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 Darshan Singh, Social Education and Panchayat Officer o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Malerkotla-I on behalf of the respondent-department.


ORDER



Shri Darshan Singh who  has appeared on behalf of the respondent-department  is not clear  as to when the enquiry was held   and when its  report  was submitted. Shri Baljit Singh Sohi, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Malerkotla  is said to be attending the Punjab and Haryana High Court in connection with some other cases.  The District Development and Panchayat Officer, Sangrur should verify this fact.  Instead of providing clear-cut information as requested by the complainant, evasive replies are being provided.  Whereas the complainant states that if inquiry was held, why no inquiry report is   available  in the record of the respondent-department.  

2.

Keeping in view the reply given by Shri Darshan Singh, I am constrained to observe that there is reluctance on the part of the respondent-department in furnishing the information asked for by the complainant. Shri Baljit Singh Sohi, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Malerkotla-I is directed 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.  

3.

Shri Tejwant Singh complainant who is accompanied by another person from the village is awarded compensation @ Rs.500/- per visit from today onward which should be paid to him by the respondent-department.

4.

Case stands adjourned to 3.10.2008.\









 ( R. K. Gupta)

September 8, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC

1.
The District Development and Panchayat Officer, Sangrur

2.
Shri Baljit Singh Sohi, Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Malerkotla-I
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sham Lal Singla, B-325,

Guru Nanak Colony, Sangrur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Prem Sabha High School, Sangrur.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  882    of 2008

Present:-
Shri Sham Lal Singla complainant in person.

Shri J.P.Jindal, Principal alongwith Shri P.C. Jain Secretary on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The representatives of the respondent-department state that during the financial year 2005-2006 the account bearing No.55074979182 was opened and all  transactions  made during  that financial year have been provided to the complainant.

2.

Since information as asked for by the complainant has been supplied to him, the case stands  disposed of.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

September 8, 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) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



There is nothing on the record of the Commission as to whether the   information in question has been supplied to the complainant  or not.  Shri Gagandeep Singh Virk, BDPO, Patran, district Patiala should explain why action should not taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for not supplying the information.

2.

A copy of this order be sent to the District Development and Panchayat Officer, Patiala who will ensure that Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Patran should appear on the next date of hearing.

3.

Case stands adjourned to 29.9.2008.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

September 8, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC

1.
The District Development and Panchayat Officer, Patiala
2.
Shri Gagandeep Singh Virk, BDPO, Patran, district Patiala 

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) 
None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Information as asked for by the complainant stands supplied. BDPO, Dasuya is directed that complainant may be kept informed about the inquiry and result of the inquiry being conducted.

2.

Case stands disposed of.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

September 8, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

