STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)








                          REGISTERED

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

# 539/112/3, Street: 1-E, 

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road, 

P.O. Basti Jodhewal, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Local Government,  Punjab,

SCO No. 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC - 1258/2009

RESERVED ON 01. 02. 2011
AND

PRONOUNCED IN THE OPEN COURT ON 15. 03. 2011
ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 01.02.2011 when none was present on behalf of the Complainant and  Shri Sukhdev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO stated that Smt. Meenakshi Bagga, the then Deputy Secretary-cum-PIO, Local Government Department  is not in a position to give her statement as she is seriously ill and is in a state of coma.  After discussions, the judgement was reserved. 
2.

In this case the Complainant demanded certain information regarding charge sheets issued to 19 officials of  Municipal Corporation, 
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Ludhiana on allegations of irregularities in works of strengthening some roads and use of low quality materials thereon in Ludhiana. The case has been heard on 28.07.2009, 25.09.2009, 15.10.2009, 17.11.2009, 15.12.2009, 28.01.2010, 18.02.2010, 18.03.2010, 30.03.2010, 29.04.2010, 01.06.2010, 22.07.2010, 22.09.2010, 19.10.2010, 16.11.2010, 30.12.2010 and 01.02.2011 and interim orders were issued in respect of each hearing.
3.

None was present during hearing on 28.07.2009.  While  giving one more opportunity to both the parties,  the case was adjourned and fixed for hearing on 27.08.2009, which was further postponed to 25.09.2009 due to certain administrative reasons.
4.

On 25.09.2009 the Complainant submitted that necessary action may be taken for imposing penalty on the PIO @ Rs. 250/- per day and he may be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him as no information has been supplied to him even a period of six months has lapsed. Accordingly, a show-cause notice was issued to Shri A. K. Prabhakar, Chief Vigilance Officer of the office of Director Local Government to explain reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon him  for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. The case was adjourned to 15.10.2009.
5.

On 15.10.2009, Shri  A. K. Prabhakar, Chief Vigilance Officer of the
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office of Director Local Government stated that the information as available on record has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 377, dated 17.04.2009 including reports of the samples. He further stated that the charge
sheets will be issued as and when these are received back after the approval by the competent authority and after the issuance of the charge sheets,  copies of the charge sheets will be supplied to the Complainant as per his demand. Shri Parbhakar further submitted that when  case was  transferred to him by the Government,  the requisite information was  supplied to the Complainant within 17 days. He requested that no penalty may be imposed upon him for the delay and no compensation may be awarded to the Complainant as there is no delay on his part. Accordingly, the plea put forth by Shri Parbhakar was accepted and no penalty was ordered to be imposed upon him and no compensation was awarded to the Complainant.   The Complainant was not present. A fax message was received from him intimating that the information supplied to him is quite deficient. The Case was adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 17.11.2009 with the directions to the Respondent PIO to supply the remaining information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
6.

On 17.11.2009 none was present on behalf of the Respondent. The Complainant stated that the information running into 233 pages has been supplied to him but pages No. 14 to 16 are missing. He further stated that 
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information relating to para V and VII has not been supplied. He  submitted  his observations on the information supplied to him and assured that he would  send a copy of his observations to the PIO. Accordingly, it was directed that the remaining information along with response to the observations submitted by the Complainant be furnished to him. It was noted with concern that no affidavit has been submitted by the PIO as per the directions of the Commission and none was present on behalf of the Respondent-PIO. The case was adjourned to 15.12.2009.
7.

On 15.12.2009 after hearing both the parties it was directed that the status report till  15.12.2009  be supplied to the Complainant within 15 days by the PIO of the office of Principal Secretary Local Government and the PIO-cum-Chief Vigilance Officer of the office of Director Local Government. An affidavit dated 09.12.2009 from Shri A. K. Parbhakar, Chief Vigilance Officer of Local Government Department was received. The case was adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 28.01.2010 to decide the matter of imposition of penalty on the PIO for the delay in the supply of information and awarding of compensation to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.
8.

