STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Information Technology, 

Punjab., Chandigarh. 





   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 401 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


Sh. Manohar Lal, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


Respondent requests in writing that he may be given some more time for filing reply.  It is stated that the matter is under active consideration of the Government. This matter relates to information regarding the appointment of Information Commissioners by the Govt. of Punjab. The request for time is allowed.  This matter would come up before a Special Bench on 11th July, 2007 at 1500 hours (3.00 P.M.). PIO office of the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab is also directed to be present personally on the next date of hearing.  
2.

The Complainant takes exception to the approach of the Respondent in seeking adjournment at the last minute.  He states that if adjournment was to be sought, the Respondent should have made a request well in time.  This would have obviated the need for the Complainant to travel to Chandigarh from Ludhiana.  Complainant also prays that he be compensated for the detriment caused to him on account of the failure of PIO to deliver information.  Complainant also points out that the PIO in the office of Chief Secretary has transferred this request for information to the PIO in the department of Information Technology and Administrative Reforms, but intimation regarding such transfer has not been given to him.
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3.

The request of the Respondent for time for filing reply is allowed.  Respondent will submit his detailed reply by 30th June 2007 to the Commission with a copy to the Complainant.  In this reply, the Respondent will also show cause why the Complainant be not compensated for the detriment caused to him for the failure of the Respondent to deliver information to him and for his visits to the Commission for hearings. 

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Information Technology, 

Punjab,






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 387 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.



Sh. Manohar Lal, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant’s original request for information dated 25.11.2006 relates to the action taken by the State Government under Section 26(1), (a), (b), (c) and 26(2) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  These Sections of the Act pertain to action required by the State Government and Public Authorities for creating public awareness about the right to information, training of officials and dissemination of information regarding RTI for the facility of the public.  Receiving no response, the Complainant filed a complaint under Section 18 of the Act on 05.03.2007.  

2.

The Department of Information Technology and Administrative Reforms intimated to the Commission on 26.03.2007 that the matter in question has been transferred by the Chief Secretary’s Office to the Department of I.T.  According to the Respondent appearing before us today, the Chief Secretary’s Office made this transfer only on 26.03.2007 that is after a lapse of one month and 20 days; that some part of the information demanded against items III, VIII, IX, X and XI relates directly to the office of Chief Secretary and as such these portions should not have been transferred.  
3.

Respondent requests in writing that he be given more time for filing a reply in the instant case.  This is allowed.  It is essential that information be supplied separately by the PIO office of the Principal Secretary, I.T., and Administrative Reforms and by the PIO office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab in respect of the items concerning each of them respectively.  
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4.

Both PIOs should also indicate why the Complainant be not compensated for failure to supply the information.  PIOs are directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing.

5.

This will come up before Special Bench on 11th July, 2007 at 1500 hours (3.00 PM).

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Home Affairs and Justice,

Govt. of Punjab, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 399 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


Sh. Amarchand, Senior Assistant of Home I Branch on behalf of the 

Respondent.



At the outset, we observe that the Respondent is represented by a junior official.  We direct that in future either the PIO or the APIO should be present at the hearings before the Commission.  The Complainant submits in writing that the information provided so far to him by the Respondent is inadequate and incoherent.  He adds that the Respondent has stated that certain letters, copies of which have been demanded by the Complainant, are being located.  Yet another deficiency pointed out by the Complainant is that the reply given to the Complainant has been signed by a Superintendent and not by the PIO himself.   
2.

Respondent received three different requests for information made by the Complainant before the same authority that is Principal Secretary Home Affairs and Justice which have been casually mixed up with each other and consequently clear response to the demand for information is not forthcoming.  
3.

PIO of the office of Principal Secretary, Department of Home Affairs and Justice is directed to ensure that proper response is delivered to the Complainant in respect of each of the issues raised by him before 30th June 2007.
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4.

The Complainant pleads that there has been inordinate delay in supply of information to him.  The original request for information is made on 21st January, 2007.  He requests that penalty be imposed on PIO and also that he be suitably compensated for the detriment suffered by him. In his submission, PIO will also show cause why the request of the Complainant for imposition of penalty and for compensation be not accepted. 

5.

