STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


    S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Om Parkash,

# 1609/2, Ram Gali,

Katra Ahluwalia,

Amritsar.








….Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Town Hall, Amritsar.





        …Respondent.

AC No. 167 of 2006

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



The information demanded in the instant case has been duly delivered to the satisfaction of the Appellant.

2.

During the hearing in this case, it was observed that the records in the office of M.C., Amritsar are in total disarray.  On the last date of hearing, we had observed that for the facility of the public, sustantative measures for overall improvement in record management were required.  If the system of record management improves, the time and energy of the concerned staff of the M.C., would not be wasted in conducting special search for papers for delivery every time a demand for information is made.

3.

The M.C., Amritsar was to submit their plans for bringing about systemic improvement in the Corporation for processing and handling RTI requests.  More than six months have since elapsed but no reform initiative seems to be forthcoming.  We direct, therefore, that the Principal Secretary, Local Government, Sh. D.S.Bains should personally take note of the deficiencies in management information systems in M.C., Amritsar.  Vast resources of the State Government and of the Local Body concerned are committed for public facilities.  For delivering service and information efficiently, it is imperative that administrative reform in the area of information systems is completed expeditiously.  
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4.

We would like that Sh. D.S.Bains, Principal Secretary, Local Government alongwith the Commissioner, M.C., Amritsar should meet us in Chambers on 29th January, 2008 at 1100 hours to discuss the method to be adopted for administrative reform.  

5.

The matter is disposed of.                                                                                      

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Awtar Singh Wadhawan,

# 415/9, Mohalla Punj Piplan,

Bahadurpur, Hoshiarpur.





..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Chief Minister,

Govt. of Punjab,

Chandigarh.

          &

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary, 

Information Technology,

Pb., Chandigarh.






…..Respondent

CC No. 1346 of 2007

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



Sh. Jasvir Singh, Sr. Assistant, Department of the Administrative 


Reforms and Smt. Maninder Kaur, Sr. Assistant Department of 


Home-IV Branch on
behalf of the Respondent.


The information as demanded relates to various Departments namely the Department of Information Technology & Administrative Reforms, the Department of Home Affairs, Department of Health and the Department of Transport.  According to the Respondent, the relevant items in the original request had been forwarded under Section 6(3) to the concerned Department/s.  The representatives of the two Departments present before us state that they delivered the information pertaining to them to the Complainant.
2.

Complainant is not here to rebut the averments of the Respondent.  It is presumed that he would be satisfied with the material delivered to him.
3.

We further note that in our orders dated 08.10.2007, we had directed that the Respondents bring complete information as envisaged under Section 4 RTI Act, 2005, on the website of the Government.  
Respondent states before us that action on these directions of the Commission is still under process.  
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4.

We would like that the Department of IT&AR which is the nodal Department of the Government for RTI related work should ensure that action required by all the various Departments under Section 4 and 5 be expeditiously undertaken and the progress of its implementation be reported to the Commission.  

5.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ajay Partap Singh,

S/o Late Raja Rampartap Singh,

# 131, Sector 9,

Panchkula.







        ..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent

CC No. 1344 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Ajay Partap Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.


The information demanded by the Complainant relates to revenue record pertaining to certain pieces of land in the district of Ludhiana belonging to him and his family that have been acquired by the Government for some projects a number of years ago (in some cases as long ago as in the year 1952).  Receiving no response from the PIO, Complainant has preferred this complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.    Complainant alleged that certain portions of land have been illegally occupied by encroachers.  The information in question would show the status of possession, ownership, transfer etc. of the land in question.  On 10.10.2007the last date of hearing, we had directed that the District Revenue Officer, Ludhiana, who is also the Public Information Officer of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, alongwith District General Manager, District Industries Centre Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and assist him in locating the relevant records and supplying the same to the Complainant.  
2.

Complainant states before us today that following our orders of 10.10.2007, the last date of hearing, he had met the concerned officers in Ludhiana.  He was informed that as the required record related to a period 50 years in the past, it had not been possible so far to locate all the papers. Complainant expressed satisfaction with the efforts being made by the district administration for helping him to trace the records.  Respondent assures us that the efforts would continue.  He requests for some more time to locate and deliver the relevant record to the Complainant.  
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3.

In view of the fact that serious efforts are being made by the custodian of the record to locate the relevant papers for delivery, it is not necessary to continue hearings in the instant matter.  We direct, therefore, that the District Revenue Officer as well as the General Manger, District Industries Centre should continue efforts to locate the record and deliver the same.  This matter is disposed of.  Complainant is free to seek re-opening of this matter if, in due course, the efforts to retrieve and deliver the information do not satisfy him.   

4.

