STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Des Raj

#65-C, Phase-1

Urban Estate, Bathinda









......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/o Estate Officer

O/o Estate Offier,

Urban Estate, PUDA

Bathinda 






.....Respondent.

CC No-844-of 2006: 

Present:
Sh. Des Raj complainant in person.



Sh. Kamal Singh, Clerk for PIO with letter of authority.

Order: 



Sh. Des Raj vide his application dated 16.10.2006 asked for the following papers for period relating to August 2002 up to 15.10.2006:-

 “1. Copy of noting side on file on plot No. 65-C, Phase 1,    
    Urban Estate, Bathinda with reference to my application      
    dated 01.08.2008 and 9.10.2000 be supplied.

2.  Inspection of files of Plot No. 49-C, 65-C, 66-C, 87-C,


  88-C of Phase 1 and Plot No. 221 of Phase-II of Urban 
  Estate, Bathinda may be allowed and time and date of 
  inspection be intimated.” 

Regarding item No. 2, the inspection of the file was permitted on 29.12.2006,   Sh. Des Raj gave the following receipt:-

 “Today on 29.12.2006, I have inspected the file of Plot No. 49-C, 66-C, 87-C, 88-C of Phase 1 and Plot No. 221-C of Phase II only.

Thanking you

Yours faithfully 

Des Raj”

Regarding point No. 1 the file of Plot 65-C Phase-1, Urban Estate, belonging to Sh. Des Raj was stated to be not available.  Regarding Point No. 1 vide letter dated 15.01.2007, the PIO informed the Commission

 “However in so far as the required noting dated 9.10.2000 of Plot No. 65-C Phase-I, Urban Estate, Bathinda is concerned, it is submitted that the despite personal efforts the said file is not 
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traceable, as such it is beyond the control of the respondent to provide the copy of required noting dated 9.10.2000.  It is further submitted that as and when the said file is traced, the complainant shall be immediately informed regarding the same and the required copy shall be supplied accordingly.”

2.

The above position was not accepted and on May 8th, 2007, the following orders were passed in para 2, thereof:-

 “The PIO is also directed to state whether any inquiry has been held for the missing file for plot No. 65-C and responsibility therefore been fixed?  Or in case it has not been possible to fix the responsibility, has any FIR been lodged for the loss of file?  If so, copies should be supplied for the information of the Commission and the complainant.”

3.
The PIO, vide his letter dated 11.06.2007 reported:-

 “As regard to the request made by the petitioner to initiate proceedings u/s 20, it is submitted that besides except for some record pertaining to file of plot No. 65-C, which could not be traced, the entire file has been shown to the petitioner, who has inspected the same on 29.12.2006.  The remaining record shall also be shown to the petitioner as soon as the same is traced.  The concerned JE and Junior Assistant at the time have already been issued notice vide letter no. 4497-4498 dated 18.12.2006, and who in their replies have mentioned regarding not having information with regard to the said record.  The file with regard to plot No 65-C could not be traced despite best efforts and even otherwise the Junior Assistant at that time Mr. Bachiter Pal is bed ridden due to illness and his legs have become permanently disabled and he is unable to come to the office.  However the efforts are still on for tracing the said file.”

4.
In the order dated June 12th, 2007 in para 1, the following observations were made:-

 “ From a preliminary glance of the reply filed by the P.I.O. it is seen that all out efforts to trace the said file have still not been made by the P.I.O. and no action has been taken to start the proceedings to fix the responsibility and/or to register an F.I.R. for the missing papers.  The existence of the file has never yet been denied by the P.I.O. so far.  From the Rejoinder filed today, it has also been seen that the complainant has asserted that vide office Memo No.-II dated January 12, 2007, a copy of 

the noting on his application dated August 1, 2000 was supplied
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which shows that the file is very much available and is in existence.”

