated 25.9.07 pointing out the deficiencies in supply of documents. However, Miss Ravneet Kaur has stated that no further information has been received by her from the Deputy Commissioner and has stated that the Deputy Commissioner had not bothered to give proper reply except for stating that the information supplied by the Divisional Forest Officer was being forwarded.  A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.

It is observed that it is entirely optional for the complainant to appear on the date of hearing in order to pursue his/her complaint but it is mandatory for the PIO to respond to the State Information Commission by appearing in person or through his representative and giving status of the case, and clarify actions on the complaint, as may be warranted to show that he had carried out the duties imposed upon him by the RTI. In this case, the PIO, O/O D.C. SAS Nagar has not done either. It is observed that the application made to you is also concerned with entries in revenue record. Therefore, it should not be marked for disposal by the Divisional Forest Officer Ropar to be dealt with on the revenue side.

3. The Commission is therefore constrained to issue a show cause notice to the PIO to state through a written reply as to why action should not be taken against him u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act and a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day, subject  to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him for delay in  providing the information in full despite the deficiencies being pointed out directly by the complainant and in addition not having responded to the notice of the Commission He may file his written explanation  on the next date of hearing. He is also directed to supply the necessary information to the complainant before 2.4.2008 without fail.


Adjourned to 2.4.2008. 


                                                                                     Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

A copy of the order passed by the Commission in the related CC No. 96/2008, Miss Ravneet Kaur, IAS, Vs PIO, Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar, is also endorsed to you for your information and record.

                                                                                     Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 




State Information Commissioner
Dy. Commissioner, Ropar. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# LIG 167, Model Town, Phase I, Bathinda.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO,
O/O Secretary Finance, Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh.



..Respondent
CC No- 97- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Roop Narayan Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Mohinder Pal Singh, Sr. Asstt, O/O F.S.Punjab, for the PIO.


Order:

Shri Roop Narayan Singh, vide his complaint dated 9.1.08 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 4.12.07 addressed to the PIO, O/O Secretary Finance, Punjab, with due payment of fee had not been attended to properly. He has asked for certain clarification based upon the instructions issued by the Department of Finance which he was very badly in need of, but the PIO took a simple recourse of denying him the information by stating that his request did not fall with the definition of the RTI as provided under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act.

2.
From the papers of file and after hearing Sh. Roop Narayan, the matter has emerged that his wife Smt. Pinki working as Steno in the Punjab State Electricity Board since 1983 and died of cancer in 2004 leaving behind husband (applicant) one daughter- 16 years and a son- 9 years. He being eligible to get family pension, was sanctioned family pension on his and his children’s behalf being the husband. Now he has got remarried on 28th Feb., 2006. His daughter then minor and now 19 years and major. She is eligible for family pension till the age of 25 or until she gets married or earns her own income beyond a specific limit of Rs. 2620/- per month as per Manual of Instructions of the Finance Department letter No. 1/7/98-1FP3/8709 dated 16.7.98, chapter 13 Rule 4.3 thereto.  He has stated that he has spent more than 4 months in going to each 
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and every authority to get dependent certificate to show that the daughter was completely dependent upon him which had been verified by the Patwari/Kanungo/Tehsildar and finally by SDM & D.C. and issued dependent certificate on 10.8.07 on the following terms:-

              “ Office of Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.
                               (Misc Branch)




To whom it may concern.


As per report received from Sub Divisional Magistrate Bathinda vide his letter No. 580/MC Dated 1.6.07, Miss Divya Singh D/O Sh. Roop Narayan Singh, R/O LIG  167, Phase 1, Model Town Bathinda, whose mother  has been expired on 14.1.2004, is presently dependent on her father. She is studying in +2 and is still unmarried. Her father income is Rs. 23,791/04p per month as per documents submitted by him. He is working as Computer Operator in Punjab National Bank, Civil Line Branch, Bathinda.

No. 10241/MA,  Dt. 10.8.2007.                                Sd/-

                                                           For Deputy 







Commissioner, Bathinda.”


However, this certificate was not being accepted by the PSEB authorities since it had not been clearly written that Miss Divya Singh aged 19 herself had no income exceeding the laid down limit and they had told him that it was for him to get the said certificate. Having spent a lot of time in getting the certificate, he has requested that either the certificate that she is dependent on her father be accepted or else the needful verification be got done at the earliest by the PSEB authorities officially at their level.