This case clearly reflects major shortcomings and deficiencies in the system of record management in the districts.  We understand that under the national and state policy, the process of introducing scientific management of record, including computerization, is in progress through out the State. We presume that the reform measures under implementation would improve the management information systems relating to revenue records.  This would facilitate supply information demanded under RTI Act, 2005.                                                                                        
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sachin Jain,

# 372-R, Modal Town,

Ludhiana.







        ..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Superintending Engineer,

Distribution (West),

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent

CC No. 1303 of 2007

ORDER

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



Complainant has sent in writing a request that he should not be required to make payment for delivery of the information demanded since there has been inordinate delay in attending to his request.  
2.

We direct as under:- 

(a)
Respondent shall deliver complete information on the points demanded by the Complainant free of cost.


(b)
That the PIO shall appear in person on the next date of hearing with an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for failure to supply the information and also why the Complainant be not be compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.  

3.

Sh. Y.S.Ratra, Chairman, Punjab State Electricity Board should ensure compliance with these orders.  

4.

To come up on 03.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh.  Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa’ Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO Bhattian Bet,

Ludhiana.


 

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 1213 of 2007

ORDER
Present:  
Sh.  Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, Complainant in person.



Sh. Avtar Singh, Superintendent-II  on behalf of the Chief 



Secretary, Govt of Punjab. 



Sh. Harcharan Singh, Superintendent-II, office of Chief Secretary, 


Punjab, Chandigarh.



Sh. Amrik Singh, Senior Assistant office of Director Sports, Punjab



Smt. Davinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant office of Principal Secretary 


Housing.


Sh. Nirmal Singh, Sr. Assistant General Coordination Branch on 


behalf of the Respondent.



On 10.10.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed as follows:-



“Respondent from the Department of Personnel states that the material in relation to his office is being drawn out from the relevant files.  This should constitute about 200 pages.  As soon as this is compiled, he would inform 

the Complainant and the Complainant would be given the information on payment of prescribed fee.”

2.

Respondent informs us that in implementation of the orders of the Commission, 200 pages of material from the relevant office file of the Chief Secretary’s office have been delivered to the Complainant.  The papers include copies of the file notings as well as correspondence.  

3.

Complainant raises the following objections in respect of the information supplied to him in the context of his original demand for information:-

(i)
That in para 3 of his original request, he had asked for a “certified copy of Chief Secretary R.S. Mann’s advice in 1999, refraining the Government from taking action against Mr. Bindra” and information on certain other connected issues.  No material in this regard has been delivered.

Contd….P/2

-2-


(ii)
That the information demanded in para 4 of his original request for information is as follows:-



“What has become of subsequent letters written by CBI in 2000, 2003 and 2006 recommending departmental  action against Mr. Bindra.
This information has not been delivered to him in its entirety.

(iii)
That the material demanded in para 5 of his request for information namely :- 



“Certified copies of all correspondence, to and for between your office and any other department pertaining to the transfer of land to PCA; by way of file nothings, memos, opinions, advices, circulars, orders, letters etc.”
This information has not been supplied


(iv)
That the material demanded in para 6 of his request for information namely :- 



“Post, Attorney General’ legal advice, what is the normal course of action and the time period involved.”



Has still not been answered.


(v)
That the material demanded in para 7 of his request for information namely :- 



“What is the present status of the said case?.”



Has still not been answered.

4.

In response to the above objections, Respondent avers that there is no record of any decision or recommendation of Sh. R.S.Mann the then Chief Secretary recorded in the year 1999 in respect of the case.  According to the Respondent, the notes and advice etc. of Sh. R.S.Mann were recorded in the subsequent years.  Since the Complainant had demanded information in respect of papers relating to the year 1999, the Respondent had replied truthfully that there was no such record pertaining to that particular year.  
5.

The Respondent produces the original files before us.  Complainant is free to seek information relating to record for years subsequent to the year 1999.  This would be treated as a fresh request for information.                       
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6.

In respect of 3(e), the question asked is :-



“Is it true that R.S.Mann was also subject matter of CBI investigations, because he played a significant role in diverting the land to PCA in his capacity as Urban Development Secretary, and Chairman of Punjab Housing Development Board? ”



Here the Respondent states that the information against this question has substantially been delivered in the 200 pages of material given to the Complainant.  Respondent, however, would specifically check this issue from his record and reply before the next date of hearing. 

5.

In respect of para 4 of the demand for information, according to the Respondent, each of these points has been answered as under :-


(a)
The names of the officers who had received the letters from CBI are clearly indicated in the pages delivered to the Complainant.

(b)
The matters b, c and d require the Respondent to express opinion and is not to be considered as information.  As such he pleads that these be not considered as information as defined under Section 2 of the Act.



In respect of the plea of the Respondent for considering items b, c and d as matter of opinion and not as information, our decision is reserved. 

