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

Shri Manjit Singh s/o Shri Kartar  Singh,

r/o Vill. Bheen, 

Distt. Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar 

(previously known as Nawanshahar) 


___ Complainant 

Vs.

The Nawanshahar Cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd.,

Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar 

(Previously known as Nawanshahar).              __________ Respondent

CC No. 2721  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Manjit Singh complainant in person.

Shri Hardeep Singh  Sarangal, General Manager-cum-PIO alongwith Shri Jasbir Singh, Chief Accounts Officer on behalf of the respondent-department.

 

ORDER



Information asked for by the complainant relates to the period as long back as 1956 since when the Mill started.   In normal case, I would have not allowed to supply such old information as it would hamper the working of the Mill.  However, Shri Sarangal, PIO states that necessary information has been got prepared which runs into 1690 pages and the complainant has been asked to deposit a sum of Rs.3380/- towards cost of pages i.e. 1690x2=3380/-.  He further states that the complainant has not yet deposited the said amount with the respondent-department.  The complainant has promised that he will deposit the said amount within one week from today with the PIO.   After the deposit of the said amount, the information will be supplied to the complainant who thereafter may go through the same and if he is satisfied with the same may inform the commission by post that the information has been supplied to him to his satisfaction.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2008 for confirmation.

3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri G.D. Sharma,  # 292, Kothe Bhim Sain, Dina Nagar,

Tehsil and District Gurdaspur-143531.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the District Social Security Officer, Gurdaspur. _____________ Respondent

CC No. 2701  of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Sarup Singh Pannu, District Social Security Officer, Gurdaspur on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Asked for information has been sent to the complainant vide respondent-department’s registered letter dated 28.11.2008 with a copy to the Commission.   Nothing contrary has been heard from the complainant.

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.

3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Dr. Sandeep Kumar, #130-C, 

B.R.S. Nagar, Ludhiana.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Deputy Secretary, Department of Labour,

Block-C, Room No.1, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh._______ Respondent

CC No. 2698  of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Tejinder Singh, Superintendent alongwith Shri Kamlesh Kumar, Sr. Assistant o/o the Labour Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh, Shri Gurmit Singh-I and Shri Gurmeet Singh-II o/o the Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Labour, Chandigarh. 

ORDER



Information asked for by the complainant is of public interest and with a view to save children from being used as a labourer.  The plea taken by Shri Tejinder Singh, Superintendent is that mostly child labour is of migratory families.  After being caught they never put up their appearance to help the court.  For confirming child labour, it is mandatory to get it medically examined and it should be proved that labour in question is below 14 years.  It is stated that whenever the child labour is held, they are not medically examined.  Shri Tejinder Singh further stated that job is done by the field officers and they only get the report.  It is a serious issue which is raised by complainant.  I would like that PIO from office of Labour Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh should appear on the next date of hearing and collect the necessary data from the field in this regard.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2009.

3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Niranjan Singh, Vocational Teacher,

H.No.3497, Sector 38-D, Chandigarh.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Economic & Statistical Advisor,

26, Ranjit Garden, Near College, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 2682  of 2008

Present:

Shri Niranjan Singh complainant in person.

Shri Jasvinder Singh, Assistant Research Officer alongwith Shri Jagdeep Singh, Senior Assistant o/o the Deputy Economics and Statistical Advisor, Patiala  and Shri Ishwar Dev Wadhwa, Principal, Government Girls Sr. Secondary School, Rajpura Town on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Ishwar Dev Wadhwa, Principal appearing on behalf of the District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala states that as per his knowledge a cheque No.39388 dated 3.5.99 for Rs.98100/- was received by the office of District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala which was issued by the Deputy Economic and Statistical Officer, Patiala alongwith a list of 231 teachers who had acted as supervisors in the Fourth Economic Census. He further stated that in the said list it was clearly mentioned that the amount due to each supervisor/teacher engaged for the job concerned should be paid to them and acknowledgement obtained from them should be forwarded to the concerned department.  Shri Jasvinder Singh further stated that for the amount sent to the District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala,  acknowledgement of all  teachers/supervisors has not been received by their department and even though the department has been sending them reminders since 1999 for doing the needful. An audit objection has also been raised in this regard.

2.

Shri Wadhwa who appeared on behalf of the District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala stated that though he is not directly concerned with this case, still would try to locate the record for which some more time may be given to the department.

3.

In his application, Shri Niranjan Singh has asked for the details of payment made to him as well as other four teachers.  It is made clear to him that information can be provided only in his case and no information can be provided in the case of other four teachers for being third party.  He, however, explained that he wanted to know only if they had been paid the due amount or not. This part of information may be supplied.

4.