On 28.01.2009 the affidavit submitted by Shri A. K. Parbhakar, Chief Vigilance Officer was discussed in which he  submitted that after conducting the preliminary inquiry,  the 
case has been   forwarded to the 
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Principal Secretary Local Government(in L.G.-1 Branch) to issue charge-sheets 

and to appoint an inquiry officer for conducting a regular inquiry. Thus the requisite information concerning Vigilance Wing of the Local Government Department stands supplied through affidavit but the remaining  information relating to the office of Principal Secretary Local Government(L.G.-1 Branch) has not been supplied so far. Accordingly, Mrs. Kavita Chauhan Singh, Additional Secretary Local Government-cum-PIO was issued show-cause notice to make written submission explaining  reasons as to why penalty be not imposed upon her for the delay in the supply of information and as to why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. The Vigilance Department of the Local Government Department was exempted from appearing during further proceedings as the information relating to that Wing stood supplied to the Complainant.  The case was adjourned to 18.02.2010.
9.

On 18.02.2010, a letter dated 17.02.2010 was received from Mrs. Kavita Chauhan Singh, Additional Secretary Local Government-cum-PIO in response to show-cause notice issued to her in which she has explained reasons for the delay. She has also informed that Shri K. C. Maini,IAS(Retd.) has been appointed Inquiry Officer. As the Complainant was not present, , it was directed that a copy of noting portion of files alongwith  a copy of letter  dated 17.02.2010 be supplied to the Complainant. The case was adjourned to 17.03.2010,  which 
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was further postponed to 18.03.2010 due to certain administrative reasons. 

10.

On 18.03.2010, the Respondent stated that the requisite
information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 957 dated 24.02.2010. Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, appearing for the Complainant, confirmed that the information has been received by the Complainant. He submitt6ed that since the information has been supplied after a period of one years, necessary action may be taken against the PIO and compensation may be awarded to the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him.  Accordingly, the Respondent was directed to supply a list of PIO(s), who remained posted in the Department with effect from 25.03.2009  so that the responsibility for the delay could be fixed. The case was adjourned to 30.03.2010.
11.

On 30.03.2010 , Shri Jagdish Singh Johal, Senior Assistant, appearing for the Respondent PIO submitted a list of PIOs who remained posted in the Department naming Shri Bhajan Singh, Ms. Meenakshi Bagga and Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi. He informed that Shri Bhajan Singh has since retired on 31.08.2009,  Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi has proceeded on leave and Shri Avinash Ohri, Under Secretary has been designated as PIO. Accordingly, Shri Bhajan Singh, Ms. Meenakshi Bagga and Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi were directed to make their written submissions explaining reasons for the delay in the supply of 
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information. Shri Avinash Ohri, present PIO,  was directed to submit the written submissions from  above-said three PIOs on the next date of hearing. The case was adjourned to 29.04.2010. 
12.

Show-cause notices issued to the PIOs have been returned to the Commission by the Postal authorities with the remarks that Shri Bhajan Singh has since retired, Smt. Meenakshi Bagga has been transferred to Punjab Civil Secretariat and Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi has proceeded on leave. Shri Dalwinder Kumar, Superintendent-cum-PIO stated that the case may be adjourned for at least one month so that reply to the show-cause notices could be obtained from the concerned officers and submitted to the Commission. The Complainant requested that a copy of the reply to the show-cause notices to be submitted by the officers may also be sent to him so that he could also submit his observations. Accordingly, it was directed that the Respondent will ensure that the show-cause notices issued by the Commission are served upon the concerned officers and their reply is submitted to the Commission and one copy of the reply to the show-cause notices be also sent to the Complainant so that he could also submit his observations, if any. The case was adjourned to 01.06.2010.
13.

The written submission of Shri Nirmal Singh Mavi was received in the Commission on 12.05.2010. On 01.06.2010, the Respondent placed on 
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record the written submission from  Shri Bhajan Singh. He stated that Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is admitted to the PGI and is not in a position to make her written submission. The case was adjourned to 22.07.2010 which was further 
postponed  to 22.09.2010 due to certain administrative reasons.
14.

