STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mohinder Singh s/o Sh. Mihan Singh, 
r/o Shaheded Bhagat Singh Nagar,

New Kapil Palace, B-XIII/1219, Barnala.


                     

……………..Appellant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

o/o the Sangrur Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.,
Sangrur.

FAA- the Sangrur Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.
,Sangrur.
 
……………....Respondents

AC No. 935 of 2010 

Present:-
Shri Mohinder Singh appellant in person.



Shri Surinder Kumar Garg, Sr. Manager on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent-bank had taken the plea that the information pertaining to query at Sr.No.3 had been furnished, while query at Sr. No.1 is in the nature of a question and does not fall within the meaning of Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  As regards Sr. No.2, the stand of the respondent was that orders relieving the complainant-Shri Mohinder Singh from the service of Sangrur Central Cooperative Bank Limited are not available on record.  After hearing the parties, a direction was given that the respondent shall make an earnest effort to trace out the copy of the relevant order and furnish a copy of  termination order which should in any case be available in the record of the respondent-bank.
2.

I have heard the parties today.  The respondent again reiterates that inspite of earnest effort, they have not been able to trace out the relieving order.  Let the respondent file an affidavit on oath confirming this fact.

3.

Copy of the termination order in respect of the complainant has been given to him today at the time of hearing of the case.

4.

To come up on 25.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner










         Punjab 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Teja Singh s/o Shri Sarban Singh, Village Kheri Jattan,

P.O. Dhadhogal Via Amargarh, Tehsil Dhuri, District Sangrur.

   -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Conservator of Forests, Punjab, 

Forest Complex, Sector 68, Mohali



.
    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1748 of 2011

Present:-
Shri Teja Singh complainant in person.



Dr. Jasvir Singh, Deputy Director on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that notices issued by this Commission on earlier dates were received by the respondent.  It may have happen as the office of Chief Conservators of Forests, Punjab was under shifting from Sector 17, Chandigarh to a new complex in Sector 68, Mohali. The plea of the respondent is that there was no intentional delay or denial of the information. Whatever delay occurred, was due to the reasons of shifting of the office.  The plea of the respondent is that in fact the complainant was duly informed vide letter No.18611 dated 11.8.2010 by PIO/Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab, Mohali.
2.

The complainant on the other hand submits a letter dated 12.8.2011 pleading for imposition of penalty and compensation under Section 19 and 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  A copy of this letter has been furnished to the respondent who may file his reply before the next date of hearing which is fixed for 26.8.2011.

3.

To come up 26.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner










         Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagat Singh, H.No.B-3/MCH/235,
 Near Bahadurpur Chowk,

Opp. Snatan Dharam Sanskrit College, 
Hoshiarpur-146001.
 





     -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, 
Chandigarh.
    






-------------Respondent.

CC No.  853 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Gurcharan Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER



The complainant has been absent in this case on consecutive hearings on 13.7.2011, then on 29.7.2011 and he is again absent today without any intimation.  The plea of the respondent all-along was that the information had been furnished to the complainant who is intentionally dragging the case for harassing the respondent.

2.

Continuous absence of the complainant without any intimation despite due and adequate notice only implies that he has nothing to say in this case.  The complaint case is closed. 








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner










         Punjab 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Lt. Col. S.S.Sohi s/o Late Shri Amar Singh Sohi,

#54, Kewal Vihar, Model Town, Jalandhar City-144003.
……………..Appellant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

o/o the President-cum-Commissioner, Jalandhar Division,

Gymkhana Club Jalandhar, Old Baradari, Model Town Road,

Jalandhar City-144001.


 


……………....Respondent

MR No. 127 of 2008

ORDER



Information in this case had been furnished and the only issue for decision is whether it is a fit case for award of compensation or imposition of penalty.

2.

The information-seeker had approached Jalandhar Gymkhana Club on 4.9.2008 seeking information on five issues.  The information was denied on 5.10.2008 on the ground that the respondent club is not a public authority.  The information-seeker thereafter moved the State Information Commission, which on 16.10.2009 held that Jalandhar Gymkhana Club is a public authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  This order was challenged through 
CWP No.17972 of 2009 but Hon’ble High Court dismissed the writ petition vide order 
dated 9.5.2011.  Consequently, Jalandhar Gymkhana Club is a public authority under the Act ibid.

3.

The respondent vide its letter dated 9.7.2011 furnished the information but the information-seeker pointed out certain deficiencies.  The respondent in its written rejoinder pleaded that there was no intention to give incorrect information or to delay the matter. Soon after the decision of the Hon’ble High Court, the information was furnished to the information-seeker. Certain clerical and typographical errors occurred in the information and these errors were inadvertent.

4.

