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

Shri Hussan Lal peon-cum-Token Boy,

o/o the Bhogpur Cooperative Sugar Mill Ltd., Bhogpur,

District Jalandhar.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the General Manager, Bhogpur Cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd.,

Bhogpur (Jalandhar).


           ________________ Respondent

CC No. 1183 of 2009

Present:
Shri Hussan Lal complainant in person.
Shri Braham Dutt Superintendent-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Hussan Lal complainant has simply asked to supply him the information about the action taken on his letter dated 16.2.2009 which is not forthcoming.  Shri Braham Dutt, PIO stated that said application was returned in original to the complainant, which is denied by the complainant.  No factual position has been explained.  Shri Braham Dutt, PIO states that his Counsel will be appearing to explain the position.  This is not a correct approach that public authority as well as PIO has to adopt a constructive and helpful attitude to furnish the information to citizens of the country.  In the present situation, I am constrained to direct Shri Manmohan Singh, General Manager, Bhogpur Cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd., Bhogpur (Jalandhar).to appear personally on the next date of hearing.
2.

Case stands adjourned to 7.8.2009.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri R.P. Mehta, Chairman, Struggle Committee for Justice

And Anti Corruption Drive/Admn. Reforms, H.O. Amroh,

Tehsil Mukerian (Hoshiarpur).



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o District Forest Officer, Dasuya (Hoshiarpur)
             __________ Respondent

CC No.  1147  of 2009

Present:-
Shri R.P. Mehta complainant in person.



Shri Gursharan Singh, Deputy District Forest Officer, Dasuya.

ORDER



Information provided by the respondent-department to the complainant is vague and evasive.  Complainant has simply asked for specific information about the steps taken for protection of trees which, for unknown reasons, the department seems to be reluctant in supplying of the same.  Shri Gursharan Singh states that there are regular guidelines which can be provided to the complainant.  He was ordered to supply the same within two weeks from today.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.8.2009.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Vijay Kumar Suri, H. No.54, New Anand Nagar,

Near Maqsudan, Jalandhar-144008.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies,

Jalandhar-II.




           ________________ Respondent

CC No. 1214  of 2009

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.
Shri Darshan Singh, Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Jalandhar-II on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Darshan Singh, Assistant Registrar appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that Shri Vijay Kumar Suri, complainant has asked same information from him as well as from the Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Jalandhar.  Complainant has got a reply from the Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Jalandhar.   Inspite of having called him number of times,  he has not attended  to his officer.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 7.8.2009 for deciding further action.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Om  Parkash, House No.5729/A, Sector 38 (West),

Chandigarh.






__________ Appellant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board, Sector 17, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

AC No.  296  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Om Parkash complainant in personl.

Shri Mukesh Juneja, APIO alongwith Ms. Parinder Kaur, Establishment Officer. On behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Appellant - Shri Om Parkash has asked for information on six points out of which  points at Sr. No.1 to 5  relate to  salary slip,  income tax proforma etc. in respect of  Shri Ravinder Kumar.  Normally this information should not have been provided without taking concurrence of the individual in whose case the information has been asked for.  However, the information has already been provided on four of the points about which nothing can be done at this stage.  As regards information at Sr. No.6, it is admitted that Smt. Neelam Sharma wife of Shri Ravinder Kumar Sharma (later being employee of Punjab Mandi Board, Chandigarh) had applied for sub-brokership of SEBI.  It is alleged by Shri Om Parkash appellant that it is a ‘benami’ and the real work is being done by Shri Ravinder Kumar Sharma.  The stand taken by the respondent-department is that Shri Ravinder Kumar Sharma never applied to become a sub-broker nor any permission was granted to him by the respondent-department.  Under the conduct rules if a spouse takes up any vocation other than Government service, it is the responsibility of the Government servant to seek prior permission of the Government before his wife or her husband takes up the vocation of the organization with which there is a possibility that a Government official  have some official dealing otherwise it is sufficient that he gives an intimation to the department about his wife/her husband having taken up a vocation or job with which he has no official dealing.  According to Shri Mukesh Juneja, Shri Ravinder Kumar Sharma has not given any intimation about his wife’s joining as sub-broker.  This is a matter for the department to take administrative action, if any.  