On 22.09.2010 none was present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent. As the written submission from Smt. Meenakshi Bagga was not received, the case was adjourned to 19.10.2010.

15.

On 19.10.2010 none was present on behalf of the Respondent. Therefore, directions were issued to the PIO of the office of Director Local Government, Punjab, to be present in person on the next date of hearing alongwith written submission of Smt. Meenakshi Bagga. The case was adjourned to 16.11.2010.

16.

On 16.11.2010, the Respondent stated that Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is admitted in the hospital and is unable to make her written submission. The case was adjourned to 07.12.2010, which was further postponed to 30.12.2010 due to certain administrative reasons. 

17.

On 30.12.2010 the Complainant was not present. A letter was received through fax from the Complainant in which he submitted that no documentary proof has been produced by the Respondent to the effect that Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is admitted in the hospital. A copy of this letter was handed 
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over to Shri Jagdish Singh Johal, Senior Assistant, appearing on behalf of the Respondent with the directions that the PIO will send his response to the letter of the Complainant. The case was adjourned to 01.02.2011.
18.

On 01.02.2011 the Complainant was not present. Shri Sukhdev Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, appearing for the Respondent submitted that Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is not a position to make her written submission as she is seriously ill and is in a state of coma.
19.

After going through the submissions made by the Complainant and the Respondent from time to time and in view of the facts brought out during hearings in the instant case,  I arrive at the conclusion that the main information asked for by the Complainant related to Vigilance Wing of the Local Government Department which was immediately supplied to the Complainant. So far as the information relating to the office of Principal Secretary Local   Government is concerned, charge sheets have been issued and  an Inquiry Officer has been appointed.   Besides, Shri Bhajan Singh, Shri N. S. Mavi and Smt. Meenakshi Bagga, the then PIOs remained in the Department for very short periods. Smt. Meenakshi Bagga is seriously ill and is not able to make her submission. Shri Bhajan Singh and Shri N. S. Mavi have retired. Therefore, it is difficult to single out one of them,  who is responsible for the delay in the supply of information. More-over, no malafide is proved and I am fully convinced that  the delay is not at 
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all intentional/deliberate. Rather the delay is procedural.  Therefore, no penalty is imposed upon any of them. However, a compensation of Rs. 4500/-(Four thousand five hundred only) is awarded to the Complainant for the detriment and loss suffered by him in obtaining the information as he has attended nine  proceedings while traveling from Ludhiana to Chandigarh, to be paid by the Public Authority through a Bank Draft before the next date of hearing. 
20.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 29.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh. 

21.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh





Surinder Singh

Dated: 15. 03. 2011



       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sudesh Kamal Sharma,

H.No. 7/165, Near Gurdwara Sahib,

Dodan Street, Faridkot – 151203.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Revenue Officer, 

Faridkot.








 Respondent

CC - 3908/2010
Present:
Shri Sudesh Kamal Sharma, Complainant, in person.
Shri Atam Singh, District  Revenue Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Atam Singh, D.R.O., Faridkot states that  the relevant file relating to the Construction of Nehru Shopping Centre on the Ganda Nala and allotment of Shops  was  transferred to the office of  Executive Officer,  Municipal Council, Faridkot  vide No. 1042, dated 16.08.1996 and the information, demanded by the Complainant, may be available with them. He further states that he  has made correspondence with the Executive Officer regarding the instant case. He submits photo copy of the correspondence, which is taken on record. 
3.

Accordingly, it is directed that a copy of the order be sent to the
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 Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Faridkot and he is directed to be present in person alongwith requisite information on the next date of hearing. Shri Atam Singh, D.R.O. will also inform the Executive Officer accordingly.
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 22.03.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No.1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to all  the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 03. 2011



      State Information Commissioner

CC:

The Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Faridkot.

     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Darshan Singh,

S/o Shri Jangir Singh,

R/o Ward No. 5, Vishkasrma Bhawan,

Maur Mandi, District: Bathinda.





Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Barnala.