The information-seeker had pointed out these errors at the time of hearing on 12.7.2011 and errors/deficiencies were removed by the club vide its letter dated 27.7.2011, a copy of which had been placed on record vide Commission’s diary No.12951 dated 29.7.2011.

5.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  It is the Constitutional Right of every citizen to exhaust the judicial remedies open to him up to the highest court in the country.  Therefore, the respondent cannot be faulted for delay which occurred in furnishing of the information due to pendency of the case, first in the Commission and thereafter in the Hon’ble High Court.  After the decision of the Hon’ble High Court on 9.5.2011 and after obtaining the copy of the judgment, the information was furnished on 9.7.2011.  This certainly cannot be called unreasonable delay, given the circumstances and facts of the case.



6.

However, the information furnished on 9.7.2011 was deficient and contained errors, as pointed out in the order of the Commission dated 12.7.2011.  This naturally caused inconvenience to the information-seeker who had again come all the way to Chandigarh for seeking Commission’s directions to remove the errors.  Ends of justice would be met if a compensation of Rs.500/- is awarded to the information-seeker.  This compensation shall be delivered by the respondent-club by way of a crossed-cheque.

7.

In the written rejoinder filed by the respondent-club, it has been stated that they intend to challenge the order of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court dated 9.5.2011 by way of an LPA and for this reason, they have not appointed a PIO so-far, as with the appointment of a PIO, the LPA would become anfractuous.  Till the last date of hearing, however, the respondent had not moved the Hon’ble High Court by way of LPA and there is no stay order by any Higher Authority on the operation of the Order of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court which had dismissed the writ petition of the respondent.  Consequently, the respondent has no ground not to comply with the provision of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent is, therefore, directed to ensure full compliance of the Act ibid, including issuance of notification, appointing PIO and the First Appellate Authority under the Act ibid.
8.

With the above observations, the case is closed.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner










         Punjab 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H.S. Bhaura, H.No.114, Phase-6, Mohali.


……………..Appellant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali.
……………....Respondent

AC-335 of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Paramjit Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER


This case was reopened following the decision of the Hon’ble High Court in 
CWP No.19224/2006 and connected writ petitions decided on 9.5.2011.  However, inspite of due and adequate notice, the complainant did not appear on 8.6.2011, then on 30.6.2011 and is even absent today without any intimation.

2.

The respondent submits that the record in this case, which relates to M/s United Cooperative House Building Societies Ltd. is in the custody of a Committe constituted by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in CWPNo.7742/2007.  However, photocopies of the record are available and could be delivered to the complainant.
3.

The respondent states that the record is voluminous and that the appellant may be asked to inspect photocopies of record, which are available with the respondent, identify the document, which he needs and thereafter the same will be furnished to him.  The respondent also submits that the next date fixed by the Hon’ble High Court in the above noted Civil Writ Petition is 30.9.2011 when the Committee is expected to give its report.
4.

Considering the above facts and the continuous absence of the appellant, I accept the plea of the respondent. The appellant may inspect the photocopies of the record available with the respondent on any working day and identify the documents, which he needs.  Thereafter, the respondent shall furnish the copies of the identified record to the appellant.

5.

With this direction, the case is closed.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner








      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harpartap Singh, #4911, 
Pancham Housing Complex,

Sector 68, Mohali.






……………..Complainant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o President, Pancham Cooperative Housing Society Ltd.,

Sector 68, Mohali.



 


……………....Respondent

CC-1835 of 2007

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Paramjit Singh, Junior Assistant alongwith Shri Mukesh Kumar, Manager, Pancham Cooperative House Building Society, Mohali
ORDER



Shri Mukesh Kumar, Manager/Pancham Cooperative House Building Society, Mohali submitted that he had taken a decision to file an LPA challenging the order of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court and that LPA is now listed for24.8.2011.  However, he admits that there is no stay order from the Double Bench of the Hon’ble High Court against the operation of the decision of the Single Bench.  In view of this, non-furnishing of the information is a clear violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and Shri Mukesh Kumar could be liable under Section 20 of the Act ibid as he is the PIO-cum-custodian of the record.  Let Shri Mukesh Kumar show cause why he should not be proceeded against under Section 20 of the Act and also why suitable compensation should not be awarded to the complainant.  It is pertinent to note that the three cases (CC-824/2010, CC-1835/2007 and 
CC-1851/2007) were listed for hearing today and the respondent-society has taken the same plea in all the cases, even though the petitioners-complainants in the three cases are members of the society.  Members of a society are entitled to get record from the society in their capacity as members but in these cases they have been forced to approach the commission under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and even after the Single Bench of High Court has dismissed their Writ, information has still not been given.
2.

Let the explanation of the respondent-Manager (Mr. Mukesh Kumar) come before the next date of hearing when he may also avail the opportunity of personal hearing.
3.

