STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Kamla w/o Shri Jagdish Lal,

123/2, Pragati Enclave, Backside DAV College,

Chandigarh Road, Hoshiarpur.




      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer 

o/o Shri Guru Gobind Singh Khalsa College,

Mahilpur, District Hoshiarpur.





------------Respondent.

CC No.  201  of 2011

Present:-

Mrs.Kamla  complainant in person.



Dr. Surjit Singh Randhawa, Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Dr. S.S.Randhawa, Principal of the respondent college has submitted a written reply vide No.546 dated 18.4.2011, which is taken on record.  A copy of this has been given to the complainant. The plea of the respondent/PIO and also of the Principal, Shri Guru Gobind Singh Khalsa College, Mahilpur is that the record regarding adhoc appointments is not in the possession of the answering-respondents.  It is pleaded that at the end of every academic session documents pertaining to such adhoc appointments are submitted to the Managing Committee of the College for the purpose of reconciliation of account as they have to pay salary from their own sources to adhoc appointees.  The plea taken is that Management Committee is a third party under the Right to Information Act, 2005 and therefore, the respondent-PIO is not answerable to furnish the information.  The complainant on the other hand submits that PIO never took this plea in the two replies sent to her and that the record is available with the Principal.
2.

I have heard the parties and gone through their respective stands.  Management Committee of a college receiving grant-in-aid from the State Government and the Principal of the College are not two different entities but together constitute “Public Authority” as defined in Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Principal and the Managing Committee together manage the affairs of the College, to which Government gives grant-in-aid.  The PIO appointed by the College authorities is only a nodal point to coordinate dissemination of information.  Therefore, the letter written by the Principal vide No.PL/SPL/570 dated 10.3.2011 to the President of Sikh Education Council would be treated as a transfer of the RTI request under Section 5(4) of the Act.  The President of the Council, Sant Sadhu Singh Kaharpuri of Shri Guru Gobind Singh Khalsa College, Mahilpur will be a deemed PIO under Section 5(5) of  the Act.  In exercise of powers conferred under Section 18(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, summons are hereby issued to Sant Sadhu Singh ji Kaharpuri to produce the relevant record on the next date of hearing which is fixed for 9.5.2011.
3.

To come up on 9.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
CC

Sant Sadhu Singh Kaharpuri of Shri Guru Gobind Singh Khalsa College, Mahilpur , Dustt, Hoshiarpur.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sardavinder Goyal, 

Advocate, H.No.397, 2nd Floor, Sector 9,

Panchkula.







      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Gian Sagar College, Chandigarh-Patiala Road,

Banur, District SAS Nagar.





-------------Respondent.

CC No. 57 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



In this case, the respondent had denied that it is a public authority under Section 2 (h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  However, today none has appeared.
Issue fresh notice to the parties.

2.

To come up on 2.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)
 
Mrs. Veero Kumari, w/o Sh. Kewal krishan, 

r/o Railway Station Road, New Aggarwal Flour Mill,

Distt.- Gurdaspur.





                     
-----------Appellant
                              Vs 

The Public Information Officer,
o/o the District Manager Marketing Committee. Gurdaspur. 

FAA-The District Manager Marketing Committee. Gurdaspur   


 ------------Respondent 

                        

AC No.  39  of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the appellant. 

None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent had submitted a duly sworn affidavit of Shri Chanan Singh, Secretary, Market Committee, Gurdaspur affirming that complete information had been given to the information-seeker.  He had also produced on record a photocopy of a letter No.664 dated 24.3.2011 addressed to the information-seeker by Sub Divisional Mandi Officer, Gurdaspur.  It was further stated that husband of the information-seeker had given a receipt in acknowledgement of having received the information.  The case, however, was adjourned to enable the information-seeker to confirm that she is satisfied with the information furnished to her.  
2.