 Respondent

CC - 133/2011

Present:
Shri  Darshan Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Jasbir Singh, ASI, Police Station, Tappa, District: Barnala,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that an FIR No. 82 was registered on 28.05.2003 under Sections 323, 406, 498-A, 504 and 506 against five persons namely Shri Gurdip Singh S/o Shri Babu Singh; Smt. Hardeep Singh S/o Shri Babu Singh; Smt. Gurmail Kaur wife of Shri Babu Singh, Smt.  Sukhdeep Kaur D/o Shri Babu Singh and Shri Babu Singh S/o Shri Mehar Singh. Shri Babu Singh, Shri Hardeep Singh, Smt. Gurmail Kaur and Smt. Sukhdeep Kaur were arrested and Challan was  filed in the court on 21.12.2003. He further states that all the 4 persons have been acquitted by the Court on 09.08.2008. He informs that  Shri Gurdip Singh, who is serving in the Army, could not be  arrested and correspondence was made with the Army Authorities but  no response was 
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received. 
2.

Shri Darshan Singh, Complainant, submits that since Shri Gurdip Singh has retired from the Army service on 01.02.2011, action should be taken against him. 
3.

Since the requisite information stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, Senior Superintendent of Police, Barnala is directed to initiate necessary action under appropriate Sections against Shri Gurdip Singh, who has since retired from the Army service. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 03. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Singara Singh,

S/o Shri Mangu Singh,

Village: Bhambri, Tehsil: Amloh,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib – 147203.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Amloh, District: Fatehgarh Sahib.





 Respondent

CC - 3906/2010
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant, in person.


Smt. Kamaljit Kaur, Superintendent, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the information as provided by Shri Gurpreet Singh, Panchayat Secretary, has been supplied to the Complainant vide Endst. No. Special/1, dated 07.10.2010.  She informs  the Commission that Gramt Panchayat Bhambri has not allotted any plots from the Shamlat Land during the year 1993-1994. 
2.

The Complainant is not present during the second consecutive hearing.

3.

Since the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant,  the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 15. 03. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Agya Ram s/o Sh. Anant Ram,

VPO:  Nainwan, Distt. Hoshiarpur-144523.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Garhshanker, Distt. Hoshiarpur.





 Respondent

CC No. 3735 /2011

Present:
Agya Ram, complainant, in person.



Shri Inderjeet Singh Sandhu, BDPO, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

On the perusal of the information supplied to the complainant, as per his application dated 21.09.2010, the necessary clarifications have been given during the hearing.  The Block Development and Panchayat Officer is directed to supply the vouchers of Rs. 16,000/- spent by the Panchayat Secretary/ Sarpanch for the construction of school. 

3.

The complainant pleads that the enquiry be got conducted by some senior office for the works which have been carried out  by the Panchayat Secretary/ Sarpanch. The BDPO states that the information, as available on the record, has been supplied to the complainant. If the complainant has some grievance he should approach the court of law for the investigation of works which have been carried out as per specifications. 
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3.

It is, therefore, directed that the complainant should approach the Court of law for the redressal of his grievance, if any.  Since, in the instant case, the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of. 

4..

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Pushpa Devi w/o Sh. Sher Singh,

House No. 2184, Sector-71,

SAS Nagar (Mohali).





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o GMADA, PUDA Bhawan,

Sector 62, SAS Nagar.






 Respondent

CC No. 13 /2011

Present:
Shri Sher Singh  on behalf of complainant.



Shri Surinder Mahajan, AEO-cum-APIO, Shri Santosh Kumar, 


SDO(Buildings) on behalf of respondent.



ORDER

1.

The respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the complainant vide Memo No. GMADA/EO/2011/261-64, dated 22-02-2011 with a copy to the commission.

2.

Shri Sher Singh, who is present on behalf of Ms. Pushpa Devi, states that he has received the information and is fully satisfied with the information supplied to him. He further pleads that the case may be closed.

3.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri A.K.Jaiswal,

246/47, New Kundanpuri,

Civil Lines, Ludhdiana.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. of Information and Public Relations,

2nd floor, Punjab Civil Sectt. Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 314 /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri P.S.Kalra, Deputy Director-cum-PIO, Shri Malkiat Singh, 


APIO, Shri Naresh Kumar, Superintendent and Shri David, 


Senior Assistant on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri A.K.Jaiswal filed an application with the PIO of office of Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Information and Public Relations on 09-08-2010. After getting no information, he filed a complaint with the commission on 27-01-2011 which was received in the commission office on 02-02-2011 against diary No. 1884.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today. 