5.
In his reply dated 24.07.2007, the PIO stated;-

 “It is pertinent to mentioned that the copy of the noting on the application of the complainant dated August 1, 2000 was supplied to the complainant as the said noting was part of the Map File and not the original allotment file.”

6.
However this position was not accepted and in para 1 of the order dated 25.07.2007, the Commission observed

 “The PIO has further stated that copy of the noting on the application of the complainant dated 1.08.2000 which was supplied to the complainant was in fact noting part of the map file and not the original file.  This some how strains the credulity. It is therefore all the more necessary that the original file should be traced immediately and action against the person who has lost it expedited.

7.
Vide his letter dated 22.08.2007, the PIO stated 

 “It is once again submitted that all possible efforts to trace the misplaced file have been made and are still continuing and a letter No. 1529 dated 23.07.2007 has already been written to Additional Chief Administrator, PUDA, Bathinda for seeking necessary permission for registration of FIR regarding the loss of file and to issue show cause notice to the persons responsible, and during whose tenure the file had been lost, which includes Sh. Jiwan Kumar Gupta, Sr. Assistant and Sh. Bachitter Pal Junior Assistant.  As and when the necessary permission regarding the same is received, the FIR will be registered and the show cause notice shall be issued to the persons in this regard fixing up their responsibility.”  

8.
Thereafter, on 24.10.2007 the following orders were passed:-

“With reference to the order of the Commission from time to time i.e 8.5.07, 12.6.07, 25.7.07 and the latest 29.8.07, it has been stated by the representative of the PIO, present in the Court today that the main file concerning Plot No. 65-C, Phase 1,   Urban Estate, Bathinda has been traced has been traced out with great efforts.  They would, therefore, now be contacting the applicant and allowing inspection of the said file 

to Sh. Des Raj and permitting him to take photocopies of the documents needed by him.”
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Thus, it would be seen that it was with great difficulty that the file pertaining to Plot No. 65-C was unearthed and yielded.  Sh. Des Raj was permitted to inspect the file on 20.12.2007 and he was permitted to take what ever papers he wanted. 

9.
Now, Sh. Des Raj has started making compliants that the file is incomplete.  In a five page closely hand written letter with annexures,  has made a fresh complaint asking that the PIO-cum-Estate Officer should be asked to file an affidavit that no other plot holder excluding Naib Singh Grover had been allotted green space under the policy of the Govt.This is not covered under the Provisions of the Right to Information Act.  He has also stated based upon the papers that he has received and the file that he has inspected, that he has reason to believe that  due orders had actually been passed by the Competent Authority allotting him the green space, but some how the papers concerned are missing and have been deliberately suppressed. These are his conclusions but have not been found possible to be proved.  It has been explained to him that armed with the information that he has been enabled to get under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he may like to bring his perceived grievances to the attention of the Competent Authority in the Executive for their redressal,  since, it is not within  the scope of jurisdiction of the State Information Commission under the Act  to do so.  A copy of the affidavit filed by  Sh. Pirthi Singh before the State Information Commission dated 19.02.2008 (attested by Oath Commissioner) to the effect that the complete record that is available  has been shown to Sh. Des Raj  that it is the only record available with him.



With this the case is hereby disposed of. 



Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lalit Mohan

S.R. House, Opp. Personal Point,

100 Ft. Road, near Ghore Wala Chowk, Bathinda

......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Registrar

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology

Bathinda 






.....Respondent.

CC No-203- 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Lalit Mohan complainant in person.


Dr. Daler Singh, PIO-cum-Principal


Sh. Jasdeep Singh, Advocate

Order: 



Sh. Lalit Mohan presented his oral arguments as well as a letter dated 30.04.2008 containing some further documents and concluded his arguments on behalf of the respondent college, the PIO Dr. Daler Singh presented a letter addressed by the Dr. Harpal Singh, Principal, Technical Education Minister, Punjab-cum-Chairman, Board of Governors, Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology, Bathinda along with annexures on behalf of the college.  Sh. Jasdeep Singh, Advocate also presented his arguments based on the same communication addressed to the Technical Education Minister and concluded his arguments.
2.