PIO of the Department of Home Affairs and Justice will be personally present before us on the next date of hearing.  To come up on 11.07.2007 at 12.00 noon.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Home Affairs & Justice,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 400 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


Sh. Amarchand, Senior Assistant of Home I Branch & Sh. Krishan 


Kumar, Senior Assistant office of DGP on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The Complainant states that his request for information made on 25.01.2007 has still not been served.  He had desired to know the details about the appointment of officers of the State Police to posts of officiating SPs and SSPs.  

2.

Complainant states that on 17.05.2007, he had submitted before the Commission with an endorsement to the Respondent that detailed information demanded by him had not been supplied.  In this letter, he had listed the deficiencies in supply of information.

3.

Complainant states that the only response by the Respondent to his letter of 17.05.2007 pointing out deficiencies is a direction issued by the Respondent to the Director General of Police on 25.05.2007 desiring the DGP to provide the requisite information to the Complainant
4.

The Principal Secretary Home and Director General of Police are represented before us today by junior officials who are in no position to take responsibility for supply of information.  We would not like to take a decision on the issues raised before us in the absence of duly authorised representatives of 
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the Respondent and the DGP, Punjab.  We direct, therefore, that the PIOs of both Principal Secretary Home and DGP should give a written response to the request of the Complainant for information.  The response should specifically address the deficiencies that have been pointed out.  This information should be supplied to the Complainant by 30th June, 2007.  
5.

Respondent must be represented before the Commission by the PIO or by a person not lower than APIO.  Respondent would also show cause why the request of the Complainant for imposition of penalty and award of compensation to the Complainant for the failure of the Respondent to supply the information be not allowed.  This case will come up for further proceedings on 11.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the Director General of Police, Punjab.  
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner-cum-

District Election Officer,

Jalandhar. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 393 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



We would not like to take ex-parte decision.  One more opportunity is granted to the Respondent to appear before the Commission and to make his submissions.  
2.

Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar will ensure that the PIO concerned is personally present on the next date of hearing.

3.

To come up on 11th July, 2007.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Puran Chand,

S/o Sh. Daulat Ram,

# 1997, Type-2, D.M.Colony,

Patiala. 



     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Director,

Administration, Punjab,

Vigilance Bureau,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 383 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Puran Chand, Complainant in person.


Sh. Des Raj, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the 


Respondent.



Complainant had demanded information from the Respondent on 06.05.2007 concerning the enquiry conducted by the Vigilance Bureau against one Radhe Ram regarding allotment of certain land.  According to the Complainant, some information has been given to him.  Information on points number 4 and 6, however, is still not forthcoming.  Respondent agrees to supply the information on these points also as demanded by the Complainant.

2.

This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jarnail Singh,

Editor of Debates,

# 298, Sector 22-A,

Chandigarh.


 

     -------------------------------- Appellant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Vidhan Sabha,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 106 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



The record indicates that the information demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to him by the Punjab Vidhan Sabha.  



This matter is disposed of.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Dilbag Singh,

Village Baina Pur, P.O., Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.


  
   -------------------------------- Appellant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Jalandhar. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 100 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Dilbag Singh, Appellant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded by the Complainant relates to an enquiry conducted by the Additional Sessions Judge, Jalandhar into an incident of fire which broke out in the record room of Nakodar courts on 10th August, 2004 destroying certain judicial record.  Receiving no response from the Public Information Officer of the office of the District and Sessions Judge, Jalandhar, the Appellant went in appeal under the RTI before the Appellate Authority that is the Registrar Punjab and Haryana High Court.  As no response was forthcoming even from the Appellate Authority, he has filed this appeal. 
2.

The District and Sessions Judge, Jalandhar has given his response to the notice issued to him by the Commission.  In this response he has stated that the application filed by the Appellant was considered and filed on 23.10.2006.  This letter of the District and Sessions Judge gives reasons why information was not supplied to the Complainant.

3.

The decision on this matter is reserved.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

267B, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana-141003



     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

New Court Complex, Mini Sectt.,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 266 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sarbjit Singh, Assistant English Clerk office of the District and 


Sessions Judge, Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent. 


The Complainant had sought information on 3rd January 2007 under the RTI Act, 2005, from the PIO office of the District and Sessions Judge, Ludhiana in regard to names, phone numbers and jurisdiction of all the judicial officers in Ludhiana Sessions division.  Receiving no response, he has filed this complaint.
2.