2.

Complainant is not present in the court.  Shri P.S.Kalra, Deputy Director-cum- PIO states that the application of the complainant dated 09-08-2010 has not been received in his office. However, after getting the notice of
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hearing, along with a copy of the application of complainant,  from the Commission, they have collected the information from all the District level offices and from the government side and has supplied the same to the complainant vide letter No. PR(PIO)-2011/83, dated 07-03-2011 running into 442 pages.  As the complainant was not present in the court, he was contacted on his mobile phone No. 98766-62229 during the hearing, who confirms that he has received the information but he has some observations.

3.

On the perusal of the application and the information supplied by the respondent, it reveals that he has asked the information relating to whole of State i.e.  the offices of all the District Public Relations Officers and  at the level of government.  The respondent states that if the complainant wants any further information, he should file a new application with the concerned public authority of the Department i.e. if the information relates to the district level, he should file an application with the concerned District Public Relations Officer of that district and if the information relates to government level, he should file an application with the concerned PIO at government level. 

4.

One copy of the information is taken on record. Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing is over, Shri Tejinder Singh, on behalf of complainant, appears in the court.  He states that he has received incomplete information and has some observations.  

2.

A set of information running into 442 pages, supplied to the commission, is handed over to Shri Tejinder Singh, in the court.  He is directed to go through the information supplied to him in the court today and if he has some observations, he should file a new application with the concerned public authority.











Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner


 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sardara Singh, Panch,

Village: Handesra Tehsil Dera Bassi,

Distt. SAS Nagar.






      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Secretary, Gram Panchayat,

Handesra, Distt. SAS Nagar.

(ii) Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Dera Bassi, Distt. SAS Nagar.





 Respondent

AC No. 1088 /2010

Present:
Shri Sardara Singh, appellant, in person.



Shri Preet Inder Singh, BDPO, Dera Bassi and Ms. Ritu, 



Superintendent and Shri Mandeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary, 

on behalf of 
respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the appellant. The appellant states that he has received the information but the same has not been authenticated.  Shri Mandeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary, who is present in the court, states that he will get the information authenticated today itself.  The Block Development and Panchayat Officer further states that the action is being taken against the former Panchayat Secretary, Shri Ram Charan, who has since retired and his retirement benefits have been withheld.
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3.

It is directed that the Block Development and Panchayat Officer should issue necessary instructions to all the Panchayat Secretaries of his Block to keep the record of Muster Roll being issued/ being purchased from the market. Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is closed and disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sohan Lal s/o Sh. Sadhu Ram,

Village: Kalyanpur, Tehsil Anandpur Sahib,

Distt. Roopnagar.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Anandpur Sahib, distt. Roopnagar.




 Respondent

CC No. 3553 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Surinder Singh, SEPO, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant.

2.

Shri Surinder Singh, Social Education and Panchayat Officer, Anandpur Sahib places on record a letter from Shri Sohan Lal son of Shri Sadhu Ram, complainant,  in which it has been written :-



“  T[go'es ft;/ d/ ;pzX ftu p/Bsh j? fe T[go'es d/ ;pzX ftu i' w?A ;{uBk 


gqkgs eoB bJh p/Bsh ehsh ;h T[j ;{uBk w/?B{z ;ogzu B/ d/ fdZsh j? ns/ i' w/o/ 


;ogzu Bkb wsG/i ;h T[j ;ko/ d{o j' rJ/ jB. w?A j[D ;ogzu d/ Bkb jo ezw  


;fj:'r  fdzdk j?. fJ; bJh w/oh ;{uBk ;pzXh doyk;s dcso dkyb ehsh ikt/ 


w?A nkg ih dk nfs XzBtkdh j'tKrk.








;jh$- ;'jB bkb
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3.