After hearing arguments of both parties the judgment was reserved. Both parties will be informed of the date of announcement of the order in advance.
3.

It was pointed out by the complainant that in annexure 5 of the letter sent by the Principal of College to the Technical Education Minister the following words occur:-
 “A case is under consideration with Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, I.A.S. u/s definition (h) vide CC 203/2007.
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She is also fully agreed that status of College is an autonomous body and not a public authority.  Hence, College is not required to supply or provide such information under Right to Information Act 2005.


At present the case is adjourned to 30.04.2008 for arguments (copy enclosed).”

Further it is also stated that 

 “Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Punjab, Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, I.A.S. has also verbally advised to the undersigned to take the permission of withdrawal of the implementation RTI Act 2005 from our Board of Governors at the earliest 









Sd/- 







Public Information Officer”

 These words occur in the letter addressed by the PIO to the Principal Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology. 

4. 

It is further observed that in annexure 6 Sh. Gorav Sharma advocate for S.S Bhinder Advocate has written the following communication to the Principal GZSCET, Bathinda, 
“Sub:-  Clarification regarding Implementation of R.T.I. Act-2005. CC No. 203 of 2007.

 
 I am appearing in the above noted case on behalf of the college.  During the proceeding before Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab an observation was made by the Ho’ble bench that in case the college society is independent and self financing i.e not getting any aid or grant from State Govt. than why the college is implementing the Act.


 Now, in view of the above observation you may do the needful to further strengthen our stand before the bench.”

In view of the above it is necessary for the undersigned to clarify that observations of the Bench have not been correctly understood. The observations of the Bench were in the context of the active as well as the passive acquiesence of the College authorities to all orders received from the Govt. in respect of application of the Right to Information Act to the said College including appointment of PIO Appellate Authority etc. and wide publication in the press etc.  It had been observed that in case the said college wished to adopt a stance that it was autonomous, having freed itself from its moorings to the State Govt. and having become completely financially independent and as such could choose its 
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own course of action, the resolution of the Board of Directors of the said autonomous College was required to be produced in support thereof.  To this extent, the remarks subscribed to the undersigned have been misconcluded, since the matter regarding whether the said college is a Public Authority under the Right to Information Act or not is the matter which is before the Commission for decision at present. The PIO should correct his record and the reference to the State Technical Education authority accordingly.


Judgment reserved.



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal

C/o Gurcharan Singh Grewal

#74, Hill View Enclave

Brahm Ashram Road, Himshikha

Pinjore, Distt.- Panchkula



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1078- 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, S/o Late Sh. Harpal Singh, Grewal,


Sh. Talwinder Kumar, Girdawar Kanungo, Dakha
Order: 



Sh. Talwinder Kumar, Girdawar Kanungo, Dakha has been authorized with letter of authority is representing the APIO today.  He states that the copy of the original letter has just been received yesterday evening and therefore no action could be taken on that.  A fax has also been received from DRO.  However, it is not understood for what purpose of further fee of Rs. 10/- has been demanded.  Since the payment for application has already been made and copy of the original letter has been supplied on the asking of the court to help the PIO to locate the same.  The Right to Information application is in connection with this letter.


Adjourned to 11.06.2008.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

S/o Sh. Sansar Chand Kohli

R/o 85-D, Kitchlu Nagar

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Chief Secretary 

Pb. Civil Sectt., Pb.,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1341-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli complainant in person.



Sh. Joginder Singh Lamba, APIO-cum-Supdt., Vigilence Deptt.



Sh. Nirmal Singh, Sr. Asstt. General Co-ordination Branch.