2.
 In the light of above discussion, the case stands disposed of.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.
Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Hitender Jain c/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.
_________  Appellant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Divisional Forest Officer, Opp. Westend Mall,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana-141012.
          ________________ Respondent

AC No. 301 of 2009

Present:-
Shri Hitender Jain appellant in person.

Shri Pritpal Singh, Forester on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



Shri Pritpal Singh Forester who has appeared on behalf of the respondent-department is not well-conversed with the case.  According to him he was deputed by the Divisional Forest Officer to appear only to convey to the Commission that the asked for information has already been supplied to the appellant without any copy to the Commission.  Shri Jain appellant has pointed out the glaring mistakes of omissions in regard to number of trees found short about which compensation was received.  Similarly, a partial audit report has been provided only for the year 2007-2008 and not for the years from 2001 onwards as asked for in the application.  The plea taken by the Divisional Forest Officer of his being busy hardly inspires confidence.   Position has become worse when instead of deputing the PIO/APIO or any other senior official well conversant with the case; a   forester has been deputed who is not well conversant with the case.

2.

As has been held repeatedly,   under Right to Information Act, 2005, the basic responsibility to provide the information is of public authority and the PIO/APIO are only to assist him.  If a PIO/APIO fails to provide the information, the public authority has to take corrective steps to avoid any harassment to the citizens of the country.  In the instant case, the Divisional Forest Officer, Ludhiana has failed to provide the requisite information.  Shri Pritpal Singh Forester who has appeared on behalf of the respondent-department does not know even the name of the Divisional Forest Officer, Ludhiana which goes to show his capability to answer the queries under Right to Information Act, 2005.  In these circumstances, I have no alternative but to order that the Divisional Forest Officer, Ludhiana should personally be present on the next date of hearing.  Contents of the above discussion have been explained to Shri Pritpal Singh Forester in Punjabi. Since some other cases of Shri Hitender Jain are fixed on 3.7.2009, next date of hearing in the instant case is also fixed on 3.7.2009 when Divisional Forest Officer, Ludhiana should be present with the full facts of the case.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Satish Kumar,  #2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opposite Guru Nanak Engineering College,
Gill Road, Ludhiana.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana._______________ Respondent

CC No.  1136    of 2009
Present:-
Shri Satish Kumar complainant in person.

Shri Inder Paul Singh, APIO alongwith Shri Ajay Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Admittedly, the complainant has moved number of applications and it was not clear which application is to be dealt with.   Accordingly he was shown his original application dated 18.12.2008.  It is seen that in this case, information was provided by the respondent-department vide their letter dated 19.2.2009.  On the receipt of the said information, Shri Satish Kumar, complainant had raised certain queries which were replied by the respondent-department vide their letter dated 13.4.2009.   As regards Information about investment, a letter has been brought by Shri Inder Paul Singh copies of which were got prepared and handed over to the complainant.  I held that all points stand replied and no more information is left to be supplied.
2.

In view of the above discussion, case stands disposed of.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Raj Kumari Walia, #484, Phase-2,

Mohali.






__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies,

Mohali.



                      ________________ Respondent

CC No. 1106        of 2009

Present:-
Ms. Raj Kumar Walia alongwith Shri Pawan Kumar Sharma, Advocate.

None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER


Case stands adjourned to 13.7.2009.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Balbir Singh Sandhu, r/o V& PO Miran Kot,

Opp. Canara Bank, Amritsar.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District  Manager, MARKFED, Amritsar.    _____________ Respondent

CC No.  1218   of 2009

Present:-
Shri Balbir Singh Sandhu complainant in person.

Shri R.M. Malhotra, Senior Accounts Officer alongwith Shri Jasdeep Singh, Clerk on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



A copy of the information brought by Shri R.M. Malhotra, Senior Accounts Officer has been handed over to the complainant.  Complainant can go through the same and report whether he is satisfied with the information provided to him or not before the next date of hearing.
2.

Shri Balbir Singh Sandhu, complainant has enclosed an IPO bearing No.35 G 577448 with the complaint submitted to the Commission.  The same has been returned to him in original with the clarification that no fees is required to be paid while submitting the complaint to the Commission.