Respondent has conveyed in writing to the Registrar, Punjab and Haryana High Court, copy endorsed to the Commission, certain reasons why he withholds information demanded by the Complainant.

 3.

A decision on this matter is reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Harish Kumar alias Mintu,

S/o Sh. Mulkh Raj, # 2704,

St. No. 2, Moti Nagar,

Gajja Jain Colony, Ludhiana.
     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 115 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Harish Kumar alias Mintu, Complainant in person.



Sh. Virender Singh, Sub Inspector and Sh. Inderpreet Singh, APIO 


on behalf of the Respondent.



At the outset, the Respondent states that information demanded by the Complainant has been delivered to him.  The Complainant, however, avers that the information delivered by the Respondent is incomplete.  We, therefore, directed the Complainant and the Respondent to sit together in the office of the Commission for clarifying what items of information had been delivered and any that remained.  

2.

After this short meeting in the Commission’s office, the Respondent states that according to him, all information demanded has been delivered.  The Complainant, on the other hand, is not satisfied and is insisting that the information given to him is incomplete.  It is futile for us to go into all these details at our own level.  We, therefore, direct that the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 22.06.2007.  The person representing the PIO before us today should also be present.  We expect that the SSP, Ludhiana will be able to resolve this matter.

3.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 23.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Gurpreet Singh 

# 1701/2, Sector 43-B,

Chandigarh.


 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 126 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Naib Singh 


father of the Complainant.


Sh. Virender Singh, Sub Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.



Through an application under Section 6 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Complainant on 1.12.2006, demanded a copy of report in an enquiry conducted by Sh. R.K.Jaiswal, IPS on 27.09.2004 and 02.10.2004.  The Respondent PIO office of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana did not respond to this request.  The Complainant has, therefore, filed this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005 on 11.01.2007.  

2.

The Respondent states that consequent upon the completion of enquiry referred to, the matter has been taken up for prosecution before the judicial court.  The record is with the judicial court.  Even so, the Respondent has obtained copies of the information demanded by the Complainant.  These copies are delivered to the Complainant in our presence.

3.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of. 



Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jagmohan Singh Makkar,

# 347/86, Model Colony,

Salem Tabri, Ludhiana.
 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food and Supply Controller, 
Ludhiana.







   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 174 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. A.P.Singh, DFSO on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant had desired to have a list of defaulters in respect of the rice to be delivered to Govt. agencies by the rice shellers in Ludhiana District.  The rice procured by Government agencies is processed and shelled in various private rice mills which are required to deliver the processed rice to the Government agencies as per the Government policy and the agreements between the proprietors of the rice shellers and the Government agencies.  Complainant desires to know the names of the defaulter rice shellers.  Respondent states that complete information has been supplied to the Complainant.  Since the Complainant is not present, we presume that the information demanded by him has been duly delivered.   
2.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. M.S.Toor, (Advocate),

First Seat Backside DC Office,

Ludhiana.




     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 179 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Inderjeet Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.  



The Respondent states that the information has been delivered to the Complainant.  Complainant has not sent any communication to the Commission expressing dissatisfaction with the information supplied.  It is presumed, therefore, that his request has been duly served.
2. The matter is disposed of.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Surinder Pal (Advocate),

Hall No. 1, Opp. Chamber No. 106,

First Floor, Lawyer’s Complex,

Distt. Courts, Ludhiana.


     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 113 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Inderjeet Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.  



 The Complainant has sent a request by fax seeking adjournment stating that he has suffered an injury (a fracture in the ankle bone) and he is, thus, unable to travel to Chandigarh to attend the hearing before the Commission.  Complainant has further alleged that the information demanded has not been supplied by the Respondent. 
2.

The request of the Complainant for adjournment is allowed.  This complaint will come up for hearing on 08.08.2007.  In the meantime, the Respondent is directed to file a written response to the demand for information.     This response should be filed before the Commission by 30th June, 2007 with a copy to the Complainant.  

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Smt. Janak Garg,

W/o Late Sh. C.D.Jindal,

# 112,. Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala.




     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (General),
Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 173 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Smt. Janak Garg, Complainant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 



The Respondent has, vide its letter dated 30.03.02007, intimated that the request of Smt. Janak Garg for supply of documents is under consideration of Hon’ble Judges of the Rule Committee of the High Court. 
2.