On the last date of hearing, the appellant was absent. The information-seeker has today sent a fax message received vide diary No.6458 dated 18.4.2011 stating that she is not well and the case may be adjourned.  However, she has neither confirmed that she is satisfied with the information furnished to her nor pointed out any deficiency.  As a last opportunity to the appellant, the case is adjourned to 29.4.2011. It is made clear in case the appellant does not appear or file written reply, pointing out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to her , the case will be decided exparte.

3.

To come up on 29.4.2011 at 10.30 A.M. 








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Shri Vijay Kumar, s/o Sh. Ramji Dass, Ward No.- 15,

Moad Mandi-151509.



                   


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

The Public Information Officer,
o/o the Punjab Health System Corporation, Phase-IV, Mohali.    


------------Respondent 

CC No. 147   of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant.
      
None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the complainant was called upon to file his rejoinder to the stand of the respondent regarding delay in furnishing of the information.  The complainant, however is absent today without intimation.  He has not filed any rejoinder to the explanation for the delay given by the respondent.  The complainant, therefore, has failed to rebut the stand of the respondent.
2.

I have perused the record and accept the plea of the respondent-PIO that delay occurred primarily due to the fact that information had to be collect from all over the State.  The delay was neither intentional nor unreasonable.  Considering that Civil Surgeons, who are also independent public authorities under the Right to Information Act, 2005 were the custodians of the information, I accept this explanation and close the case.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajesh Khandelwal, Flat NO.149,

Mohali Employees Cooperative Society, Sector 68,

Mohali-160062.






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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






FAA - Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 182  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Satinder Pal Singh on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Om Parkash, PIO/Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh alongwith Shri Amrik Singh, Clerk o/o the Registrar Cooperative Societies, Mohali on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER



The appellant had moved an application on 17.8.2010 to the PIO/Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh.  However as the relevant subject matter was dealt with by the Inspector o/o the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohail,  the application of the information-seeker was transferred to the Inspector, Cooperative Societies through o/o Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Mohali.  The Inspector replied to the information-seeker on 28.10.2010 mentioning that under the directions of the Hon’ble High Court a Committee has been constituted and the matter is under inquiry.  It was further mentioned that during the pendency of the case, it would not be appropriate to permit examination of the relevant record.
2.

The plea of the information-seeker is that Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab was a party to the case before the Hon’ble High Court and that instead of giving the information at his level, his application was transferred to subordinate officials to dilute the matter. Besides pendency of inquiry would not act as a bar on examination of the relevant record under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  I have heard the parties and also gone through the reply given by the department vide dated 13.4.2011.

3.

Pendency of any inquiry would not over-ride the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005. To deny inspection of the record of the relevant file is an infringement of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent is therefore directed to allow the inspection of the relevant file as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and furnish copies of the record which may be identified by the appellant free of cost.
4.

To come up on 9.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajesh Khandelwal, Flat NO.149,

Mohali Employees Cooperative Society, Sector 68,

Mohali-160062.






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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Financial Commissioner, Cooperation Department,

Chandigarh.






FAA - the Financial Commissioner, Cooperation Department,

Chandigarh.






      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 183  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Satinder Pal Singh on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Om Parkash, PIO/Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh alongwith Shri Amrik Singh, Clerk o/o the Registrar Cooperative Societies, Mohali on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The information-seeker states that the subject matter of his RTI application in the present case is the same as in AC-182/2011 with the only difference that in the present case PIO/Financial Commissioner, Cooperation, Punjab, Chandigarh is the respondent, whereas in AC-182/2011, PIO/Registrar Cooperative Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh is the respondent.  The order passed in AC-182/2011 shall also be complied with, in the present case, as the subject matter of the query is the same.

2.

To come upon 9.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. 








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarlochan Singh, HL-168, Jamalpur Colony,

Ludhiana-141010.







      -------------Appellant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

FAA- the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

AC No.  122  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Tarlochan Singh appellant in person.

Shri Harish Bhagat, APIO (Hqrs) on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER



The respondent-PIO submits written reply vide No.15/APIO-C/Drg. dated 15.4.2011, a copy of which was given to the appellant, who, however, seeks time to peruse the same and file the rejoinder.

