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

Shri Vinod Kumar Mehta, Press Correspondent,

Phase-II, Civil Lines, Fazilika-152153.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

The Executive Officer, Municipal Council, 

Fazilika.






____   Respondent

      CC No. 1208  of 2007

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



None is present on behalf of both the parties. Case stands adjourned to 7.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




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

Shri S.K. Bansal, Advocate,  Karam Deori,

Amritsar-143006.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, 

Amritsar.






____   Respondent

      CC No. 1229  of 2007

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



(ii)
Shri Sanjeev Devgun, PIO alongwith Shri M.C. Jaiswal, 



Legal 
Adviser for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard from  the complainant.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Pritam Singh, Vill, Khanewal,

Tehsil Patran, District Patiala.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Secretary, Gram Panchayat, Khanewal, Block Patran,

District Patiala.





________________ Respondent

CC No.  401    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Pritam Singh complainant in person.

(ii) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant states that the information he had asked for has not been provided to him so far.  None is present on behalf of the respondent-department.
  2.

Case stands adjourned to 11.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jagga Singh s/o Shri Piara Singh,

Patti Hoshiara, Vill. Rampura, Tehsil Payal, Distt. Ludhiana._____ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Rampur,

Tehsil Payal, Distt. Ludhiana.

________________ Respondent

CC No. 459  of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Jagga Singh complainant in person.

(ii) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Jagga Singh complainant states that the Sarpanch-respondent is not cooperating and the asked for information is not forthcoming.  None is present on behalf of the respondent-department.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 7.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Nirmal Singh,  r/o 8/405, Nurdi Bazar,

Tarntaran, Distt. Amritsar.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Sub Divisional Officer, 

Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran (ASR).
Respondent

CC No.  419     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Nirmal Singh complainant in person.

(ii) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER





Complainant states that the information he had asked for has been provided to him so far.   No body appeared on behalf of the respondent department. 

2.

 Case stands adjourned to 4.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sher Singh, President,

Municipal Council, Wd. No.6, Sirhind.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the  Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab,

Department of Local Govt., Chandigarh.

________________ Respondent

CC No. 415     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Sher Singh complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Ajay Kanwar, Sr. Vigilance Officer alongwith Shri Inderpal 



Singh, Vigilance Officer o/o the Director Local Government, 



Punjab, Chandigarh and Shri Harmel Singh, Superintendent-



cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Heard both the parties. A copy of the audit report has been produced before the Commission.  Copy of the same has been handed over to the complainant.  Shri Ajay Kanwar, Senior Vigilance Officer stated that an inquiry into the alleged embezzlement is in progress and is likely to be finalized in a month or so. As soon as the inquiry is finalized, copy of inquiry report   will be supplied to the competent authority for passing appropriate order.  The department may also consider to provide a copy of the inquiry report to the complainant for necessary action.

2.

In view of the above, case stands adjourned to 11.8.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Hardeep Singh c/o M/s Ishar Singh & Sons,

Majith Mandi, Amritsar.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.

________________ Respondent

AC No.  128    of 2008

Present:-
(i) 
None on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) Shri M.C. Jaiswal, Legal Adviser for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri M.C. Jaiswal states that the appellate authority has taken appropriate action in the matter and has passed a speaking order, a copy of which has been handed over to the complainant on 25.3.2008.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 4.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Darshan Singh, 310-B,

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Dairy Development Department, Punjab,

SCO No.1106-07, Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

CC No.  623     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Amarajit  Singh on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) Shri Inderjit Singh, Director, Dairy Development Department,


Punjab on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Inderjit Singh, Director appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that the information asked for by the complainant relates to third party and even his name did not exist in the list of candidates recommended   for promotion, and as such the information has not been provided to the complainant.   It  was explained  to him that third party information is not supplied where individual cases are involved but in the cases of  proposal for holding  a Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC),  it cannot  be treated to be  third party information.  He was directed that a copy of the proposal for holding DPC be handed over to the complainant.

2.

In view of the above instructions, copy of proposal for holding DPC has been supplied to Shri Amarjit Singh appearing on behalf of the complainant.  Shri Amarjit Singh states that he has gone through the information supplied to him by the respondent-department, as such matter may be disposed of.

3.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurnam Singh, resident of VPO Satkoha, 

Tehsil and District Gurdaspur.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Dairy Development Department, Punjab,

SCO No.1106-07, Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

CC No.  624     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Amarajit  Singh on behalf of the complainant.