(c)
Respondent claims that whatever information was available on the files has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  

(d)
According to the representatives of PUDA and Sports Department, all their files relevant to this case have been delivered to the CBI and are not in their possession.

6.

Complainant insists that the Respondent should categorically state that all the record in their possession has been sent to the CBI/High Court and no copies thereof are available with them.  Respondents state so categorically before us today.  Complainant demands that as and when the files are returned by the CBI, relevant portions of information derived from these should be given to him. The Respondents are prepared to do so.  

7.

We direct, therefore, that as and when the files are returned to them, the Department of Sports and Department of Urban Development will send the relevant portions thereof to the Complainant with a copy to the Commission.
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7.

In the light of the above, our decision item wise, in respect of the matters in the demand for information, is summarized as under :-

(i)
In respect of notings of the then Chief Secretary, R.S.Mann pertaining to the year 1999, the plea of the Respondents that no notings of Sh. R.S.Mann in the year 1999 as demanded existed is accepted.  As such there is no information that can be given in response to this request.  This does not preclude the Complainant from separately seeking other relevant information relating to subsequent notings. 

(ii)
In respect of 3(e) Respondent will give a categorical reply before the next date of hearing.


(iii)
In respect of item no. 4(a), the information is deemed to have been delivered.  
(iv)
Decision is reserved on the plea of the Respondent that whether what is demanded against Items 4 (b), (c), and (d) amounts to seeking an opinion of the Respondent and, hence is not to be deemed information under the RTI Act, 2005. 

(v)
 In respect of item no. 5, the reply of the Respondent that the relevant information is contained in files that are no longer in their possession is accepted.  

(vi)
In respect of item no 7, the exact status of the case would be intimated before the next date of hearing.  
8

This will come on 10.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Bihari Lal,

S/o Sh. Dhanna Ram,

Miyan Mohalla,

# 24/240, 
Near Mastgarh Gurdwara, 
Batala.






 
       ..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Labour Commissioner,

Pb., Chandigarh.







..Respondent

CC No. 1771 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Bihari Lal, Complainant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



We give one more opportunity to the PIO Respondent to deliver the information and to appear before us.  Sh. Harminder Singh, Labour Commissioner, Punjab will ensure that the PIO concerned appears before us on the next date of hearing failing which ex-parte proceedings will be taken.  
2.

To come up on 04.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Sumat Parkash Jain,

# 3630, St. No. 10, 

New Madhopuri,

Ludhiana-8.






      
  ..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent

CC No. 1729 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent informs us that the information in question viz. a report of enquiry conducted by the Deputy Superintendent of Police in December, 2006 has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  
2.

Complainant not being present today suggests that he is satisfied with the material delivered to him. 

3.

This case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Manjit Singh,

# 5445, Gali No. 04,

New Shiva ji Nagar,

Ludhiana.







        ..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent
CC No. 1742 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Manjit Singh, Complainant in person.


Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.



A criminal case was registered against the Complainant and that matter is pending before the Judicial Court.  Complainant had desired to have certain information in regard to progress of the criminal matter. According to the Respondent, the information in question has been supplied to the Complainant.  The Complainant is not satisfied.  He says that he had also demanded a copy of the report of an enquiry conducted against Assistant Sub Inspector of Police Sh. Joginder Singh.  According to the Complainant, the concerned police officer had falsely implicated him and an enquiry was conducted against the said police officer.  He wises to have a copy of the enquiry report against the said police officer.  According to the Respondent, the record demanded by the Complainant is no longer in the custody of the police since it has been destroyed as per the record keeping instructions.  
2.

In order to satisfy the Complainant, the Respondent will submit an affidavit confirming that the record had been destroyed.  A copy of the instructions of the Police Department pertaining to the destruction of record may also be produced.  The Complainant shall be free to go through these instructions.  Respondent also assures that the SSP., Ludhiana will give a personal hearing to the Complainant for his satisfaction. 
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3.

To come up on 04.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Inder Bhushan,

S/o Sh. Om Parkash,

Prop. Jai Kishan Dass Om Parkash,

Bute Shah Mandi,

Ludhiana.
 






        ..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

City Kotwali,

Chaura Bazzar,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent

CC No. 1736 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


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



Respondent states that he has recently been posted as SHO and that when the request for information was put up to him, he immediately ordered that the information should be supplied.  According to the Respondent, the information has been sent to the Complainant on 29.11.2007.  

2.

Complainant is not present.  We, therefore, presume that the information has been delivered to him to his satisfaction.  

3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB



   S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Hitender Jain
c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.





……..Complainant.






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary,

Local Govt., Pb.

Chandigarh.







……….Respondent.





