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

Shri Chaman Lal s/o Sh. Daulat Ram,

 K.C. Road, Near Government School, Barnala.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Council, Barnala.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  162    of 2008

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



(ii)
Shri Harish Chander, SDO-cum-APIO 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)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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) Shri Rohitash Garg, Assistant Municipal Engineer and Shri Harmel Singh, APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant has asked for number of photocopies of the record from the respondent-department.  In order to avoid unnecessary expenditure and wastage of manpower he was instructed to go to the office of the respondent-department and see the record and indicate which copies of the record he wanted.  It is reported that he has not visited the office and even has not responded to the letters sent to him by this Commission.  It appears that he is not serious about getting the information.  In case the complainant come to the office of the respondent-department lateron and deposits the required fee as prescribed by the public authority, necessary information be supplied to him.

2.

Case stands disposed of with the above observations.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 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 Bawa 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) Shri Paramjit Singh Panchayat Secretary alongwith Shri Amar Singh Sarpanch on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The information asked for by the complainant is photocopies of the proceeding register and cash book, which the Panchayat Secretary Shri Paramjit Singh failed to produce.  Non-supply of such information is not called for on the part of Panchayat Secretary.  The plea taken by him that he was busy in the Panchayat elections is not acceptable as the same were over on 30.7.2008.  It is directed that the information in question be provided to the complainant free of cost within five days from today. 
2.

Case stands adjourned to 1.9.2008 when the Panchayat Secretary Shri Paramjit Singh will explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for the delay in supply of information. In the meantime the information asked for by the complainant be supplied to him forthwith.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Ramesh Kumar Gupta, Opp. 

Guru Nanak Library, Kapurthala.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council,

Kapurthala.





________________ Respondent

AC No.  195   of 2008

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

(ii) Shri Ajit Singh Superintendent-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Vipan Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The information asked for by the complainant is reported to have been supplied to him.  As perusal of the same shows that the information asked for by the complainant in his complainant stands supplied to him.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Tejwant Singh s/o Shri Amar Singh,

 r/o VPO Bhasaur, Tehsil Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Rural Development and Panchayat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No.   696   of 2008

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



(ii)
Shri Baljit Singh Sohi, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, 



Malerkotla-I on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Baljit Singh Sohi appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that action  has already been taken against M/s KRBL Factory and also against the Punjab State Electricity Board for obstructing the path by encroaching upon  the Shamlat Land.  Enquiry proceedings against the Sarpanch are also going on.  He further states that all this information has been sent to the complainant by registered post on 12.8.2008.

2.

Case is adjourned to 8.9.2008 for confirmation.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 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)
None on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) Shri Rajinder Kumar, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Rajinder Kumar, Panchayat Secretary appearing on behalf of the respondent-department failed to give proper reply to the Commission.  It appeared  that he had no knowledge about the Right to Information Act.  The Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Shri Gagandeep Singh Virk, Patran (District Patiala) is directed to collect the necessary information and send a copy of the same to the complainant by registered post within 15 days.  

2

Case stands adjourned to 8.9.2008 when the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Shri Gagandeep Singh Virk should be personally present to explain the position alongwith a copy of the information  to be supplied to the complainant.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 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 2008
Present:-

(i) 
Shri Bhajan Singh complainant in person.




(ii) 
Shri Jatinder Pal Singh, Junior Engineer for the 





respondent-department.

ORDER



The information asked for by the complainant is regarding  embezzlement by the Sarpanch  which  prime-facie  has been proved by the departmental inquiry.  Shri Jatinder Pal Singh, JE states that out of the embezzled amount, a sum of about Rs.35,500/- has been recovered from the said Sarpanch but no case has been registered against him.  Indian Penal Code clearly provides that in the case of embezzlement, even if it is temporary, action has to be taken against the culprit under appropriate section of law.  Merely refunding of the embezzled amount does not absolve him of the guilt of embezzlement under law. It only tantamount to admission of the guilt  It appears that the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Dasuya has been avoiding  furnishing of the correct information and taking appropriate action against the guilty under  law.  

2.

The Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Dasuya has written a letter No.977 dated 4.8.2008 to the complainant asking him to deposit a sum of Rs.996/- towards expenses for providing photocopies of 498 pages.  Though according to the endorsement, copy of the same has been endorsed to this Commission, but no such copy has been received by the Commission till date.  As the information has already been badly delayed, no charges are to be levied on the complainant and all photocopies be provided to him free of cost.

3.