2.

To come up on 3.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri H.P.S.Bhinder, Advocate, Room No.3,

New Bar Complex, Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh-160001.






     _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, Jalandhar.


     _______ Respondent.

CC No. 3042 of 2010

Present:-
Shri HPS Bhinder complainant in person.

SI Vinod Kumar on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER


The respondent has handed over the information to the complainant in the court.  The respondent states that delay, if any, in furnishing of the information occurred as the complainant had indicated that he would like to collect the information by hand.  The information-seeker was duly informed on more than one occasions to deposit fee and collect information but he failed to pay the requisite fee. Hence, information could not be delivered to him and has been handed over to him free of cost in the court. The complainant requests for one adjournment to peruse the reply and file his rejoinder, if any.

2.

To come up on 10.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nirmal Singh s/o Shri Joginder Singh, 

r/o Village Jhanda Lubana, P.O. Bhaini Miyan Khan,

District Gurdaspur-143517.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Senior Sec. School, Chak Sharif,

District Gurdaspur.






            -------------Respondent.

CC No.  11  of 2011

Present:-

Shri Nirmal Singh complainant in person.

Shri Varinder Madan, APIO on behalf of Punjab School Education Board, Mohali.

ORDER



This complaint was filed against Guru Nanak Dev Senior Secondary School, Chak Sharif, Gurdaspur which however is not a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Thereafter, notice was given to the PIO/Punjab School Education Board, Mohali to see if the information can be brought within the ambit of Section 2(f) of the Act under which information relating to any private body which can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time being in enforce would also be considered “information” within the meaning of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
2.

The PIO/Punjab School Education Board, Mohali has filed a written reply vide No.314 dated 15.4.2011 denying that they have any power under law to acquire the information of the kind being asked for by the present complainant.  The plea of the PIO/Punjab School Education Board is that there are more than 2000 affiliated schools in the State of Punjab and all matters relating to their day-to-day affairs are left to the local management.  However, he admits that experience certificate of teachers issued by the concerned Principals of the affiliated schools are verified and countersigned by the incharge of the Affiliation Section of Punjab School Education Board, Mohail.  However, the respondent-PIO further states that record of such verification is returned to the school in original and no copy is retained by the Board and that in case a copy of the experience certificate verified by the Board as issued to the present complainant is furnished to Board, it can confirm whether the complainant’s certificate was verified or not. 
3.

During the course of hearing, a photocopy of the experience certificate was furnished to the PIO/Punjab School Education Board with the direction to confirm whether this certificate was actually verified/countersigned by the Board or not.
4.

To come upon 16.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar, S/o Sh. Ramji Dass, 

R/o Tej Colony, Tehsil- Samana, Distt.-Patiala.


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






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh.


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





CC No. 374   of 2011

Present:-
 None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Rajinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant has not availed of the opportunity given to him to confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction.  In view of the categorical statement of the respondent, that information was furnished to the complainant in time and absence of the complainant on two consecutive dates to rebut this, I do not find any merit in keeping the present complaint alive and order to close the case.









              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Sandeep Gupta, 989, Sector 15-A,

Near Bishnoi Market, Hisar-125001.




_______ Complainant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Deptt. of Food and Civil Supplies and Consumer Affairs

Punjab, Chandigarh.