Order: 



On the last date of hearing on 19.03.2008 the APIO, Vigilance has stated that full information on the representation dated 22.11.2006, on which an inquiry was duly carried had been provided to Sh. Kohli alongwith the copy of the inquiry report and supporting statements of the witnesses.  Sh. Kohli had also been permitted to inspect the vigilance file and he had requested for copy of the noting portion which was made available to him during the hearing itself.  However, Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli stated that the information given to him was with respect to some other complaint and not in respect of all the complaints made by him at all.  In fact the complaint FC-855 was against Sh. Paramjit Singh, Supdt. and did not concern his complaint at all.  I have gone through the report of the Ludhiana Unit of the Vigilance Bureau supplied to him.  It has become clear that the matter involving the same complainant, the same accused persons and in respect of the same matter had culminated in an FIR in which a challan had already been presented and the matter was pending in the Trial Court.  The matter had already been inquired into and according to the DSP Vigilance Bureau Unit 4, Ludhiana, it is not possible for two FIR’s to be registered in the same matter and it was better to leave the decision in the matter to the Court 
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where it was pending.  In view of this report, it is not possible to give credence to Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli’s version that the matter concerns some other case and the information supplied is irrelevant.

2.

The APIO vigilance has stated that full information has already provided to Sh. Kohli and matter may be closed.  He states that vide registered letter dated 23.04.2008 once again information has been given to him in addition to earlier information given to him.



With this the matter is hereby disposed of.  


Sd/- 

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain, C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar

Civil Lines, Ludhiana




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mini Sectt., Patiala





.....Respondent.

CC No-1402-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Surinder Goswami, Clerk, O/o the Deputy Commissioner, 


Patiala.

Order: 



In compliance with order dated 19.03.2008 Sh. Surinder Goswami, Additional Dealing Clerk, Right to Information, authorized representative of the PIO/DC, Patiala has stated that the responsibility for causing delay and dereliction of the duty has been fixed upon Sh. Amrik Singh, Clerk as well as Smt. Balbir Kaur.  The Deputy Commissioner has taken action against them after due procedure and imposed stoppage of two annual increments each.  A copy of the order has been placed on the file.  With this the matter is hereby disposed of.









Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Makhan Singh

Village Bika

Distt.- Nawanshehar




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Nawanshehar





.....Respondent.

CC No-1956-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Makhan Singh complainant in person.



None for the respondent.

Order: 



None has appeared for the respondent DDPO. However he has sent a letter dated 29.04.2008 that due to ongoing Panchyat Samiti/Zila Parishad Elections, he is not in a position to attend the hearing today and may be given another opportunity.  The request is allowed. 

2.

The Commission would like to have latest status of the case with respect to the challan filed in the Judicial Court at the behest of the DDPO based upon a misunderstanding of the facts, which was clearly brought out as wrong by a subsequent enquiry, as stated by him before the Commission.



Adjourned to 11.06.2008.


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 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:
Sh. Balbir Singh Dhillon complainant in person.



Smt. Satnam Kaur, APIO-cum- Supdt., FCR’s Office Land 


Revenue Branch.



Sh. Jatinder Singh APIO-cum-DRO, Bathinda. 



Sh. Vijay Zade, ADC (D), Bathinda.

Order: 



In pursuance of order passed in the hearing dated 18.03.2008, the ADC(D) Bathinda Sh. Vijay Zade has reported a fresh inquiry was ordered to be conduced by the ADC(D) and ADC has since completed the inquiry in respect of the toba land of the Shamlat Patti Mehna.  The latest nishandehi has been got completed and area under encroachment identified.  He has presented letter dated 28.04.2008 being covering letter to the Inquiry Report vide which he has presented the said report to the Deputy Commissioner.  He has stated that the copy of the same duly attested has been supplied to the complainant during the hearing today.  Also copy of D.O letter dated 07.03.2004 addressed by Sh. K.A.P Sinha the then DC to the address of the then FCR Smt. Gurbinder Chahal, a copy of the note sent by Sh. Surinder Singla dated 9.03.2004 to the CM, as well as letter dated Steno/328, dated 28.04.2008 by the FCR to the DC Bathinda regarding details of land proposed to be acquired have also been supplied to Sh. Balbir Singh Dhillon. 