The Complainant submits that the Respondent is dilly-dallying with the request for information made by her in the month of November, 2006.  According to her, the statutorily prescribed period of time has long since expired and the Respondent has been avoiding to serve the request for information on grounds which are untenable.  She further contends that the fact that the Hon’ble High Court has not, as yet, framed the Rules under the RTI Act, 2005 does not justify the withholding of information under the RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Judgment reserved.

 

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Harnek Singh Bhari,

H.E. 155, Phase 1,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.


     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt., of Punjab, 

&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Rural Development & Panchayats,

Punjab. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 141 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Harnek Singh Bhari, Complainant in person.



Sh. Bhinder Singh, Additional Administrative Officer office of Rural 


Development & Panchayats, on behalf of the Respondent.



On 24.04.2006, the Complainant had requested the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab for information on action taken by the Government on a decision of the Council of Ministers regarding protection and prevention of alienation of Shamlat Lands in the State.  In his request under RTI Act, 2005, the Complainant had quoted a memorandum of the Rural Development and Panchayats Departments dated 13th May, 1993 circulating the decision of the Council of Ministers.      Receiving no response, Complainant approached the Commission on 04.01.2007 in a complaint under the Right to Information Act. 
2.

On 29.03.2007, office of Chief Secretary transferred the request for information to the office of Financial Commissioner, Rural Development and Panchayats.  Notice was issued to the Respondent and the matter has been heard by us today. 
3.

Respondent states that subsequent to initiation of proceedings in the instant case before the Commission, the requisite information was delivered by registered post to the Complainant on 24.05.2007. A copy of this letter of 24.05.2007 was endorsed to the Commission.
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4.

Complainant pleads that the issues on which he had desired to have information was protection of ownership of common lands and property of the villages in Punjab namely village common lands (Shamlat lands).  Complainant states that as early as the year 1993, that is 14 years ago, the State Government was seized of the problem and the Council of Ministers at that time (in the year 1993) had taken a policy decision that Shamlat lands in the villages should not be allowed to be alienated. Complainant alleges that despite the decision of the Council of Ministers, Shamlat Lands in many villages in the State continue to be irregularly disposed of to benefit certain individuals.  Complainant pleads that by the inaction of the State Government in implementing its own decision, valuable common property of the villages is being frittered away.  

5.

Complainant claims that the information supplied to him by letter dated 24.05.2007 merely states in general terms that the decision of the Council of Ministers dated 17th February, 1993 would be implemented through suitable amendments in the East Punjab Holdings (Consolidation Act), 1948 and the Punjab Village Common Lands (Regulation) Act, 1961 but does not clearly indicate what action has actually been taken so far. The letter of the Government dated 24.05.2007, goes on to state that the amendments in the two Acts ibid are under consideration of the Government and that as and when the amendments take place, a copy of the same would be supplied to the Complainant.  

6.

From the material supplied to the Complainant and the averments made before us, it is quite clear that no concrete action has been taken by successive Governments in pursuance of a cabinet decision taken 14 years in the past.  This information in question viz that no action has yet been taken, is deemed to have been supplied in the letter of 24.05.2007.
7.

While we appreciate the anxiety of the Complainant, we do not go into the allegations made by the Complainant before us that thousands of acres of village common lands are being dissipated by various authorities and individuals.  It is for the State Government to take cognizance of any such matters. 
Contd…..P/3
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8.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  









Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Iqbal Singh,

Central Jail,

Ludhiana.


 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 180 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Nemo for the parties.  


 In the instant case, the request for information was made by a convict lodged in the Central Jail, Ludhiana.   The information demanded is in regard to the Registration certificate of scooter no. PB-56 AK-3316 in the name of Sh. Iqbal Singh son of Sh. Malkit Singh.   Receiving no response, the Complainant filed this complaint before the Commission. 
2.

 It is obvious that a person lodged in jail cannot appear personally before the Commission.  His request, however, deserves to be considered on merits.  We see no reason why a copy of the Registration Certificate of a scooter demanded by a person should not be supplied to him.  We, therefore, direct that the District Transport Officer, Ludhiana should deliver the document in question to the Complainant immediately that is within 15 days.  
3.

PIIO office of the DTO, Ludhiana should confirm in writing that the information demanded has been delivered.  In case the information is not delivered for any reason, PIO shall be present before the Commission in person on the next date of hearing. 

4.

This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Manjit Singh,

R/o # 253, Sector 16-A,

Chandigarh.