    _______ Respondents

CC No. 801 of 2010

ORDER



Dr. Sandeep Gupta on 17.8.2009 moved the PIO/Secretary to Government of Punjab, Department of Food and Civil Supplies seeking details of proactive disclosure made under Section 4 of the RTI Act.  His request was transferred to the Director, Food and Civil Supplies, Punjab, Chandigarh who vide letter No.Estt-7(2)-2009/1708 dated 23.10.2009 conveyed to the information-seeker, “nkg tb'A i' ;{uBk wzrh rJh j? T[j ;gôN BjhA fe nkg B{z fejVh ;{uBk b'VhAdh j?. " It was further  conveyed to him that the Department of Food and Civil Supplies, Punjab is a very large and multipurpose department, therefore, the information-seeker should specify the activity in respect of which he wants the information.  In the meantime, the information-seeker also filed an appeal dated 17.10.2009 and the department again replied vide memo No.Estt-7(2)-2009/1781 dated 5.11.2009 asking him “w[V fbfynk iKdk j? fe ;gôN s"o s/ df;nk ikt/ fe nkg B{z ftGkr Bkb  ;zpzXs fejVh ;{uBk dh b'V j? sK i'' T[; nB[;ko w[jJhnk eotkJh ik ;e/.  fe;/ fe;w dh d/oh dh fiw/tkoh nkg dh j't/rh.” 

2.

Since the appellate authority also failed to furnish him the requested information, Dr. Sandeep Gupta moved the State Information Commission. 



3.

The plea of Dr. Sandeep Gupta is that under Section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005  every public authority shall make suo-motto disclosure and publish within 120 days from the enactment of the Right to Information Act, 2005 details about the department, its functions, duties, rules, policies etc. etc..  Reliance has particularly been made on clause-2 of Section 4 of the Act which states that it shall be a constant endeavour of every public authority to take steps in accordance with the requirement of Clause-(b) of Sub Section 1 to provide as much information suo-motto to the public at regular intervals through various means of communications, including internet so that public has minimum resort to use the Act to obtain the information.

4.

The complainant argued that what to say of suo-motto disclosure, the respondent-public authority has failed to furnish him the information even after he approached them under Section 6 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent lingered on his RTI request, while he was forced to move the State Information Commission, incurring expenditure and wasting time.

5.

The plea of the respondent-PIO on the other hand is that queries of the information-seeker in his application dated 17.8.2009 were not clear and therefore, clarification was sought from him, which he failed to provide, resulting in delay.  When the case came up for hearing before the State Information Commission on 30.4.2010, the respondent stated that the information was ready and has been uploaded on the official website of the Department in compliance with the provisions of Section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The complainant, however, pointed out deficiencies in the information loaded at the website of the Department (www.foodsuppb.nic.in) and pointed out that the list of beneficiaries under various schemes has not been published, besides the information has been loaded through proprietary software and is not easily accessible.  The case was adjourned on number of dates to enable the respondent-public authority to remove the deficiencies.  The respondent-department also pointed out that information in respect of the  beneficiaries of the various schemes is not held by the respondent-public authority and details are available with the concerned Deputy Commissioners and that except Tarntaran, Mukatsar and Ferozepur information in respect of all other districts has been published.  The respondent also submitted that the deficiencies in the information were removed by Director, Food and Civil Supplies, Punjab’s memo No.RTI/02/2010/159 dated 23.7.2010, as the information relating to Sr.No.1, 5, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 10, 13, 14 and 16 was furnished.  Subsequently, the department confirmed vide its letter No.2439 dated 18.11.2010 that except Tarntaran district, information pertaining to all other districts has been uploaded.  The complainant again pointed out deficiencies and further submitted that the information has been published only in English whereas under the provisions of Section 4, Sub Clause (4) all material shall be disseminated taking into consideration the local language and by the most effective method of communication in that local area and that the Act requires that the information should be easily accessible to the extent possible in electronic format.  He pleaded that he has no personal interest in seeking the information and is pursuing the matter in public interest. It was pleaded that the Department of Food and Civil Supplies and the schemes operated by it directly impact the common man and failure to publish information under Section 4 should not go unpunished.  Therefore, the PIO was called upon to show cause why penalty should not be imposed on him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for reasons of inordinate delay in furnishing the information to the information-seeker. The PIO was further called upon to file a consolidate reply on all the nine queries of the complainant dated 17.8.2009. From the reply filed by respondent vide memo No. RTI (02)-2010/335 dated 17.12.2010, it appears that the information pertaining to budgetary allocation has still not been disclosed under the plea that the department has no budget allocation under State Plan Schemes.  
6.

