STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Chiragdeen

s/o Sh. Asgar Hamid,

c/o Punjab Wakf Board,

Opp. Old Courts, 

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana




    


        …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana






        
         …Respondent

CC- 3757/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


ADTO, Ludhiana Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar appeared in the office this morning and presented a letter dated 23.03.2011 addressed by the complainant to the Commission that Sh. Chiragdeen has stated that he has no objection if the case is closed and disposed of.   



Complete information stands provided.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Chiragdeen

s/o Sh. Asgar Hamid,

c/o Punjab Wakf Board,

Opp. Old Courts, 

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana




    


   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana






        
    …Respondent

CC- 3756/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.



ADTO, Ludhiana Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar appeared in the office this morning and presented a letter dated 23.03.2011 addressed by the complainant to the Commission that Sh. Chiragdeen has stated that he has no objection if the case is closed and disposed of.   



Complete information stands provided.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali

16, Batala Road,

Amritsar- 143001






 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Animal Husbandry, Punjab,

Chandigarh







 …..Respondent

CC- 3520/10

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Parbodh Bali in person.


None for the respondent.



Complainant states that the information was provided to him vide letter purportedly written on 23.09.2010 and the same was received by him only in November, 2010.  This, he said, was done due to escape any penalty on account of the delay caused.   He also submitted that the information sought has not been provided and irrelevant documents have been sent to him.  Sh. Bali has also made written submissions in today’s hearing, which read as under: -
“1.
The PIO has sent me the information without mentioning the number of leaves he has tendered me and he has sent me this information free of cost, but had intentionally made the dispatch letter of dated 23.09.2010.   The information is provided against the payment of cost as per RTI Act.  In fact the information was sent much later than 30 days time slot and I received it on 28.10.2010 which is much late.  Actually, the PIO must have dispatched in much late so the PIIO did not ask the cost being the information late and hence he attracts penalty as per Act.

2.
The PIO has sent me the photocopies of Tender form which has never been asked by me shows the irrelevant information provided.
3.
The PIO has sent me the photocopy of la letter which was already with me and I never asked its copies.  The PIO sent irrelevant information just without any reason and purpose. 

4.
The PIO has actually not provided and hence denied the information asked by me at Point no 1 of my application 







Contd on……2/-

-:2:- 

and never provided me any documents empowering to act 

as detailed in my that Para. 

5.
The PIO has actually not provided and hence denied the information asked by me at Point no 2 of my application.”



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to come present and explain the matter.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide relevant information to the complainant, positively before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission, otherwise proceedings pertaining to imposition of penalty shall be commenced. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94172-42420)

Sh. Munish Kumar Seth

s/o Sh. Sudesh Kumar,

Near Main Post Office,

Dhuri (Sangrur)






             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh




       …Respondents

AC - 1077/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Munish Kumar Seth in person along with an assistant.

For the respondent: Dr. Karamjit Singh, PIO (98143-15427) along with Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Asstt. (80542-99799)



Submissions made by both the parties are taken on record.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98155-21300)

Sh. Harpreet Sharma

s/o Sh. Mohan Lal

H. No. 651, Dashmesh Nagar,

Near Truck Union,

Malerkotla – 148023 (Distt. Sangrur)


                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab, Chandigarh
.





         …Respondent

CC - 3676 /2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harpreet Sharma in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Madan Lal, Establishment Officer (94175-80061) along with Sh. Malkit Singh, Asstt. Director-PIO



Complete information in this case stands provided and the complainant has expressed his satisfaction over the same.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baljeet Singh 

# 109, Green Enclave,

Kharar Road,

Daon-140301 (Distt. Mohali)




       …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Mohali


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali.





   
  …Respondents

AC - 1083/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Baljeet Singh in person. 
For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Lal, Reader to Tehsildar (98146-41583)



Complete information to his satisfaction stands provided to Sh. Baljeet Singh, as stated by him during the hearing today.  He further stated that in case he needs any more information, he would submit a fresh application.   



Sh. Baljeet Singh laments that there has been unreasonable delay in providing the information and he prays for award of compensation for the detriments suffered.