(iii) Shri Inderjit Singh, Director, Dairy Development Department,


Punjab on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER

Shri Inderjit Singh, Director appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that the information asked for by the complainant relates to third party and even his name did not exist in the list of candidates recommended   for promotion, and as such the information has not been provided to the complainant.   It  was explained  to him that third party information is not supplied where individual cases are involved but in the cases of  proposal for holding  a Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC),  it cannot  be treated to be  third party information.  He was directed that a copy of the proposal for holding DPC be handed over to the complainant.

2.

In view of the above instructions, copy of proposal for holding DPC has been supplied to Shri Amarjit Singh appearing on behalf of the complainant.  Shri Amarjit Singh states that he has gone through the information supplied to him by the respondent-department, as such matter may be disposed of.

3.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, #2, Vikas Vihar,

Civil Lines, Patiala.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Improvement Trust, Patiala.







________________ Respondent

CC No.  597    of 2008

Present:
(i)
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Rajesh Chaudhary, PIO on behalf of the respondent-




department.

ORDER



Subject matter on which the complainant has asked for the information in this complaint is similar to  that of CC-598/2008.  As such both these cases are clubbed and are being disposed of by a common order as below:

2.

Shri Rajesh Chaudhary states that Improvement Trust itself does not frame  rules and regulations  but only implement  the rules and policies framed by the Government and apply the same in the day to day functioning.  Copies of the instruction issued by the Government from time to time have already  been provided to the complainant.

3.

The complainant while admitting to have received the copies of the documents required by him states that the instructions provided by department have not been applied in his case.  House tax and penalty have been imposed not according to the Government instructions but by following some other rules copy of which has not supplied to him.   Shri Rajesh Chaudhary has stated that there are no other rules and regulation.   He further states that so far as imposition of house tax/penalty is concerned, the case is pending in the lower court and as and when it is finalized, the decision will be implemented.    

4.

The complainant, Shri Gill further wanted to know about the authority who is competent to approve imposition of house-tax and penalty and also wanted to know if the competent authority has approved the house tax and penalty imposed on his property. Shri Rajesh Chaudhary clarified that this is as per the Government instructions issued from time to time and that the Executive Officer (EO) of the Improvement Trust is the competent authority to decide about imposition of house tax/penalty in each case and that all orders are signed by the EO.

5.

In view of the above, necessary information stands supplied.  As to whether the tax was reasonable or not, the matter is pending in the lower court and the commission has nothing to do in this regard.  

6.

Case stands disposed of in the above terms.





 



( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, #2, Vikas Vihar,

Civil Lines, Patiala.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Improvement Trust, Patiala.







________________ Respondent

CC No.  598    of 2008

Present:
(i)
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Rajesh Chaudhary, PIO on behalf of the respondent-




department.

ORDER



Subject matter on which the complainant has asked for the information in this complaint is similar to  that of CC-598/2008.  As such both these cases are clubbed and are being disposed of by a common order as below:

2.

Shri Rajesh Chaudhary states that Improvement Trust itself does not frame  rules and regulations  but only implement  the rules and policies framed by the Government and apply the same in the day to day functioning.  Copies of the instruction issued by the Government from time to time have already  been provided to the complainant.

3.

The complainant while admitting to have received the copies of the documents required by him states that the instructions provided by department have not been applied in his case.  House tax and penalty have been imposed not according to the Government instructions but by following some other rules copy of which has not supplied to him.   Shri Rajesh Chaudhary has stated that there are no other rules and regulation.   He further states that so far as imposition of house tax/penalty is concerned, the case is pending in the lower court and as and when it is finalized, the decision will be implemented.    

4.

The complainant, Shri Gill further wanted to know about the authority who is competent to approve imposition of house-tax and penalty and also wanted to know if the competent authority has approved the house tax and penalty imposed on his property. Shri Rajesh Chaudhary clarified that this is as per the Government instructions issued from time to time and that the Executive Officer (EO) of the Improvement Trust is the competent authority to decide about imposition of house tax/penalty in each case and that all orders are signed by the EO.

5.

In view of the above, necessary information stands supplied.  As to whether the tax was reasonable or not, the matter is pending in the lower court and the commission has nothing to do in this regard.  

6.

Case stands disposed of in the above terms.





 



( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ashok Kumar Sahejra,

#B-1/2145, Mohalla Jattan, Old Rajpura,

District  Patiala.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the o/o the Municipal Council, Rajpura.
________________ Respondent

CC No.  220    of 2008

Present:-
Shri Lashkar Singh on behalf of the complainant.



Shri  Vinod Kumar Sharma, PIO alongwith Shri Shiv Kumar, Clerk on 


behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Lashkar Singh who appeared on behalf of the complainant stated that though the complainant has received  copies of the documents but the same are not certified/attested.  On the other hand, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma, PIO, Municipal Council, Rajpura stated that the complainant had met him in the Municipal Council, Rajpura and had  confirmed that he has received the asked for information to his  satisfaction.  

