STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Dinesh Garg, Advocate, Chamber no. 537,

4th Floor District Courts, Patiala.



     -------------Complainant.




Vs. 
The Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, Punjabi University, 

Patiala.






   -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1034  of 2012
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Anshul Joy, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant in this case has been continuously absenting.  He was absent on 25.6.2012, thereafter on 27.7.2012, 9.8.2012, 27.8.2012 and is again absent today without any intimation.  The respondent has drawn attention to the fact  that the signatures of the complainant on the fax message dated 27.8.2012 received in the Commission vide diary No.14588 dated 27.8.2012 are glaringly different from the signatures on the application in Form-A dated 10.12.2011 submitted to the PIO seeking information.  The respondent avers that the identity of the information-seeker is not genuine and that the complaint needs to be dismissed on this ground alone.
2.

I have seen the record and heard the respondent.  On the last date of hearing the respondent had submitted that information pertaining to query at Sr. No.3 of the RTI application dated 15.12.2011 had been furnished and this fact is recorded in the order dated 27.8.2012.  As regards queries at Sr. No.1 and 2, the stand of the respondent is that the seniority lists of clerks and senior assistants are under revision in accordance with the instructions of the Punjab Government dated 22.10.1999.  The matter is under process and the revised seniority lists are yet to be notified.  Therefore, the information pertaining to queries at Sr. No.1 and 2 does not exist to the extent that it is under process.

3.

On the last date of hearing on 27.8.2012, the case was adjourned, as the complainant was absent, making it clear that it would be the last opportunity.  Subsequent to this order, the complainant has not filed any objections to the stand of the respondent, nor appeared in person or through any authorized person or denied that the replies given by the respondent do not answer his queries.  In view of this, I accept the plea of the respondent that the information, as it exists/in the custody of the respondent,  has been furnished and close the complaint case. 








           
( R.I. Singh)



September 5, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
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