 

Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005 provides as under: -




“19(8)
 In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—



(b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;”



In terms of the above provision of the Act, Sh. M.S. Kainth, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Mohali is required to show cause as to why suitable compensation (to be borne by the Public Authority) be not awarded to the complainant for undergoing financial and mental sufferings for getting the information sought.   The reply must be submitted within a fortnight. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 03.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(094172-89151)

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Mehta

H. No. 200 HH/EB

HHEB Block,

Power Wing Colony,

Nangal Township – 140124 (Pb)



                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o The Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

The Mall,

Patiala







         …Respondent

CC- 3593/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 21.02.2011, it was recorded as under: -
“It is to put on records that while in any of the hearings held so far, none has appeared from the respondent Corporation, Patiala, no intimation about the name and designation of the present PIO has been received.  Besides, a number of telephone calls made to the respondent office have also not evoked any positive response.”



A show cause notice was issued in the last hearing to the PIO for imposition of penalty.



Today again, none has come present on behalf of the respondent and no communication has been received from him either. 



Complainant, in the first hearing dated 10.01.2011, has already sought exemption from appearing in the subsequent hearings of the case, which was granted. 



When Sh. Rajiv Ohri, Nodal Officer of the respondent department was contacted over the telephone in the matter, he requested for another date.



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, under intimation to the Commission.  In case of non-compliance of the directions, it is made clear the matter will be viewed seriously and further proceedings including recommending disciplinary action against the responsible officers shall be initiated in the next hearing.
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For further proceedings, to come up on 03.05.2011 at 11.00 AM in the Chamber.    
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94636-66155)

Sh.  Balbir Aggarwal,

B.O. 167-B,

Industrial Estate,

Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana. 







 …..Complainant



 



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana



                                 
  …..Respondent

CC- 2920/2010

Order



This case was last heard on 23.02.2011 when the complainant Sh. Balbir Aggarwal and Sh. Pardeep Singh Bains, Tehsildar Ludhiana (East) (98558-00024) on behalf of the respondent came present.  Their respective submissions were heard and for pronouncement of the order, the case was adjourned to date i.e. 30.03.2011.



In this case, Complainant vide application dated 26.04.2010, sought the following information: 

“1.
In which year the first phase of Model Town Ludhiana was carved?

2.
How many plots in the first phase with criteria were carved out?

3.
Who were allotted those plots?  How many in each name?

4.
What was the size of the plots and what were the rates of plots per square yard and total price charged from each allottee?

5.
At what rate the land for the first phase from the owners of the land was purchased and how much land was purchased from each seller?

6.
Which department was authorized to demarcate plots and develop the area?”



Complainant stated that he sent a reminder also on 05.06.2010.  Complainant was filed with the Commission on 23.09.2010 when no response was received.



In the first hearing on 18.10.2010, no one came present from the respondent office and no information was provided.  After the hearing when the Deputy Commissioner Sh. Rahul Tiwari was contacted over the telephone, he assured the needful would be done soon.
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In the second hearing dated 03.11.2010, Sh. Paramjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar appeared and stated that the relevant information is available with the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.   However, since the application had not been transferred to the said office in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, it was held that office of Deputy Commissioner is responsible for providing the information. 



In the next hearing on 29.11.2010, again no one appeared on behalf of the respondent and no information had been provided.   Copy of a letter dated 22.11.2010 has been received which is addressed by the Tehsildar Ludhiana (East) to the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana to provide the information and attend the hearing on 29.11.2010.  



In the subsequent hearing dated 20.12.2010, Er. Parmod Sharma appeared on behalf of the improvement Trust and tendered a copy of letter dated 17.12.2010 informing the Complainant that since the Model Town Scheme was not formulated by the Trust, no such information was available and hence could not be provided.   Sh. S.R. Kaler, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO was served a Show Cause Notice for inaction in providing the information.  In reply, affidavit dated 31.01.2011 had been tendered by Sh. S.R. Kaler. 



Sh. Pardeep Singh Bains, Tehsildar Ludhiana (East) appeared in the hearing on 31.01.2011 and stated that he had checked up with office of Improvement Trust and the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and this information was not available with them.   No information had been provided to the Complainant up to that date.  In the succeeding hearing dated 23.02.2011, again Sh. Bains, Tehsildar Ludhiana (East) appeared.  He presented a copy of letter dated 22.02.2011 addressed to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana addressed by the PIO, Zone D, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana wherein it is stated: 

“Regarding the information sought in this case, it is informed that layout plan of the Model Town was prepared by the Rehabilitation Department and the allotment proceedings were also conducted by the said department.   Hence the information on points no. 1 to 6 as sought in the original application of the applicant can be had from Rehabilitation Department, Punjab.” 

