
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kant Sood,

10/267, Chapper Wali Gali,

Tarn Taran.







        Appellant

Versus

Sh. Roop Lal

District Education Officer (Secondary.)

-cum-PIO,      ,                            (By. Regd. Post)
Tarn Taran.






                     Respondent

AC No.  43 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Mr.  Shri Kant Sood, appellant in person. 
ii)        None on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Several points mentioned in the application for information of the appellant relate to  personal information of a third party,  one Ms. Neera, who was a teacher in Arya  Girls  High School,  Tarn Taran, and cannot be given to the appellant in view of Section 8(1)(j)  of the RTI Act,2005. However, the information mentioned  at  point no. 6 of the application for information is relevant to the appellant’s allegation, which he has mentioned in the Court today, that grants were received  by the school for disbursement to Ms. Neera, but the same were misutilised since Ms. Neera had left the school. For the purpose of this allegation, the following information is due to the appellant and may be provided by the respondent:-

1.
How much grant was received by the Arya Girls High 
School,


TarnTaran from the Government for disbursement to Ms. Neera


in the years 1983 to 2006.
     2 .       Out of the amount mentioned at item no. 1,  how  much  salary

was disbursed to Ms. Neera.
3.
If the whole of the amount mentioned at sr. no. 1 has not been disbursed to Ms. Neera, in what manner was the balance utilized.
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    The information mentioned at point no. 7 of the application for information should also be given by the respondent.

The respondent has ignored the hearing of this case and is present neither personally nor through an authorized representative.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Roop Lal, District Education Officer (Secondary)-cum-PIO, Tarn Taran   to show cause at 10 AM on 07-04-2011, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application dated 08-10-2010, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 07-04-2011 for further consideration and orders. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.




(www.infocommpunjab.com)





Shri. Kant Sood,

10/267, Chapper Wali Gali,

Tarn Taran.







        Appellant

Versus

Sh. Roop Lal ,

District Education Officer (Secondry.)
-cum-PIO,                                          (By. Regd. Post)
Tarn Taran.






                     Respondent

AC No.  47 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Mr.  Shri Kant Sood, appellant in person. 

           ii)        None on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that he has received no response from the respondent to his application for information dated 31-08-2010. The respondent has also ignored the hearing of this case and is present neither personally nor through an authorized representative.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 07-04-2011. The respondent is again directed to be present in the Court on that date, either personally or through an authorized representative along with a copy of his response to the complainant’s application. In case the respondent fails to comply with these orders, he should show cause on the next date of hearing as to why a penalty should not be imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surinder Kumar,

S/o. Late. Sh. Tara Chand,

House No- 2611,

Shimla Market, Putlighar, 

District- Amritsar-143001.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, 

Amritsar.






                     Respondent
AC No.  44 of 2011

Present:
i)    None on  behalf of the appellant.

    ii)  Sh. S.S. Bhatia, APIO-cum-Mpl.Town Planner,  and Sh. Vishal Wadhawan, APIO-cum-Estate Officer, on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER

Heard.

A detailed reply has been sent by the respondent to the appellant in response to his application for information vide his letter dated 24-02-2011.


An opportunity is given to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent, at 10 AM on 31-03-2011.  It will not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings of this case till further notice.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surinder Kumar,

S/o. Late. Sh. Tara Chand,

House No- 2611, 

Shimla Market, Putlighar, 

 Amritsar-143001.






        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, 

Amritsar.






                     Respondent

AC No.  45 of 2011

Present:
i)     None on  behalf of the appellant.

ii)    Sh. S.S. Bhatia, APIO-cum-Mpl.TownPlanner,  and Sh. Vishal Wadhawan, APIO-cum-Estate Officer, on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent’s representative Sh.S.S. Bhatia, APIO-cum-Mpl.TownPlanner, states that the appellant has been informed that no such orders of the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, as has been mentioned by the appellant in his application, has been received in his office and a written intimation has also been sent to him vide letter dated 07-10-2010 that the information required by the appellant is not available.

Disposed of.  

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal,

S/o. Sh. S. Bachittar Singh,

H. No. 201/100, Block-J, 

B.R.S. Nagar, Ludhiana.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. ADGP-cum-Commandant General,

Punjab Home Guards & Civil Defence , Punjab,

17 Bays Building,

Chandigarh. 






                     Respondent
AC No.  37 of 2011

Present:
i)      Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal, appellant in person.
           ii)     Sh. Ashok Khanna, PIO-cum-Junior Staff Officer Admn.
ORDER


Heard.