In view of the above written statement of the complainant, the case is closed and disposed of. 
4

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hitender Jain,

c/o Resurgence India, House No. 903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141001.


     Appellant 




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Chief Conservator of Forests,

Punjab, 17 Bays Building, Sector-17, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

AC No. 101 /2019

Present:
None is present on behalf appellant.



Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of appellant.

2.

Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of respondent  states that the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana has stayed the orders, of the commission  awarding compensation,  in Civil Writ Petition No. 2561 of 2011. 

3.

Since the operation of orders of the commission have been stayed by the Hon’ble High Court, the case is adjourned sine die.  The respondent is directed to supply a copy of the orders of the Hon’ble High Court as and when the decision is taken. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Chander Partap s/o Sh. Swami ji,

Ward No. 2, Kala Manjh Kothi,

GT Road, Mukerian, distt. Hoshiarpur.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Manager, Housefed,

Hoshiarpur.








 Respondent

CC No. 167 /2011

Present:
Shri Chander Partap, complainant, in person.



Shri Ashwani Prasher, Advocate, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Ld. Counsel on behalf of respondent places on record copies of two orders passed by the Ld.Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, in CC No.. 3634 of 2010 and CC No. 3644 of 2009 in which the decision in similar cases is pending in the Hon’ble High Court and the cases have been adjourned sine die. 

2.

The case is adjourned sine die and the respondent is directed to inform the decision of the Hon’ble High Court as and when it comes..

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Neetu Rani w/o Sh. Tanesh Sehgal,

House No. B-1/3883, Mohinder Ganj,

Old Rajpura, Patiala.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.






 Respondent

CC No. 219 /2011

Present:
Ms. Neetu Rani, complainant, in person.



Shri B.S. Chatha, ASI, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri B.S. Chatha, Assistant Sub Inspector, Kasturba Chowki, Rajpura supplies  some information to the complainant in the court today in my presence, with a copy to the commission, which is taken on record. 
3.

On the perusal of the information, Ms. Neetu Rani states that the information relating to point No. 1, 3 and 4 is as per her demand  but the information relating to point No. 2 is not as per her demand. She further states that the information relating to point No. 2 has been removed from the record  by the Station House Officer, Rajpura, after  it was received in his office from the Chowki Incharge, Bus Stand, Rajpura.
4.

 She pleads that since  incomplete information has been supplied to
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her after a period  of three months,  strict action be taken against the PIO under Sections  20(1) and 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005.  She  alleges that some political pressure has been  put on the police for not  supplying  the information. 

5.

Accordingly, it is directed that Shri Manmohan Kumar Sharma, PIO-cum- Deputy Superintendent of Police, Rajpura will attend the court  in person on the next date of hearing, along with the requisite information to be supplied to the complainant. 

6.                I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO (Shri Manmohan Kumar Sharma, DSP)  to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information.  The respondent is directed to file his written submission  showing cause as afore-mentioned within 7(seven) days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

7.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 22-03-2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdish Mitter Vadhera, Advocate,

304- JP Nagar, Jalandhar- 144002.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

CC No. 3931 /2009

Present:
Shri Jagdish Mitter Vadhera, complainant, in person.



Shri Gurmeet Singh, Clerk, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

During the hearing, both the parties were directed to inspect the relevant record available with them and after inspection, the complainant states that he has provided some copies of documents to the respondent and the respondent has also supplied some information to the complainant  relating to Shri Jaswant Singh.  The respondent states that he has taken over the charge of the record recently and pleads that the case may be adjourned at least for one month. 

3.

On the request of the respondent, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 19-04-2011 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. when the PIO will be present in the court along with the information to be supplied to the complainant.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




                Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


               State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh s/o Sh. Piara Singh,

Village: Dhadiala, PO: Tanda,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Hoshiarpur.






 Respondent

CC No. 3867 /2010

Present:
Shri Narinder Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.



Shri Ram Jeet, Superintendent, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Ld. Counsel on behalf of complainant states that the information has been received by the complainant but the same is late by more than three months and his client has to undergo mental torture and has suffered detriment for not supplying the information within the stipulated period of thirty days. 