 Financial record being a permanent record could not have been weeded out.  All amounts received are entered in the cash-book maintained by every office.  Such entries show that the amount meant for disbursement to the individuals has been paid to them and the un-disbursed amount is returned to authority concerned within a reasonable time or atleast before the closure of the financial year.  Part payment which is yet to be disbursed and for which no acknowledgement has been sent to the Deputy Economic and Statistical Adviser, Patiala is a serious matter.   Even though Shri Wadhwa is not directly concerned with the case but he is directed to ask the District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala and clarify about the details of the amount in question.  He should also send a photocopy of the cashbook showing entry of receipt of the amount and disbursement made to the supervisors/teachers to the complainant within three week from today with a copy of the same to the Commission. The complainant, thereafter, can go through the same and inform the commission, whether he is satisfied with the information or not.

5.

Case stands adjourned to 16.3.2009.  On that day, District Education Officer (Secondary), Patiala will appear personally along with Shri Wadhwa personally to explain the position.

6.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 (R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     




State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Major Singh s/o Shri Narayan Singh,

Resident of Vill. Balwala, P.O. Dutal, Distt. Patiala.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Patiala.        _______ Respondent

CC No. 2629  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Major Singh complainant in person.

Ms. Jaspreet Kaur, Superintendent o/o the Deputy Registrar Cooperative Societies, Patiala.

ORDER



Asked for information is regarding supply of copies of TA bills of two other officers.  Since the information relates to third party, it cannot be supplied.  The matter stands disposed of accordingly.

2. 

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Manphool Singh s/o Shri Banta Singh,

Vill. Bari, P.O. Manoli, Tehsil and District Mohali.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali.
_____ Respondent

CC No. 2583  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Manphool Singh complainant in person.

Shri Ramesh Kumar, Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies Mohali on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The information in question has been sought from the Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh.  The plea taken by the said Society that being a private body they are not covered under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is not acceptable.   Since Cooperative societies are formed and registered under the Cooperative Societies Act, 1961, they   come under the purview of Section 2 (h) of Right to Information Act, 2005.  As such, information for the last two years should be collected and supplied to the complainant within three weeks.  Thereafter, the appellant can go through the same and report whether he is satisfied with the information supplied to him or not.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 6.3.2009. 


3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.   


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Gurdas Ram s/o Shri Jagat Ram,

Basant Nagar, St. No.2, Devi Wala Road, Kotkapura, Distt. Faridkot._____ Complainant 

Vs.

Punjab Mandi Board, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

AC No. 584  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Gurdas Ram appellant in person.

Shri Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian-cum-APIO, Mandi Board, Punjab Chandigarh alongwith Shri Abdul Basit, District Mandi Officer, Faridkot and Shri Pritam Singh, Superintendent, Market Committee, Kotkapura.

ORDER



Adverse remarks were recorded in the Annual Confidential Report for the year 2002-03.  Shri Abdul Basit appearing on behalf of the respondent-department admits that adverse remarks were not communicated to the concerned employee.  Serious adverse remarks have been made about the employee which would have resulted into denial of his promotion and continue in service after 25 years or 50 years of age.  Though it is a hypothetical situation in the instant case as the employee expired in 2005. Shri Abdul Basit states that no detail or any record including correspondence is available with the respondent-department. 

2.

According to the rulings of the rulings of the Judicial Courts, if the adverse remarks are not communicated to the employee concerned, then they are to be treated as non-existence for promotion etc. Applying the law of average that is depending on his/her previous reports, decision is to be taken.  In the instant case, the same does not apply.  Appellant states that retirement benefits have not been released to his wife by the respondent-department. This is not a matter before the Commission and commission cannot issue directions about release of the retirement benefits or otherwise.  Commission can only help citizen of the country to get the information. Action can be taken by the person concerned at the appropriate administrative/ judicial authority.

3.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.

4.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 (R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     




State Information Commissioner

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

Shri P.S. Chopra, E-4968, Pancham C H B Society,

Sector 68, Mohali







__________ Appellant

Vs.

The Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies,

Verka Plant Complex, SAS Nagar (Mohali) . 


                      _______ Respondent

AC No. 574  of 2008

Present:-
Shri P.S. Chopra, appellant in person.

Shri Ramesh Kumar, Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER:-



It is admitted by Shri Ramesh Kumar, Assistant Registrar that cooperative Societies are formed and registered under Cooperative Societies Act, 1961.  Section 2(h)  of Right to Information Act, 2005 makes it quite clear that any body formed under  the Constitution of India or any law and any Act passed by Parliament or State legislator shall be treated as public authority and will be governed under Right to Information Act, 2005.  However, in this particular case, appellant had sought information from the Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh and not from the society itself.  It should not be out of place to mention here that when a cooperative society is formed it has to be registered under the Cooperative Act, 1961 with the Registrar, Cooperative Societies.  Similarly, election of the cooperative society is held in the presence of an officer of the Cooperative Department who also conducts election to ensure that there is no malpractice.  Cooperative Department also keeps a track of the society by way of getting annual audit done to see that the funds are not being misused.  Contention of the department as communicated to the appellant vide their letter dated 28.11.2008 that cooperative society is a private body is not acceptable.  According to a letter dated 24.10.2008 written by the Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh to the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali wherein he was directed to collect and supply the required information to the appellant expeditiously under intimation to his office. It has also been made  clear that in case the information is delayed or not supplied, it will be the personal responsibility of Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali to whom the letter was addressed.