2

Keeping in view the application of the complainant for adjournment, the case is adjourned to 23.6.2008 for confirmation.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008





State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Karam Singh, r/o S.C.O. No.11,

Scheme No.11, Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust,

Hoshiarpur.





________________ Respondent

CC No.  221 of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Shamsher Singh, Accountant-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Mukand Lal, 


Clerk on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the complainant.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Chaman Lal Jain

c/o Vishan Sanitory Store, Loha Bazar, 

Dhuri, District Sangrur.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Council, Dhuri, District Sangrur._______________ Respondent

CC No.  242 of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



(ii)
Shri  Daljit Singh, Executive Engineer alongwith Shri Jagtar Singh, Sub 


Divisional Clerk , P.W.D. (B & R), Malerkotla, Shri Subhash Gupta, 


Executive Officer and Shri Jaspal Singh APIO on behalf of the 



respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Daljit Singh, Executive Engineer explained that about 40 years back, this road was the part of State High Way No.11.  Later on with the construction of Dhuri Bye Pass, the maintenance of the same was given up by the P.W.D. ( B & R) and is being attended by Municipal Council, Dhuri.  Shri Daljit Singh further explained that original length of the same road, which runs through two kilometers, and original land width was about 80 feet with the road construction being 22 feet.  With the passage of time shops as well as residential houses have come into existence and the land width has been reduced to nearly road width, which may vary from point to point.

2.

Shri Daljit Singh further stated that time was taken by him in tracing the old record that is why he has not supplied the information to the respondent-department and also not appeared before the Commission.

3.

Keeping in view the above difficulty, notice issued to Shri Daljit Singh, Executive Engineer, PWD (B & R), Malerkotla under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 to be treated as withdrawn.

 4.

In view of the statement made by Shri Daljit Singh, Executive Engineer, PWD ( B & R), Malerkotla and agreed by Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Dhuri, case stands disposed of.







 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Varinder Kumar, H. No.2882/8, 

Cinema Road, Sirhind.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Assistant Director, Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No.131-132, Juneja Building, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh._____ Respondent

CC No. 517     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None for the complainant.



(ii)
Shri Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Assistant for the respondent-department.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard from the complainant.  Case stands disposed of.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Parkash Chand Kumar, M.C.,

Inside Magazine Gate, Ferozepur City.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Ferozepur._________ Respondent

CC No. 477  of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) Shri Vikas Dhawan, Inspector-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Vikas Dhawan appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that asked for information has been supplied to the complainant.  Case stands adjourned to 4.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Krishan Kumar Goyal, Journalist,

Railway Bridge Street, Ludhiana Road, Mansa.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Mansa.______________ Respondent

CC No.  471     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



(ii)
Shri Amrit Pal, PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard from the complainant.  Case stands disposed of.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Bhajan Singh, Vill. Khun Khun Sharki,

P.O. Pandher, Tehsil Dasuya, Distt. Hoshiarpur.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Dasuya (Hoshiarpur)



________________ Respondent

CC No.  463     of 200
Present:-

(i) 
Shri Bhajan Singh complainant in person.




(ii) 
Shri Chaman Lal, Block Development and Panchayat 




Officer, Dasuya alongwith Shri Jatinder Pal Singh, Junior





Engineer for the respondent-department.

ORDER




After hearing both the parties, Shri Chaman Lal, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Dasuya has been directed to supply to the complainant a statement of Income  and expenditure  w.e.f. 1.4.200  till  date in respect of the village concerned.  On the next date of hearing, two sets of the information  be produced before the Commission -  one to be provided to the complainant and the other for the record of the Commission.

2.


An Indian Postal Order No.59-E-901640 for Rs.10/- supplied to the Commission is returned to the complainant by retaining photocopy of the same at page 2/c.

3.


Case stands adjourned to 11.7.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ravinder Ghai,

VPO Bhanbaura, Teh. Malerkotla, Distt. Sangrur.__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Public Instructions, Pb. (S), Chandigarh._________ Respondent

CC No. 2344     of 2007

Present:-
Shri Ravinder Ghai complainant in person.



Shri Prem Nath, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri Gursewak 


Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



In pursuance of the Commission’s orders dated 9.5.2008, Shri Gursewak Singh stated that it has been checked up from the remaining districts from where the asked for information had not been supplied and  has been found that no candidate had appeared in these districts.  The respondent-department has given in writing to the Commission with a copy to the complainant in this regard. 


In view of the above, the case stands disposed of.









R. K. Gupta)

June 6, 2008




State Information Commissioner