3.
It is observed that the applicant, in the garb of asking for clarification/interpretation is making a plea for help, hoping that the said clarification would spur the PSEB authorities to action.  It is a humanitarian problem and the PSEB may see its way to making an official reference seeking clarification to the D.C. Bathinda for expediting the said information and also following it up for expeditious results. The complainant is advised to approach the 
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Competent Authority in the Executive, in this case the Chairman, PSEB directly and bring the matter to his attention for expeditious action.
With this the matter is hereby disposed of. 


Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Vill. Bika, Distt. Nawanshahar.




Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Nawanshahar.

..Respondent
CC No-1956 - of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Makhan ?Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. A.S.Bhullar, APIO-cum-DDPO, Nawanshahar for the PIO.


Order:

The present complaint dated 25.10.07 for non supply of information by the PIO, O/O DDPO Nawanshahar under the RTI Act has been made to the State Information Commission in connection with application dated 31.7.07 made by Sh. Makhan Singh. Another identical complaint made by Sh. Makhan Singh dated 31.7.07 titled CC-1108 of 2007 against the same PIO has already been disposed of. Sh. Makhan Singh complainant as well as DDPO who is present today have both acknowledged that the complaint is regarding the same application and that matter has already been disposed of.


However, today the PIO, present in court appeared to be presenting a discordant picture. The case is adjourned to 30.4.08 for further clarification.


Sd/- 







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 1014, Phase VII, SAS Nagar.




Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Distt. Revenue Officer, SAS Nagar, Mohali.
..Respondent
CC No-2297 - of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Bishan Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Malkiat singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Kharar. For the PIO.


Order:

Sh. Bishan Singh vide his complaint dated 12.12.07 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application 12.11.07 under the RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of APIO/DRO SAS Nagar Mohali had not been attended to and information had not been supplied to him within the stipulated period. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO. Date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Kharar has presented a copy of the report of Sh. Sandeep Sharma Patwari Sohali, Hadbast No. 90 giving reply dated 15.1.08 to each of the 5 questions posed by Sh. Bishan Singh which he admits having received. However, Sh. Bishan Singh is not satisfied with the same and says that the reply is neither complete nor satisfactory.

3.
I have gone through the application of Sh. Bishan Singh. It is seen that Sh. Bishan Singh is a Matriculate. However his knowledge and experience in revenue matters needs to be appreciated since he is very aware of the ground realities and has obviously supplied the information to the PIO rather than seeking it. He has quietly tried to give a direction to the case for further action to be taken and under the garb of seeking information.  He wants that action not taken for last 20 years in various quasi judicial matters be initiated, completed and final Jamabandi with all rectifications incorporated as per his notions of what 
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needs to be done should be made and final result delivered to him in the form of corrected Jamabandi. Sh. Bishan Singh is well aware that it does not lie within the scope and jurisdiction of this Commission to order action and it can only be ensured that information available on records of the Government is supplied to him as per the provisions of the Act.


With this the case is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

18.03.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. G.C.Swedeshi,

Sirhind Consumers Protection Forum,

Mohalla Modian, Sirhind, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.

Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Director, Local Govt., Punjab,

SCO 131-132, Juneja Building,


Sector 17, Chandigarh.





Respondent
CC No- 1409- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt, for the PIO, O/O Director, Local Govt.,
Punjab.
Order:

.A copy of the order passed on the last date of hearing on 12.2.08 could not be supplied to the complainant or the PIO and has been given to the representative of the PIO today. Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Asstt, office of Director Local Government has presented a letter dated 14.3.08, addressed to Consumer Protection Forum and copy endorsed to Dy. Registrar, State Information Commission, stating that the information had already been supplied to Sh. G.C.Swadeshi vide letter dated 27.9.07 directly by the PIO concerned (M.C.Sirhind). The complaint of Sh. Swadeshi is dated 11.8.07 and the letter dated 24.9.07 is a reminder from him. It is observed that due notice had been given to the complainant for hearing on 12.2.08. Otherwise also, he should have ascertained the new date of hearing in case he was interested to say something. Since he has neither appeared nor address any communication to the Commission, it appears that he is satisfied with the information. The complaint is thus disposed of.

Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner
18.03.2008
(Ptk.)