3.

Keeping in view the hardship and detriment suffered by the complainant, it is directed that a compensation of Rs.500/- (Rupees Five hundred only) be paid to the complainant in the shape of demand draft within a period of 15 days.
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4.

On the assurance of Shri Ram Jeet, Superintendent, that the compensation will be paid within time, the case is closed and disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjeet Singh s/o Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

Village: Manemajra, Block Chamkaur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Roopnagar. 







 Respondent

CC No. 305  /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Swarn Deep Singh, DSP and Shri Ranjit Singh, ASI on 


behalf of  respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant. 

2.

Shri Swarn Deep Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib, on behalf of respondent, states that the investigation in the case has been completed but the same is to be approved by the competent authority.  He further states that, as and when, the same is approved by the competent authority,  the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant.  

3.

The respondent is directed to supply the information suo moto to the complainant and the case is disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing is over, Shri Manjeet Singh appears in the court who states that the enquiry report of his application submitted to the Punjab State Scheduled Castes Commission has been sent by the Senior Superintendent of Police, Roopnagar vide letter No. 2525-PC dated 09-12-2010 with a copy to the Additional Director General of Police (Crime Branch), Punjab, Chandigarh.  He submits one copy of the report which is taken on record file. 

2.

The case was heard and disposed of earlier, however, after the perusal of the case and the statement made by Shri Manjeet Singh, the same is opened and fixed for further hearing on 07-04-2011 in Court No.CO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. when the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib will bring the complete case file, in original,  to the commission for perusal of the commission.  Deputy Superintendent of Police was also contacted on phone, who states that he will attend the court proceedings along with the relevant record on the next date of hearing.










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjeet Singh s/o Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

Village: Manemajra, Block Chamkaur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Roopnagar. 







 Respondent

CC No. 306  /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Swarn Deep Singh, DSP and Shri Ranjit Singh, ASI on 


behalf of  respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant. 

2.

Shri Swarn Deep Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib, on behalf of respondent, states that the investigation in the case has been completed but the same is to be approved by the competent authority.  He further states that, as and when, the same is approved by the competent authority, the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant.  

3.

The respondent is directed to supply the information suo moto to the complainant and the case is disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing is over, Shri Manjeet Singh is present in the court who states that he has asked the information about FIR No. 103, dated 09-09-2010 registered at  Police Station, Chamkaur Sahib by Mrs. Satnam Kaur and others. 

2.

The case was heard and disposed of earlier, however, after the perusal of the case and the statement made by Shri Manjeet Singh, the same is opened and fixed for further hearing on 07-04-2011 in Court No.1,SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. when the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib will bring the complete case file, in original,  to the commission for perusal of the commission.  Deputy Superintendent of Police was also contacted on phone, who states that he will attend the court proceedings along with the relevant record on the next date of hearing.










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner


     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjeet Singh s/o Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

Village: Manemajra, Block Chamkaur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Roopnagar. 







 Respondent

CC No. 307  /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri Swarn Deep Singh, DSP and Shri Ranjit Singh, ASI on 


behalf of  respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant. 

2.

Shri Swarn Deep Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib, on behalf of respondent, states that the investigation in the case has been completed but the same is to be approved by the competent authority.  He further states that, as and when, the same is approved by the competent authority, the requisite information will be supplied to the complainant.  

3.

The respondent is directed to supply the information suo moto to the complainant and the case is disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing is over, Shri Manjeet Singh is present in the court who states that he has asked the information about the complaint filed by Mrs. Parmjeet Kaur wife of Shri Sant Singh on 22.09.2010.  

2.

The case was heard and disposed of earlier, however, after the perusal of the case and the statement made by Shri Manjeet Singh, the same is opened and fixed for further hearing on 07-04-2011 in Court No.1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. when the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Chamkaur Sahib will bring the complete case file, in original,  to the commission for perusal of the commission.  Deputy Superintendent of Police was also contacted on phone, who states that he will attend the court proceedings along with the relevant record on the next date of hearing.










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 15-03-2011


            State Information Commissioner