Opportunity for personal hearing was granted. Smt. Simarjot Kaur, APIO appeared stating that she can only speak about her Branch and cannot answer or explain the delay in respect of the department.  Shri M.S. Sarang, Director Finance also made an appearance and stated that he is an APIO in respect of his Accounts Branch.  He further pleaded that he is not a regular Government employee and he is re-employed on contractual basis so he should not be designated as PIO/APIO.  They both submitted that Dr. Ranjit Powar is the PIO-cum-Nodal Officer of the Department who was absent on the date of hearing and did not avail of the opportunity of personal hearing. Subsequently, Dr. Ranjit Powar, however, submitted a reply vide memo No. Steno (DD-RTI)/2011/20 dated 7.4.2011 stating that she is the Nodal-PIO and the department has notified number of PIOs for different functional areas within the Department.  Her plea is that she is only a coordinator and all the queries received from the information-seekers are invariably forwarded to the concerned branch-PIOs who directly send reply to the information-seekers.  Her plea is that, “ it is therefore prayed that the responsibility of filing reply and attending hearing lie with the PIOs of the concerned branches i.e. Ms. Simarjot Kaur, Deputy Director and Mr. M.S. Narang, Director Finance.”
7.

The sequence of events from the date when the present information-seeker addressed his query to the respondent-PIO shows utter confusion in the management of the Right to Information Act, 2005 in the public authority concerned. Designating multiple PIOs for different functional areas is to facilitate dissemination of information rather than create hurdles by creating functional diffusion.  The three PIOs are merely passing responsibility for the delay to each other.  This, in any case, shows lack of coordination within the department.

8.

The responsibility under Section 4 for suo-motto publication is not of the PIO but of the public authority.  It is a mandatory obligation and the expression used in Section 4 of the Act is “shall”.  Accountability for discharge of obligation under Section 4 is of the public authority and it is not transferable to a PIO.  It is true that non-compliance of Section 4 of the Act does not attract any penalty under law, nor in fact it can be imposed on a public authority, but that should be no reason for non-compliance of law.
9.

The complainant is a public spirited person, who has single handedly pursued non-compliance of provisions of Section 4 of the Act in different departments of the Government.  In the present case, he had approached the respondent-department more than a year back.  The fact that he asked about suo-motto publication should have triggered the department to make good the deficiencies, but the department has taken nearly one year to do so necessitating adjournments in the case on number of occasions.  The complainant had to undertake visits to Chandigarh resulting in loss of time and money.

10.

The present case is a complaint case under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The provisions of Section 18 are subject to the provisions of the Act, including Section 19.  Therefore, in exercise of powers vested in me under Section 19(8)(a), I hereby give the following directions:-

(i)
The public authority shall publish all the information required under Section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 in the local language. If any scheme is operated or actually implemented at district level; it shall ensure that subordinate offices publish such information with a suitable link to the website of the Department.

Since the department will now be busy in procurement season, four months’ time is allowed so that compliance with the provisions of Section 4 is completed by 30.8.2011.

(ii)
A compensation of Rs.5000/- is awarded to the complainant for loss and detriments suffered by him under Section 19(8)(b). This amount shall be paid by the Department through treasury cheque to the complainant within a period of one month.
11.
With these directions, the case is closed.
              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Sandeep Gupta, 989, Sector 15-A,

Near Bishnoi Market, Hisar-125001.




       _______ Complainant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o The Secretary, Social Security and Women and 

Child Development, Pb., Chandigarh-160017.
                                              _______ Respondents

CC No. 802 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Raman Kumar, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant is absent.  However, a reply filed by him has been received vide diary No.6160 dated 11.4.2011.

2.

The respondent has also filed its final reply vide No.699 dated 18.4.2011.

3.

To come up on 4.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. for pronouncement of orders.









              (R.I. Singh)

April 18, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