To come up on 25.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner








      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Manjit Kaur, #4851, B-Block Pancham House Building Society ,

Sector 68, Mohali.






……………..Complainant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o President, Pancham Cooperative Housing Society Ltd.,

Sector 68, Mohali.



 
                    
…………....Respondent

CC-1851 of 2007

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

Shri Paramjit Singh, Junior Assistant alongwith Shri Mukesh Kumar, Manager, Pancham Cooperative House Building Society, Mohali

ORDER



Shri Mukesh Kumar, Manager/Pancham Cooperative House Building Society, Mohali submitted that he had taken a decision to file an LPA challenging the order of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court and that LPA is now listed for24.8.2011.  However, he admits that there is no stay order from the Double Bench of the Hon’ble High Court against the operation of the decision of the Single Bench.  In view of this, non-furnishing of the information is a clear violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and Shri Mukesh Kumar could be liable under Section 20 of the Act ibid as he is the PIO-cum-custodian of the record.  Let Shri Mukesh Kumar show cause why he should not be proceeded against under Section 20 of the Act and also why suitable compensation should not be awarded to the complainant.  It is pertinent to note that the three cases (CC-824/2010, CC-1835/2007 and CC-1851/2007) were listed for hearing today and the respondent-society has taken the same plea in all the cases, even though the petitioners-complainants in the three cases are members of the society.  Members of a society are entitled to get record from the society in their capacity as members but in these cases they have been forced to approach the commission under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and even after the Single Bench of High Court has dismissed their Writ, information has still not been given.

2.

Let the explanation of the respondent-Manager (Mr. Mukesh Kumar) come before the next date of hearing when he may also avail the opportunity of personal hearing.

3.

To come up on 25.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner








      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vineet Malik, # 4963, D-Block, Pancham Society, 

Sector 68, Mohali.







……………..Appellant

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

o/o the Assistant  Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali.

FAA-Joint Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Patiala.
 

……………....Respondents

AC No. 824 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Vineet Malik appellant in person.

Shri Paramjit Singh, Junior Assistant o/o the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, it was submitted by the respondent that 
Shri Jagdish Kumar, Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Dera Bassi has been appointed as Administrator of Pancham Cooperative House Building Society Ltd., Mohali.  Accordingly a direction was given to the Administrator to ensure that remaining information, which is in the custody of the Society, is furnished to the complainant within a period of 10 days of this order.

2.

The respondent places on record letter dated 27.7.2011 alongwith a copy of LPA No.1210/2011 which had been filed in the Hon’ble High Court challenging the decision of the Single Bench of the same Court.  It is submitted that LPA is listed for 24.8.2011 and that the case may be adjourned to a date thereafter.  The plea of the respondent is that LPA will become anfractuous if information is furnished.

3.

No stay order has been granted against the order of the Single Bench of the Hon’ble High Court.  On the last date of hearing, it was made clear that not furnishing of the information may entail penalty provisions of Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Inspite of this, the respondent society has not given the information.
4.

I have heard the parties.  As a last opportunity, the society is directed to give information free of cost as statutory period of 30 days has elapsed.

5.

To come up on 25.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








                    (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner

Punjab 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasneet Bindra, A1-GFO1, Nirmal Chhaya,

Near Silver City, Zirakpur, Mohali, Pb.



      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Council for Value Added Horticulture in Punjab, 

SCO No.358-359, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.



  -------------Respondent.

CC No. 785 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Mrs.Madhu Gill, PIO on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER



The respondent submits letter No.951 dated 10.8.2011 stating that a cheque bearing No.275964 dated 28.7.2011 drawn on HDFC Bank for Rs.500/- has been delivered to the complainant-Ms. Jasneet Bindra.

2.

The complainant had also submitted a written request received on 2.8.2011 stating that she has received the information and compensation amounting to 
Rs.500/- and, therefore, the case may be closed.
3.

The respondent had also placed on record a letter received in this Commission vide diary No.CIC/518 dated 1.8.2011 wherein they have pleaded that strawberry/blueberry plants were imported by M/s Germini Agro Pvt. Ltd.  It has been stated that the operations of the company was closed from January, 2010 and most of its employees have left.  Since the record is five years old, they were unable to trace out the documents.

4.

The plea of the respondent is that the observations in the order dated 27.7.2011 of the Commission in which it has been stated at para 2 that the Council for Value Added Horticulture is virtually under closure after registration of criminal cases and the record is in disarray may be amended.  The respondent pleaded that Value Added Horticulture Council is not under winding up and has in fact merged with M/s Organic Farming Council.

5.

The above facts are taken on record.  The complaint case is closed.








              (R.I. Singh)

August 12, 2011.





     Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