CC No. 04 of 2006

        ORDER


Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


The information in question has already been supplied. On 05.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana should indicate measures for improvement in management information systems, so that information could be easily retrieved when demanded under RTI Act, 2005.  No such specific plan of action for appropriate management information systems for M.C., Ludhiana has been submitted to us.                                                                                                                Proper maintenance of record is a pre-requisite for delivery of any information under RTI Act, 2005.  In the absence of a proper system, the public would continue to be deprived of their right to information.  We have had to issue numerous directions in this regard but without any tangible results.
2.

We, therefore, direct that Principal Secretary, Local Government                  Sh. D.S.Bains should meet us in chambers on 29th January, 2008, at 1100 hours alongwith Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana.  We have separately issued similar directions in respect of the Commissioner, M.C., Amritsar, who is also to meet us in chambers at the same time.   
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3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Sumeet Kumar Gupta,

Opp. Guru Nanak Library,

Kapurthala, (Pb.)




------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala, (Pb.). 


 

 

------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 1882 & 1883 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. S.S.Channa, District Revenue Officer on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The information demanded related to the implementation of the requirements of Punjab Cinema (Regulation) Act, 1952 by the proprietor of Jagatjit Cinema, Kapurthala.  The Complainant desired to know whether and in what manner the implementation of the Act was being monitored. Respondent states before us that the information in question has been duly supplied to the Complainant on 30.12.2007.  A copy of this is delivered to us (this is placed in the file of CC-1883/2007).  In the absence of the Complainant, we are unable to know whether he is satisfied with the information sent to him.  

2.

Since this is the first hearing, we deem it appropriate for the Complainant to study the material made available to him and to appear before us on 18.02.2008.  This hearing will take place in the Circuit House, Kapurthala.    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai,

C/o Ameliorating India,

205-B, Model Town Extn.,

Ludhiana-2.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1654 of 2007

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



Sh. Rupinder Mankoo, Naib Tehsildar, Koomkalan (Ludhiana) on 


behalf of the Respondent. 



On 14.11.2007, we had directed that the complete information in respect of the scheme for provision of subsidized ata dal should be delivered to the Complainant.  We had also directed that PIO should show cause why he be not penalized for delay in supply of information and also why Complainant be not compensated.  
2.

Respondent states before us that the complete information as demanded has been duly sent to the Complainant on 17.12.2007.  Complainant is not before us to rebut this statement.  We, therefore, presume that the information would have been delivered to him to his satisfaction.

3.

Respondent has not, however, shown cause why penalty/compensation be not imposed/awarded as he was required to do.  Respondent is granted one more opportunity to submit an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing.  In case no affidavit is filed by the Respondent, it shall be presumed that he does not wish to deny the Complainant’s plea for imposition of penalty and award of compensation.  
4.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 04.02.2008.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

# 105, Walia Enclave,

(Opp. Punjabi University)

Patiala.    






---------------------Appellant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala. 

Public Information Officer,

Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Rajpura.

Public Information Officer,

District Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Patiala. 




  
   --------------------------Respondent

AC No. 344 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Avtar Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Ajaib Singh, Social Education and Panchayat Officer,  Sh. 


Amrik Singh, Panchayat Secretary & Sh.
Naresh Kumar, Sarpanch 


on behalf of the Respondent.


Earlier, this case was heard by us on 15.11.2007.  This is a complex issue regarding the management of shamilat land (village common land).  On the last date of hearing, we had directed that District Revenue Officer and the Block Development & Panchayat Officer should deliver the report of demarcation of land and the other relevant details.  Certain matters relating to transfer and illegal occupation of shamilat land had also been raised before us.  These are not items under RTI Act, 2005, but the matter of general administration.
2.

The Respondent submits before us a report dated 28.12.2007 in regard to the demarcation of land.  Appellant is not satisfied with the report delivered to him. The representatives of the respondents inform us that the District Revenue Officer is on leave today and that on account of a personal bereavement the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Rajpura is unable to be present today.

3.

During the hearing before us in Patiala on 15.11.2007, both DRO and BDPO were directed to give an opportunity to the Appellant to explain his 
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problem and to suitably address the same in so far as delivery of information under RTI Act, 2005, is concerned.  In the absence of the two senior functionaries, it is not possible to bring this matter to a conclusion.
4.

We direct, therefore, that the District Revenue Officer and the BDPO should give a hearing to the Appellant once again on 22nd January, 2008 at 1100 hours in the office of DRO, Patiala.   
5.

To come up on 25.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Sh. Jarnail Singh,
S/o Sh. Amar Singh,
R/o Village Dharamgarh,

Tehsil : Rajpura,

District Patiala.





---------------------Appellant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.  
  



  
--------------------------Respondent

AC No. 346 of 2007

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

None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

Another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to appear before us.  The Chairman, PSEB, Patiala will ensure that PIO concerned is present before us on that day.
2.

To come up on 04.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.12.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