Case stands adjourned to 8.9.2008 by which date full information should be provided to the complainant. The Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Dasuya should also be personally present on the said date to explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information  to the complainant within the stipulated period 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Kuldeep Raj Verma,

245, Mota Singh Nagar, Jalandhar.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  965    of 2008

Present:-

None on behalf of the complainant.




Shri Harinder Singh, PIO on behalf of the respondent-




department.

ORDER




In this case, inquiry is said to be still in progress and further action will be taken on completion of the inquiry.

2.


Case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Ravinder Komal, 22-B, B.R.S. Nagar, 

Ludhiana.






__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  667    of 2008

Present:-
Shri Ravinder Komal complainant in person.



Shri Harinder Singh, PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Harinder Singh, PIO appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that he has checked up from the Drawing Branch of their office and the information provided by it is that no plan was approved for the construction of temple from the year 1985 onward.  Copy of the report prepared by the Drawing Branch has been handed over to the complainant in the courtroom.

2.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Sham Lal Saini, H.No.50/30-A,

Ramgali, N.M.Bagh, Ludhiana.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Local Government, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

CC No.  1380    of 2008

Present:-
Shri Sham Lal Saini complainant in person.



Shri Hakam Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO for the 




respondent-
department.

ORDER



Shri Hakam Singh, APIO clarified that no roaster system is being followed in the Municipal Corporations in the case of Class-I and Class-II employees.   Non-maintenance of such roster system is a serious violation not only on the part of the Corporations but also on the part of Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Local Government.  This omission amounts to violation of the Constitution of India.  This lacunae may also be prevailing in other departments and public sector undertakings which needs serious consideration. The constitution of India and the various pronouncements of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India and of the High Courts has made it mandatory to maintain SC/ST roaster.  A copy of this order is being sent to the Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh who may like to issue necessary instructions to all the administrative authorities and Head of Departments to maintain SC/ST roster.
2.

Shri Hakam Singh assures that within one month, he will collect the necessary information and supply the same to the complainant.

3.

Case stands adjourned to 29.9.2008.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC



The Chief Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh 

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

Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia,

Village Sahora Kundi, P.O. Siperian,

Teh. Mukerian, District Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Tehsil Welfare Officer, Dasuya.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  2301    of 2007

Present:-
Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Inspite of clear direction of this Commission, Shri Tarsem Masih, Tehsil Welfare Officer, Dasuya has neither supplied the information nor has appeared before the Commission.  Taking a serious note of such lapse on his part, he is fined @ Rs.250/- per day w.e.f. 20.6.2008 subject to a maximum of Rs.25000/-.  It will be the responsibility of the District Welfare Officer, Hoshiarpur to recover the said amount from Shri Tarsem Masih in two equal installments and deposit the same in Government Treasury under the appropriate Head.  Since the Tehsil Welfare Officer, Dasuya is not coming out with the information in question, the  District Welfare Officer, Hoshiarpur is to be treated as the deemed Public Information Officer under Section 5(v) who will  ensure that  the  relevant information is collected and supplied to the complainant.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 19.9.2008.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC

The District Welfare Officer, Hoshiarpur 

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

Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia,

Village Sahora Kundi, P.O. Siperian,

Teh. Mukerian, District Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Hazipur, District Hoshiarpur.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  2300    of 2007

Present:-
Shri Kewal Krishan Bhatia complainant in person. 



Shri Ajay Kumar, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Hajipur 


alongwith Shri Hardeep Singh Superintendent on behalf of the 



respondnent-department.
ORDER



In regard to  the two applications dated 10.11.2006 and 4.12.2006 submitted by the complainant to the various authorities, the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Hajipur has intimated to the complainant vide his letter dated 733 dated 11.7.2008 that these applications are not available in their record and thus the question of taking action on the same does not arise.  According to the Right to Information Act, 2005, it was expected from the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Dasuya that he will write to the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur to whom these applications were addressed with a copy to the complainant for intimating the action taken on the same but he has not done so.  Shri Ajay Kumar, Block Development and Panchayat Officer who is reported to have joined at Hazipur on 11.8.2008 is cautioned  to be careful  in future in  such  cases.  If an application does not concern to their department, the same have to be forwarded to the department concerned.

2.

In view of the reply dated 11.7.2008, action on the file stands completed and  the case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Girdhari Lal Sharma, Village Plahar, 

P.O. Amroh, Tehsil Mukerian, District Hoshiarpur.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Registrar, Irrigation Department, Punjab,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No.  771    of 2008

Present:-
Shri Girdhari Lal Sharma complainant in person.



Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri 


Pritam Singh Superintendent (Gazetted Cell), Shri Gurmeet Singh, 


Superintendent, Shri Malkiat Singh, Sr. Assistant and Om Parkash Garg, 


Sr. Assistant, Gazetted-1-Branch. 
ORDER



Copy of promotion order dated 12.9.1969 has been provided to the complainant who has admitted the same.   The information in regard to the remaining points, the respondent-department has written to the complainant about the rejection of his requests vide letter dated 11.6.2008 and the complainant has confirmed about receipt of the same.  Complainant has contended that he is entitled for some benefit in pursuance of the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India delivered in the year 1997.  If the department has taken a decision that the said judgment is not applicable to the complainant, there is nothing for this Commission to do.  About his other grievances, he should approach the appropriate authority for redressal of his grievances.

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Kuldeep Aggarwal, 1798/2,

Pucca Bagh, Ropar.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Nagar Panchayat, Mahilpur, District Hoshiarpur.________________ Respondent

CC No.  654  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Aggarwal complainant in person.



Shri Adarsh Kumar Sharma, Executive Officer-cum-Appellate Authority 


alongwith Shri Ashish Paul, Public Information Officer for the respondent-


department.
ORDER



Complainant has asked for photocopies of all the vouchers regarding payment made since 1.1.1993 (later written as 1.1.1998).  Public Authority directed the complainant to deposit the cost of photocopies amounting to about Rs.1,20,000/-. The complainant is stated to have said that he does not want photocopies of the said vouchers but only information of the same. In his original application, which he moved before the public authority as well as before the Commission, it was clearly mentioned that he wanted photocopies of the vouchers.  As already observed in CC-655/2008, the complainant is not coming out with clean hands and his attempt is only to harass and embarrass the public authority.  Under these circumstances, no action needs to be taken and the case is disposed of accordingly.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Kuldeep Aggarwal, 1798/2,

Pucca Bagh, Ropar.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Nagar Panchayat, Mahilpur, District Hoshiarpur.________________ Respondent

CC No.  655  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Aggarwal complainant in person.



Shri Adarsh Kumar Sharma, Executive Officer-cum-Appellate Authority 


alongwith Shri Ashish Paul, Public Information Officer for the respondent-


department.
ORDER



It has come on record that the relevant register was missing and on 13.11.2006, the Deputy Director, Local Government, Jalandhar had written to the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Mahilpur for reconstructing the record.  At the relevant time, the complainant was posted as Section Officer in Municipal Council, Mahilpur.  Whether the complainant is responsible for misplacing  the record or not is not the subject matter before the Commission.   It is very much clear that he knew about the missing of the record and that is why he is asking for a copy of the same.  When the public authority asked the complainant to deposit the money as charges for the photocopies, then he made a contradictory statement saying that he does not need the photocopies. It is obvious that the complainant is not coming out with clean hand and his application seems to be motivated to harassment and embracement to the public authority. The complainant is warned to avoid filing of such applications in future.

2.

Case stands disposed of with the above observations.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Manmohan Kumar s/o Shri Telu Ram,

r/o Village Jhinjri, Tehsil Anandpur Sahib,

District Ropar.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Anandpur Sahib, District Ropar.


________________ Respondent

AC No.  424    of 2007
Present:-
Shri Ravi Chaudhary, advocate on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Pritam Singh Gram Sewak on behalf of the respondent-



department.

ORDER



Since March 31, 2008, this matter is pending for a small issue regarding clarification about a ‘Gohar’.  Shri Pritam Singh, Gram Sewak who has been deputed by the S.E.P.O., Shri Dilbagh Singh states that a letter has been written on  8.8.2008 to the Tehsildar, Anandpur Sahib to clarify about the said ‘Gohar’.  It is clearly seen that respondent-department i.e. Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Anandpur Sahib is evading to supply the necessary information. This is a fit case where the BDPO, Anandpur Sahib deserves to be taken to task under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information and deputing an irresponsible official like a Gram Sewak who is not well conversant with the case.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 1.9.2008 when  the BDPO, Anandpur Sahib should  be present to explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information in time. In the meantime the information should be supplied forthwith.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

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

Shri Gobind Singh s/o Shri Chanchal Singh,

Village Chaudhary Wala (Naushehra Pannuan),

Teh. And Distt. Tarantaran




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Social Welfare Officer, Tarantaran.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  2445 of 2007

Present:-
None for the complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Inspite of the order passed on 20.6.2008, nobody has appeared from the office of District Social Welfare Officer, Tarantaran and Director, Social Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh.   The Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Social Welfare, Chandigarh should appear through its Public Information Officer to explain the position.  Tehsil Welfare Officer, Tarantaran should also explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 1.9.2008.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

August 18, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.
CC

The Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Social Welfare, Chandigarh