For pronouncement of the order, the case was adjourned to date i.e. 30.03.2011.



It is pointed out here that initially, the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana claimed that it was not their responsibility to provide the information.  This statement was made in the second hearing on 03.11.2010.  It is also noted that in case the information was not available with them, the application could have been transferred to the relevant department as per provisions of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 within five days, which too has not been done.   Besides, even after receipt of communication dated 22.02.2011 from the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, no effort / attempt was made by the
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respondent office to procure the information from the concerned quarter i.e. the Rehabilitation Department.


Now it emerges that the relevant information is available with the Rehabilitation Department.   



Accordingly, PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana is directed to procure the relevant information from the said department and provide it to the Complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



Reply to the show cause notice submitted by the PIO along with other points for not procuring and providing the said information from the Rehabilitation Department shall be taken up during subsequent hearings. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 02.05.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

s/o Karnail Singh,

VPO Kalie Wala,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga






        … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Moga-2







         …Respondent

CC- 423/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Kulwant Singh along with representative Sh. H.S. Rathee (97805-57163)

For the respondent: Sh. Girdour Singh, Panchayat Secretary (98551-92251)



Vide application dated 25.10.2010, complainant sought the following information: 

“1.
Copies of resolution passed by Panchayat Kaliewala on the basis of which streets were constructed from January 2008 to December, 2009.

2.
Copies of estimates of streets constructed during January 2008 to December 2009 on the basis of resolution passed, as stated above.

3.
Copies of tenders / quotations for the work done.

4.
Copies of contractor’s bill and payment thereof in detail relating to construction of streets during January 2008 to December, 2009.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 09.02.2011 (received in the office on 11.02.2011) when no information was provided. 



Respondent present states that complete information as per original application has been dispatched to the complaint by registered post, on 21.03.2011.  He also presented the postal receipt in support of his assertion.   However, the complainant stated that he has not received the same.  Therefore, a copy of the information has been provided to him in the court.  He seeks time to study the same. 



Discrepancies, if any, be communicated to the respondent who shall remove the same at the earliest.
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For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



        State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Ms. Manjit Kaur

W/o Sh. Nachhattar Singh,

Near Balmiki Mandir,

PO Dr. Ambedkar Nagar,

Kammeana Gate,

Faridkot







        … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Supdt. of Police (D)

Faridkot







         …Respondent

CC- 420/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Birbal Singh, HC (97785-87748)



Vide form A dated 02.11.2010, the complainant sought the following information: 

“One trolley No. HR-37-6547 was purchased by husband S. Nachhatar Singh.  However, the previous owner Ashok Kumar son of Des Raj resident of Jalalabad (Distt. Ferozepur) in connivance with Gursewak Singh, broker, resident of Faridkot and ASI Sukhdev Singh, Police-Post in charge Kammeana Gayte, Faridkot, by cheating, took the same back from us.  MY husband (Nachhatar Singh) sent a complaint on 23.10.2010.  In this context, SP (D) Faridkot called my husband to his office and recorded his statement.   But none of the accused was called. 

Please provide me copies of the statement of my husband and the three accused along with final report of the SP (D) Faridkot.”



The present complaint has been filed with the Commission on 08.02.2011 (received in the office on 11.02.2011) when no information was provided. 



Complete information as per the original application stands provided as per acknowledgement received from the complainant.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



        State Information Commissioner  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ankur Jindal,

S/o Ramesh Kumar,

House no. 321, 

Ward No-8, Preet Vihar 

Dhuri (Pb.)






 
       … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.), Punjab,

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh






         
         …Respondent

CC- 441/11
Order

Present:
Sh. Gurcharan Singh for the complainant (84279-28886)


For the respondent: Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. (94172-08339)



The present complaint with the Commission has been filed (received in the office on 14.02.2011) when no information was provided by the respondent to the complainant, in response to his original application dated 18.12.2010 wherein he had sought the following: -


“Reg. Posts of English Lecturers: October 2006 till date.

1.
What was the merit list of English lecturer (Regular Post through CDAC, Mohali) in October 2006?  Also please provide complete detailed merit list of all jonnies.