2.

Shri Ramesh Kumar, Assistant Registrar appearing on behalf of the respondent-department produced a copy of the order dated 3.7.2008 passed by Shri P.K. Verma, State Information Commissioner in CC-1019/2008 wherein it is written that whether cooperative societies are a public authority or not is a matter pending before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, hence said case was adjourned sine-die awaiting for the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court.  I am not aware about the details of issues raised in CC-1019/2008, as such it cannot be said whether claim made in the said reference is similar as made by Shri Chopra.  However, I am of the view that in the instant case, the information sought by appellant is genuine and it will be in the interest the members of the society.  As such Shri Ramesh Kumar is instructed to collect and supply the asked for information within three weeks from today.

3.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2009.

4.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     




State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Charanjit Bhullar c/o The Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bhatinda.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Director , Tourism Department,  Punjab,

Plot NO.3, Sector 38-A, Chandigarh.                       _______ Respondent

CC No. 2832  of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Navinder Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Navinder Singh appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that asked for information has been supplied to the complainant vide their office letter dated 1.12.2008.  He further states that complainant has confirmed on telephone that he has received the information.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2008 for confirmation.

3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Charanjit Bhullar c/o The Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bhatinda.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.                         _______ Respondent

CC No. 2827  of 2008

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Ms. Navinder Kaur, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Ms. Navinder Kaur, APIO appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that information has been supplied vide their department letter dated 7.1.2009 with a copy to the Commission.  Nothing contrary has been heard from the complainant in this.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2008 for confirmation.

3.

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


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

Shri Bikramjit Singh, H. No.1448, Top Floor,

Phase-10, Mohali.





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, 

Fatehgarh Sahib. 



                      _______ Respondent

CC No. 2786  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Bikramjit Singh complainant in person.

Shri Bhagwan Singh, Assistant Registrar and Shri Mohinder Paul, Junior Assistant o/o the Deputy Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Fatehgrah Sahib alongwith Shri Karamjit Singh, Secretary, Dhatonda Agricultural Cooperative Sociey, Dhatonda on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER

Shri Bikramjit Singh, Complainant admits that the point raised in his complaint has been settled and required information has been supplied to him.  Matter stands disposed of accordingly.

2. 

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     




State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Ashok Kumar, #617/1,

Sector 41-A, Chandigarh.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Secretary to Government of Punjab,

Department of Agriculture, Chandigarh.
                      _______ Respondent

CC No. 2753  of 2008

Present:-
Shri Ashok Kumar complainant in person.

Shri Inderjit Singh, APIO o/o the Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Agriculture, Chandigarh on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Complainant wants to know about the action taken on his letter dated 25.8.2008 written to the Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Department of Agriculture, Chandigarh. Shri Inderjit Singh, Superintendent Grade-1-cum-APIO stated that the matter is under examination and decision on the same is yet to be taken.  Shri Inderjit Singh further states that said letter was sent to Director Agriculture, Punjab, Chandigarh who informed the complainant that his application has been rejected as he was not an employee of the department and thus  his application was not covered under Right to Information Act, 2005. Shri Ashok Kumar complainant is asking for information which relates to his wife and not to a third party.  Respondent-department is bound to supply such information to the complainant including copies of the note-sheets though the complainant has not asked for the same.  Action taken on his letter dated 25.8.2008 has to be intimated and the same should be done within two weeks from today with a copy to the Commission. The Department may get in writing from the wife of the complainant that she has no objection if the information is supplied. 

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2008.

3. 

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     


State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Akesh Kumar, #2440,

Guru Nanak Nagar, Street No.2, Backside Ramgarh, 

Barnala-148101.  




 __________ Appellant

Vs.

The District Manager, MARKFED,

Barnala.





       _______ Respondent

AC No. 596  of 2008

Present:-
None for the appellant.

Shri Rakesh Kumar Goyal, Assistant Accounts Officer o/o Markfed Sangrur on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Shri Rakesh Kumar Goyal appearing on behalf of the respondent-department has produced a copy of the information.  He is directed to send the same to the appellant who may go through the same and report his confirmation.

2.

Case stands adjourned to 27.2.2009 for confirmation.

3. 

It was explained to both the parties about the letter written by me to CIC for seeking the opinion of the Advocate General, Punjab, if the case is to be heard by individual Commissioner or full Commission.  Order passed will be subject to the opinion rendered by the Advocate General, Punjab. 









 ( R. K. Gupta)

January 23, 2008.     




State Information Commissioner
