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

Smt. Balwinder Kaur w/o Shri Charan Singh

96-C, New Partap Nagar, G.T. Road, Amritsar._____________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

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

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 1574  of 2007

Present:-
Shri Charan Singh husband of Smt. Balwinder Kaur for the 



complainant.



Ms. Jasbir Kaur, Accountant-cum-APIO alongwith Ms. Devinder 


Kaur, Sr. Assistant and Shri Naresh Kumar, Section Officer  for the 


respondent-department.

ORDER



Statement produced on behalf of the respondent-department indicates that for the period from February, 1983 to June, 1990  total contribution made by the complainant  including  equal contribution made by employer comes to a sum of  Rs.9612/-.  It is not clear how much interest accrued on this amount and why the amount, which was sent from Chogawan Block to Verka Block, was less than that.  To sort out this problem it will be appropriate that the postal authority where the accounts are maintained brings the relevant record from the year 1983 onward.  On the next date of hearing, besides officers from Chogawan Block, Verka Block and head office, postal authorities should also be present alongwith their record so that matter is sorted out.  A copy of this order will also be sent to the Senior Superintendent of Posts, Amritsar with a copy to Accountant General, Posts Offices, Kapurthala.

2.

  Case is adjourned to 22.2.2008.





 



( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

January 7, 2008.
CC:

1. Senior Superintendent of Posts, Amritsar 

2. Accountant General, Posts Officer, Kapurthala.

3. Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Chogawan (Amritsar)

4.
       Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Verka (Amritsar)

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

Shri Prem Singh Grewal,

104, New Officers Colony,

Stadium Road, Patiala.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.




____   Respondent

CC No.  827   of 2006

Present:-
Col. Prem Singh Grewal, complainant in person.



Shri Ashok Vij, Law Officer-cum-Assistant Public Information Officer alongwith 


Shri C.L. Sharma, Superintendent (Housing), Shri Anish Bansal, Inspector,



Building Branch, Shri G.S. Sarkaria, Advocate on behalf of Shri Jaspal Singh and 

Shri Jaspal Singh, Superintendent for the respondent-department. 
ORDER



Information on the  points at Sr. No.I and II  has been supplied. As regards information at  Sr, No.III,  Shri Vij  stated  that there is no rule on this point and in  case  excess payment is received, the same will be adjusted in the future bills instead of making the refunds.  Regarding information at Sr. No.IV, it is stated that under Section 103(i) of Punjab Municipal Corporation Act, 1976, Commissioner of the Municipal Corporation is empowered.   Copy of the same has been supplied to the complainant.  Regarding point V, it is stated that there is no provision for sending consolidated bill.  However, in the case of the complainant, consolidated bill was sent to him where rebate was offered and as for the regular bills payment has already been received by the respondent-department for the same period at the unrevised rate.  Regarding point at Sr. No.VI, It was admitted that it was mistake and the bill was not sent on revised rates but was sent at the old rates.  Negligence in this behalf was admitted and fresh bill was sent in regard to point at Sr. No.V above.  Regarding information at Sr. No.VII, there is no order for keeping the order of the Sub-Committee in abeyance.  According to Shri Jaspal Singh, Shri Harbans Singh was Inspector at that time and he himself was looking after the Housing Branch, as he had not been promoted as Superintendent.  Regarding information at point VIII, copy of rules under which it was supplied has been sent.  Regarding information at Sr. No.IX, it is stated that property tax about property No.1982/5 was skipped and that is why number of properties were changed where Col. Grewal contested this submission.  Regarding information at point X, it is admitted that permission for construction was sought which was duly accorded.  Shri Sharma also stated that assessment notice was issued but since no reply  was received so the bill was issued.  Shri Vij further stated that Col. Grewal was required to approach Housing Sub Committee but Col. Grewal refused to do so.  Information regarding XI and XII, there are no rules or orders for changing the numbers as stated above, the change occurred because of skipping of property bearing number 1982/5.  Information regarding point at Sr. No.XIII  to XXV, it is admitted that Col. Grewal submitted a complaint against Shri Harbans Singh and others officials on 22 points as well as irregularities committed.  Commissioner has ordered an inquiry against Shri Harbans Singh and no action has been taken on other points.  This Commission is not empowered to order the Commissioner to take action on the points raised by Col. Grewal.  If the Corporation has not to take any action on the points raised by Col. Grewal, information regarding them (point wise) be sent to him.  Shri Vij assured that this will  be done.

2.


It is seen that 11 hearings including that of today have been held in the instant case.   Col. Grewal is a senior citizen and has been visiting to attend all the hearings with the assistance of a helper. It is a fit case where compensation needs to be awarded to the complainant. Accordingly, the complainant should be paid compensation @ Rs.1000/- per hearing after 4th hearing onward.

3.


As far as imposition of fine on officials of the respondent-department, in a petition bearing No.CC-581/2006 filed by Col. Grewal, orders have been challenged in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court and it is pending in the Hon’ble High Court. About imposition of penalty in the instant case, orders will be issued after seeing the outcome of the case in CC-581/2006.  As far as supplying of the information in the instant case is concerned, it is complete.  Next date of hearing for imposing the fine on the officials will be fixed after receipt of result as such no date is fixed.

4.


 Shri  Vij  stated that  in  pursuance of     the  Commission’s  order  dated 5-11-2007, the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation  has  instituted  an inquiry on 3.1.2008 to  know  whether Shri Jaspal Singh is at fault or Shri Vij.  The outcome of the inquiry is  still awaited.  The Commissioner should  send the reply expeditiously so that decision in the case  of  Shri Jaspal Singh, Superintendent is taken.




 



( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

January 7, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Karamjit Singh s/o Shri Amrik Singh,

VPO Lubhana Teku, Tehsil Nabha, District Patiala._____________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Block Nabha, District Patiala.


________________ Respondent

CC No.  783  of 2007

Present:-

Shri Karamjit Singh. Complainant in person alongwith Shri 




Mohinder Kumar, Tewari, Advocate.




Shri Hoshiar Singh, Panchayat Secretary for the respondent-




department.


ORDER




In pursuance of the order dated 14.12.2007, information has been collected.  However, the same has not been supplied to the complainant.  Shri Hoshiar Singh has produced  a t copy of the same which  has been  handed over to the complainant.

2.


During the last hearing, Shri Hoshiar Singh had made a statement  that no shamlat land is in unauthorized occupation of any body.  Shri M.K. Tewari, Advocate appearing on behalf of the complainant stated the statement made by Shri Hoshiarpur Singh was wrong.  Department of Rural Development and Panchayat, Punjab, Chandigarh may take appropriate action  against the official concerned for making such  wrong statement in the Commission.  

3.


Shri Narpinder Singh, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Nabha was directed to explain why action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for failure in supplying the information.  He has not offered any satisfactory explanation in this regard.   In fact he hais avoided to attend proceedings of the Commission.  Keeping this in view, he is fined @ Rs.250/- per hearing from 1.10.2007 subject to maximum of Rs.25,000/- which is to be recovered in four equal monthly installments.  It will be the responsibility of the District Development and Panchayat Officer, Patiala to recover the said fine from him and deposit the same in the appropriate head in the Government Treasury and report compliance.  However,   since the information stands supplied case stands disposed of.





 



( R. K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

January 7, 2008.