2.
What was the criteria by which the merit list was made?

3.
How many posts were filled, date-wise and how many are vacant till now?

4.
Also provide the advertisement of the above said posts.”



Respondent present states that they had demanded a sum of Rs. 18/- from the complainant towards cost of the documents to be provided for the information sought which has not been done.   While the complainant was ready to pay the amount in the court, the respondent stated that the same be paid by means of Indian Postal Order.  The information had been brought to the court which has been handed over to the complainant, who assured the requisite fee would be sent to the respondent office, as desired.



Complainant seeks time to study the information, which is granted.



Pending information is to be provided by various Distt. Education Officers of the State, for which the complainant has been advised to put up separate applications.   For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Ms. Rama Kalyan,

# 838 HIG,

Phase 2,

Mohali







 
       … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. 

Punjab, 

Chandigarh





         

         …Respondent

CC- 496/11
Order

Present:
Sh. S.P. Paul, advocate (98885-69798)
For the respondent: Sh. Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. (0172-2742243 – Ext. 221)



This complaint by the complainant has been filed with the Commission (received in the office on 21.02.2011) when in response to her original application dated 08.01.2011, no information has been provided.   The information sought was: 
“Copy of letter vide which the case of applicant was sent to State Vigilance Department, Punjab, for NOC for retiral benefits.  The EO, Municipal Committee, Mohali vide letter no. 1145 dated 04.03.2010 has requested the Director, Local Govt. Pb. to send the case of applicant to the State Vigilance Department.    The request was followed by the reminders no. 1786 dated 20.04.2010 and 4361 dated 12.10.2010.”



Complainant states that no information has been provided to him so far. 



The respondent present does not know the facts of the case as he has been transferred here only a few days back.  He also has no knowledge of the RTI Act and states at present, there is no designated APIO / PIO in the office.


In the next hearing, Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Deputy Secretary-cum-PIO) shall appear in person to explain the matter.  Complete and relevant information should be provided to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sohan Lal Sandha

s/o Sh. Hakam Ram

House No. 42,

Ward No. 1,

Sardulgarh-151507 (Distt. Mansa)



       … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, 
SCO No. 96-97, Sector 17-C,
Chandigarh





         

         …Respondent

CC- 464/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Thakral (94170-76700)



Vide original application dated 02.08.2010, complainant had sought the following information: 

“1.
Will the teachers / officials who worked for the Census operations during summer vacation in the year 2010 be entitled to Earned Leave in lieu thereof?

2.
If yes, what will be the ratio?”



When no information was provided, the present complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 11.02.2011 (received in the office on 17.02.2011)


Respondent present states that vide letter dated 12.08.2010, the application of the complainant dated 02.08.2010 had been transferred to the PIO, office of DPI (SE), SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.



Accordingly, Public Information Officer, office of Director, Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh is substituted as respondent in place of PIO, office of Director General School Education, Punjab. 



PIO, office of Director, Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.   The PIO shall also appear in person in the next hearing to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   











Contd….2/-

-:2:-



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Janak Kumar (Retd. Lecturer)

Adarsh Colony,

Near Gurudwara,

V&PO Sarna,

Tehsil Pathankot

(Distt. Gurdaspur) – 145025




       … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, 
SCO No. 96-97, Sector 17-C,
Chandigarh







         …Respondent

CC- 471/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Janak Kumar in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Rajesh Thakral (94170-76700)



Vide original application dated 12.10.2010, the complainant had sought to know the status of his case sent to DPI (SE) Punjab, for pay-fixation (2 Year step-ups) consequent to 1978 grade revision when it was decided that senior and junior officials will be treated at par.


The present complaint has been filed with the Commission vide letter dated 15.02.2011 (received in the office on 17.02.2011) when no information was provided.



Respondent present states that vide letter dated 21.10.2010, the application of the complainant dated 12.10.2010 had been transferred to the PIO, office of DPI (SE), SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.



Accordingly, Public Information Officer, office of Director, Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh is substituted as respondent in place of PIO, office of Director General School Education, Punjab. 



PIO, office of Director, Public Instruction (SE) Punjab, SCO 96-97, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh is directed to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.   The PIO shall also appear in person in the next hearing to explain the matter.



For further proceedings, to come up on 27.04.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh 
Dated: 30.03.2011



State Information Commissioner