With this the matter is disposed of to the satisfaction of the complainant. 


















Sd/-

  





  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Boota Singh

Village Kanech, P.O Sahnewal

Distt.- Ludhiana









......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Health Services, Pb.,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-222-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Narinder Mohan, Supdt.-cum- AIO,



Sh. Mulk Raj, Sr. Asstt., 

Order: 


In compliance with order dated 25.3.08, the proof of registry of the documents sent on 24.3.08 to the complainant was produced. While directing the PIO to send the documents to the complainant by registered post an adjournment had been given specifically to enable Sh. Boota Singh to study the said papers so that he can have an opportunity for making the submission, if any,  before the Commission on the next date of hearing. It had also been observed that,  “In case the proof of registry etc. is produced and the complainant does not appear on the next date of hearing it will be taken that he is satisfied and the complaint will be disposed of accordingly.” Since Sh. Boota Singh had not appeared, it is presumed that he has received the full information, he wanted, and the matter is hereby disposed of.



                                                                  
   Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.
(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Upasna

H.No. 5324/3

Modern Complex

Mani Majra, Chandigarh 




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Health Services. Pb.,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-231-of 2008: 

Present:
Smt. Upasna complainant in person.



Sh. Joginder Pal Supdt. Gr-I with Sanjay Sharma, dealing 


Clerk.



Sh. Ani Parkash, Section Officer.

Order: 


Smt. Upasna has stated that no fresh papers had been given to her and only the papers given to her during the hearing had been attested and provided to her.  However the rest of the directions given in para 2 of the order of the Commission of 25.03.2008 have not been carried out.  The case had been adjourned for today for compliance, for supply of information as directed in para 2 of the order as well as for consideration of the reply to the show cause notice under section 20(1) vide issued to the PIO in para 3 of the order dated 25.03.2008 for delay of 15-16 months beyond the stipulated period for providing information.
Neither the reply has been furnished nor any written reply to the show cause notice has been rendered.  Thus, it is concluded that the PIO has nothing to say in the matter. The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing as per the provision of section 20 (1) proviso thereto before the imposition of penalty on the next date of hearing. 

2.
He is directed once again to give the factual information which is very much available on the record of the Deptt. of the complainant under due 
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receipt and in the manner earlier directed in para 2 of the order dated 25.03.2008.  

3.
The PIO may note that in case neither the information has been provided nor the written explanation is filed to the show cause notice nor the opportunity of personal hearing is availed of, the Commission shall proceed ex-parte against him and further shall initiate action under section 20 (2) for recommending disciplinary action to be taken against him to the Competent Authority.  

4.
The representative of the PIO present in the court required for one week’s time for providing the information which is allowed.


Adjourned to 14.05.2008.


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Ghizala Yasmeen.

R/o Ahmed Manzil

Katkuiya, Rampur





......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/o Registrar Births & Death, Punjab,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-232-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Narinder Mohan, Supdt.-cum- AIO,



Sh. Mulk Raj, Sr. Asstt., 

Order: 


A covering letter dated 29.4.08 with 5 annexures has been presented today by the representative of the PIO for compliance of the orders dated  25.3.08 in addition to proof having been sent vide registered post at No 1628 dated 5.4.08 has also been presented.  However, a letter dated 24.4.08 has also been received from Smt. Gazala Yasmeen in which she acknowledged the receipt of letter dated 3.4.08 only and not the remaining enclosures. A spare copy of the letter dated 11.4.08(covering letter)  in Punjabi alongwith letters dated 3.4.08 and  18.7.07 which are available on our file(in original) may be sent to Smt. Gazala Yasmeen, alongwith present order by registered post.