3.

Case stands adjourned to 3.8.2009 for confirmation.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Bhupinder Singh Granthi, Gurudwara Nanaksar,

Verka, District Amritsar.


 
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Secretary, Shiromani Gurudwara Parbandhak Committee,

Amritsar.




            ________________ Respondent

CC No.  1194  of 2009

Present:-
None on behalf of the parties.
ORDER



Case stands adjourned to 7.8.2009.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Brish Bhan s/o Shri Sarup Chand,

House No.33, Kahangarh Road, Patran, Distt. Patiala.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Agriculture, Punjab, SCO 85-88, 
Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.



______________ Respondent

CC No. 1087  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Brish Bhan complainant in person.

Shri Mehar Singh, APIO alongwith Shri D.P. Mangla, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



Information about 12 districts has been provided and for the remaining 8 districts it has yet to be provided.  Shri Mehar Singh and Shri Mangla requested for two weeks’ for collecting the remaining information.  Their request is acceded to and they should collect the asked for information within three weeks and supply the same to the complainant by 24.7.2009.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.8.2009.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Tejinder Singh s/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

Plot No.40, Vill. Bholapur, Guru Nanak Nagar, 

P.O. Shahbana, Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

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

Food & Civil Supply Deptt, Punjab Civil Secretariat, 
Chandigarh. 





 ____________ Respondent

CC No. 1123  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Tejinder Singh complainant in person.
Shri Parveen Sapra, Superintendent Grade-I-cum-APIO alongwith Shri Raj Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



Information sought for is regarding Shri Rakesh Bhaskar who is working as District Food and Supplies Controller, Mukatsar.  The Information being  related to third party,  before supplying the same to the complainant,  the  third party has to be consulted in writing and after getting his consent , the PIO has to take a decision whether such information should be supplied or not.  In the instant case, the procedure has not been followed and part of the information has been supplied to the complainant which is not correct but nothing can be done at this stage.  Before taking any further action, the correct procedure should be followed to set the record right and after getting the reply of Shri Bhaskar, PIO may  take the decision  whether the information has to be supplied  or not
2.

On the request of Shri Tejinder Singh complainant, case stands adjourned to 17.8.2009.
(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jaspal Singh s/o Shri Madan Singh,

Village Mari Buchian, Tehsil Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Public Instructions (SE), Pb., 
Chandigarh.         



            ________________ Respondent

CC No.    846     of 2009

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent-department. 

ORDER



PIO o/o the Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh should be present personally on the next date of hearing.
2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.8.2009.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rakesh Kumar, Assistant Trust Engineer,

Improvement Trust, Rup Nagar.



__________ Appellant 
Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Phagwara.
      ________ Respondent

AC No. 165   of 2009

Present:-
Shri Rakesh Kumar, appellant in person

Shri Bhagwan Dass, PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.
Order:-



Shri Rakesh Kumar
complainant states that one part of the information is yet to be supplied.  Shri Bhagwan Dass, PIO is directed to supply the remaining information within three weeks from today.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 3.8.2009.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Daljit Singh Grewal, Ex-District Commander,

H. No.201-204/100, Block J, B.R.S.Nagar, Ludhiana.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o District Education Officer (S.E.), Ludhiana.
          ___________ Respondent

AC No.  167  of 2009

Present:-
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal complainant on behalf of his wife Smt. Jaswinder Kaur.

Shri Satnokh Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO alongwith Shri Ashwani Kumar, Clerk  on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Santokh Singh, APIO appearing on behalf of the respondent-department is not at all conversant with the case nor he is ready to supply the detail.  On the two earlier hearings i.e. on 24.4.2009 and 25.5.2009, no body had appeared.  This is a very serious omission on the part of District Education Officer (SE), Ludhiana.  Being it the public authority it has to ensure that the requisite information should be supplied within the stipulated period.. District Education Officer (SE), Ludhiana should appear personally on the next date of hearing and should explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information within the stipulated period.   Appellant has been made to come time and again to attend the hearings.  He is thus awarded compensation @ Rs.1000/- per hearing from today on wards.  
2.

Case is adjourned to 27.7.2009.

(R.K. Gupta)

    State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 26.6.2009