 

     -------------------------------- Applicant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner (Revenue),

Relief, Rehabilitation & Disaster Management,

Govt. of Punjab, Chandigarh 
&  others.

   


---------------------------------- Respondent
MR No. 03 of 2006

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Applicant.


In this case notice was given only to the Applicant.  Applicant is a serving officer of the State Government and is presently working as Additional Secretary, Pb. Govt.  The Applicant seems to have made numerous representations to the Government demanding action for implementation of RTI Act.  It needs to be examined if any parts of the references are to be considered as a complaint under section 18 against the PIO for refusal to supply any information within the parameters of RTI Act.  Some paras appear to be suggestions deserving consideration of the Government for effective implementation of Act.  
2.

It needs to be examined which of the issues raised are within the ambit of Section 25 of the RTI Act, Section 18 or any other Sections.  

3.

For this purpose, we consider it appropriate that one of the members of this Bench should give a hearing to the Applicant or his authorised representative.  Notice of hearing may also be given to the Respondent.  Hon’ble Sh. Surinder Singh, SIC would give suitable time inviting the applicant for the purpose.  We understand that the Applicant is slightly physically handicapped and is not in a position to climb the stairs in the Commission’s Office. We, 
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therefore, direct  the registry to clearly indicate in the notice issued to the Applicant that he may depute a suitably authorised representative to represent him before the Hon’ble Sh. Surinder Singh, SIC in case the Applicant cannot himself attend the hearing.    
4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Mrs. Daisy Walia,

# 2-A, Gurudwara Moti Bagh Colony,

Patiala.




     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 291 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent. 



This case was heard by us on 11.04.2007 and the judgment was reserved.  The judgment was pronounced on 23.05.2007.  Vide this order dated 23.05.2007, the Respondent was directed to supply the information against item No. (viii) and (ix) to the Complainant within 15 days and to place on record a copy of the order passed by the Hon’ble High Court directing the placing of documents in sealed cover.  The case was fixed for further proceeding for today that is 13.06.2007. 
2.

The Respondent submits that information directed to be supplied by order dated 23.05.2007 by the Commission may be exempted on the grounds that the related matter is pending before the Hon’ble High Court.  
3.

As the Complainant is not present, the case is adjourned to 23.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Mrs. Jameela 

W/o Prof. Mohd. Saleem

# 2536-A-1, Odhla,

 Mohalla Phool Chakkar, 
 Ropar 140001.



     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Administrative Officer,

Pb. State Wakf Board, 

SCO 1062-63, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh & others.

   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 516 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
 Mrs. Jameela and Prof. Mohd. Saleem Complainant in person.


Sh. Abdul Shakoor, Estate officer office of Punjab Wakf Board on 


behalf of Respondent.



The Complainant has demanded information in respect of ownership, possession and location of all the properties within the control of the Punjab Wakf Board in the District of Ropar.  The Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him.  Respondent states that whatever information is available on record can be supplied to the Complainant immediately.  Certain information, according to the Respondent, requires to be compiled after physical verification of the properties and records relating thereto.  It would include the identification of tenants etc. who might be occupying the lands in question.  Respondent states that information demanded is huge and voluminous, since there may be 100 or more of such properties in Ropar District.  He states that it would require many man-hours to collect and compile the information in question.
2.

During the course of hearing today, we directed that the Complainant and Respondent should sit with the Secretary of the Commission immediately.  The properties qua which information is demanded should be identified and a list thereof be prepared.   The documents would be delivered to 
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the Complainant according to the list so prepared.

3.

We accept the plea of the Respondent that his office has not been in a position to codify all the information and place it in a computerized/electronic form as required by the Act.  There is still no reason why the material as demanded by the Complainant should not be delivered.  

4.

After the above meeting of the parties with him, Secretary reports that both sides have agreed on identification and delivery of information.  We direct that the following steps be taken :-
(i) Respondent will supply to the Complainant a copy of the list of all properties as appearing on the official record of the Wakf Board within two days.

(ii) Complainant will visit the office of the Respondent at Ropar within a week.  He would identify the items of information required by him.

(iii) Complainant would make payment for the documents that he demands.

(iv) Respondent would deliver the relevant copies to the Complainant immediately thereafter that is within 15 days. 
5.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 08.08.2007.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 13.06.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





   State Information Commissioner