With this the matter is hereby disposed of. 



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sh. Bhupinder Bansal

#33331/8 Partap Nagar, Bathinda


......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Bathinda 






.....Respondent.

CC No-252-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO Bathinda.

Order: 



In compliance order dated 25.03.2008 vide information with covering letter dated 21.04.2008, information has been supplied to the complainant vide registered post (proof rendered).  The complainant has given a receipt dated 07.02.2008 with respect to information regarding deletion of his vote from electoral rolls to the election registration office.  However, regarding point no. 2 in respect of the memorandum addressed by the Yuva Brigade General Samaj Party, Bathinda to the President of India submitted through the Deputy Commissioner, it could not be located.  The matter has been checked up from all branches of the DC’s office.  However a copy of the said letter was supplied by Sh. Bhupinder Bansal complainant and was referred to the DFSE on 06.12.2007.  The DFS has carried out an inquiry and given a report dated 11.04.2008 which has also been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated 21.04.2008 by registered post.

2.

Sh. Bhupinder Bansal was aware of the hearing today, if he was dissatisfied in any manner, he could have appeared.  Since he has not done so, it is presumed that he is satisfied and the matter is disposed of accordingly. 











Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.
(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Balwinder Kaur

Lecturer-Biology D.I.E.T

Gurdaspur  






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o The Principal, DIET

Gurdaspur 






.....Respondent.

CC No-253-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Madan Gopal, Sr. Asstt, DIET, Gurdaspur with letter of 


authority.

Order: 



Sh. Madan Gopal has presented a set of documents with covering letter dated 29.04.2008.  The papers has been supplied to Smt. Balwinder Kaur vide covering letter dated 19.03.2008 and she has also given written receipt on the same day that she has received the full information and has no complaint against the PIO/Principal DIET.  She has requested that her complaint may be filed.  


With this the mater is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Channa Singh

V.P.O-Jhandiana Sharki

Village -Dhudike





......Complainant

Tehsil & Distt.-Moga






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Public Instruction (Sec.), Pb.

SCO No.-95-97, Sector 17-C

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-271-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt and authorized representative on 


behalf of the PIO.

Order: 



In compliance with the order dated 26.03.2008 Sh. Ram Sarup authorized representative of the PIO has shown a copy delivered to the Dispatch Section of the DPI (S) secondary on 27.03.2008 and he states that it has been sent to the applicant through registered post.  It is presumed that Sh. Channa Singh has received the information otherwise he could have appeared today since, he had received due notice of the previous as well as the latest hearing.  The case is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Miss Ravneet Kaur

# 1446-E, Dasmesh Nagar,

Vill. Karoran, Naya Gaon, Teh. Kharar

Distt- MOhali





…….Complainant

Vs.

PIO, O/O Divisional, Forest Officer
Roopnagar 






…….Respondent.

CC No. 96 -2008

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Amit Mishra, IFS, Divisional Forest Officer, Roopnagar in 


person.



Sh. Swarn Lal, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O Divisional Forest Officer.
Order:


Sh. Amit Mishra, PIO gave a statement during the hearing stating that there was no notification available in the record of his office and to the best of his knowledge and belief no such notification had been issued in which the specific khasra nos. contained with respect Right to Information application dated 06.08.2007 by Ms. Ravneet Kaur stood covered as on date.  He also admitted that as a result the endorsement No. 8598-99 dated 25.02.2003 issued by the then DFO, Roopnagar vide which the Forest Range Officer Siswan and Roopnagar had been directed to get the necessary entries of notification dated 03.02.2003 incorporated in the Roznamcha Waqiati by the patwari of the concerned village was not warranted in terms of the notification No. 39/118/2002-DtIII/1486 Chandigarh dated 03.02.2003.  Therefore, the entry made in the Revenue Records under section 4 is not based on the said notification.  He was also asked to file the report in writing, which he did later.
2.

He also produced attested copies of notification No. 4811-Ft-VI-61/3164 dated 9th June 1961.  A copy of the same has also been placed on the record of the court.
3.

The PIO is directed to supply this information with a covering letter to Ms. Ravneet Kaur along with the attested copy of the notification dated 9.06.1961 and to produce due receipt in compliance thereof along with the copy of the documents supplied for the record of the Commission.

4.

A copy of the above statement of the DFO be supplied to the Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali, along with a copy of this order and  copies thereof may also be placed on the related CC-96 A titled Ms. Ravneet Kaur Vs. PIO/DC Mohali. 

Sd/-








  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Miss Ravneet Kaur

# 1446-E, Dasmesh Nagar,

Vill. Karoran, Naya Gaon, Teh. Kharar

Distt- Mohali






…….Complainant

Vs.

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar,

Mohali






…….Respondent.

CC No. 96 A-2008

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. HIS Grewal, IAS, PIO-cum-D.C SAS Nagar.



Sh. Ramesh Chand Garg, DRO-cum-APIO, SAS Nagar.

Order:


In related case CC-96 of 2007 Ms. Ravneet Kaur Vs. PIO/Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar, the PIO has given a statement that there is no notification available in his official record and to best of his knowledge and belief the specific Khasra Nos. mentioned in the application are not covered by any notification issued by the Department of Forests.  The statement pertains to both The Punjab Land Preservation (Choes) Act 1900 and The Indian Forest Act 1900 or any other in respect of the land owned by Miss Ravneet Kaur, being shares out of Khasra Nos. 231 (share 80/2058 = 4 kanals) and Khasra No. 232/1/2 (50/15996 = 2 kanals 10 marlas) of village Karoran, Hadbast No. 352, Tehsil Kharar, Distt.-SAS Nagar (Mohali).  A copy of the order passed in that case has been provided to the Deputy Commissioner.  The Deputy Commissioner has undertaken to get the unauthorized entries earlier made at the behest of the Forest Department deleted forthwith i.e not later than 2nd May 2008 from the Revenue Record pertaining to the land of Ms. Ravneet Kaur the present complainant, since they were illegal void ab-initio.

2.

The documents should be supplied to the complainant with a self speaking covering letter duly indexed, page numbered and where necessary 
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attested under due receipt from the complainant.  A copy of the same be supplied for the record of the Commission.



With this the matter is hereby disposed of. 


Sd/-








  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
Encl:  Copy of the order passed in related CC-96/2008 Ms. Ravneet Kaur Vs. 

PIO/DFO Ropar along with annexure is enclosed.  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Arun Kumar

B VII/279, Jhulna Mahal

Gurdaspur






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Education Officer (EE)

Amambara Chowk, Gurdaspur



.....Respondent.

CC No-239-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt.  Shindo Devi, PIO-cum-DEO, Gurdaspur



Sh. Makhan Singh, Sr. Asstt.

Order: 



In compliance with the order dated 19.12.2007, the PIO has produced letter dated 22.02.2008 addressed to Sh. Arun Kumar vide which full information regarding the case has been provided to Sh. Arun Kumar after checking up from the clerks who were in position at the relevant time. The file containing the order, the reasons and the noting in respect of his transfer on administrative ground from Village Khojepur, Village Chochne, Distt- Gurdaspur has not been located despite best effort.  A set of the document along with receipt from the complainant has been produced for the record of the Commission.

2.

This case has been fixed for 19.03.2008 but could not be taken up on that date and was adjourned for today.  Sh. Arun Kumar did not appear on the last date of hearing and neither has he appeared today.  In case he had wished to make any submission he could have appeared.  it is therefore, presumed that he is nothing to say.



With this the case is herby disposed of.


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.
(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. 









......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/o






.....Respondent.

CC No--of 2008: 

Present:


Order: 

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


30.04. 2008.

(Uma)