The information in this case has been denied to the appellant by the respondent after following the procedure prescribed in Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005. A perusal of the application for information of the appellant dated 09-11-2010, however, shows that all the points mentioned therein pertain to complaints made by one Sh. Ram Singh Sohi, S/o. Sh. Harnam Singh, against the appellant, and copies of correspondence and notings made in the O/o. ADGP, Home Guards, Punjab, have been asked for by the appellant only with regard to these complaints. This information therefore does not come within the scope of Section 11 of the RTI Act, since the target of the complaints is the appellant himself.  I therefore overrule the exemption from disclosure of the required information being claimed by the respondent. The respondent has made an offer that since the application for information in this case is a long one, the appellant is at liberty to inspect the files and take copies of the documents concerned with his application. The appellant has no objection to accepting the respondent’s offer for the inspection, which will take place in the office of the respondent on Monday, 14th March, 2011. 

Some points mentioned by the appellant in his application pertain to the 
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O/o. Divisional Commandant, Home Guards, Patiala, but he has included these items in his application to the PIO, O/o. ADGP, Home Guards, since he states that no PIO has been appointed in that office . If this is correct, I direct the respondent to obtain the required information from the O/o. Divisional Commandant, Home Guards, Patiala, for delivery to the appellant and if a PIO has been appointed , these points should be transferred to him under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act.  

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Jasmeet Kaur,

D/o. Sh. Harjinder Singh,

# 1423/20, Sector 65, 

S.A.S. Nagar- 160062.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

Govt. of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

CC No. 120 of 2011
Present:
i)     Sh.  Harjinder Singh, on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)    Ms. Sarla Rani, Supdt-cum-APIO, on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in her application for information, addressed to the PIO, O/o. Financial Commissioner, Revenue, Government of Punjab, has asked for details of the implementation of a policy approved during the President’s Rule in 1985, for reservation of 10% vacancies in the Government for the victims of 1984 riots, and the reasons for its discontinuance. She is insisting that the response should be given to her application by the O/o. Governor, Punjab, since he chaired the meeting which was held on 24-12-1985 in which the policy was approved. It has been explained to the  complainant that the executive powers of the Government now vest with the Chief Minister and the Council of Ministers, since the State is no longer under President’s Rule and her application must therefore be dealt with in the concerned department.
 The Department of Revenue & Rehabilitation has informed the complainant vide their letter dated 01-10-2010 that her application is not in the prescribed performa and cannot therefore be considered under the RTI Act, 2005. A perusal of the application of the complainant shows that items nos. 1 & 3 are not covered by the definition of information as given in the RTI Act, 2005.
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 Item no. 4 seeks the reasons for abolishing the policy mentioned above in 1990, but the respondent states that the concerned file has since been destroyed under the relevant rules and this information is not available. Item no. 4 of the application for information asks for the details of the appointments made under the policy during the period that it was in existence, but no such information can be provided to her unless she gives some details of the particular recruitment in respect of which she wants the information, since it can be provided only by the concerned department.  The complainant however seeks some time to show that all such appointments of victims of the 1984 riots were made through the Rehabilitation Department. 

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 24-03-2011.

It will not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings of this case till further notice. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee,

House No- F-15/986, Gali No. 2,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Tunga Puli,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.





        Complainant
Versus

District Education Officer, 

(Elementary Education), -cum-PIO,

Amritsar.






                     Respondent
CC No. 102 of 2011
Present:
i)    Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee, complainant in person.
ii)    None on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER
Heard.


The complainant states that he has received a copy of only one performance appraisal report pertaining to the year 2007 and copies of the appraisal reports for the years 2006 and 2008 have not been given to him.  The respondent is absent, but he has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 05-01-2011 that the required information is to be supplied by the District Education Officer, (Elementary Education), Amritsar. In the above circumstances, the District Education Officer, (Elementary Education),-cum-PIO Amritsar is designated as the respondent in this case and he is directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing either personally or through an authorized representative, along with copies of the appraisal reports of the complainant pertaining to the years 2006 and 2008, and with his written explanation if they are not available. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on  31-03-2011 for  confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee,

House No- F-15/986, Gali No. 2,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Tunga Puli,

Majitha Road, - Amritsar.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director General ,

School Education, 

Sarv Shiksha Abhiyan Authority, Punjab,

SCO 104-106, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 103 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee, complainant  in  person.

ii)        None   on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that the respondent has asked for  prescribed fees amounting to Rs. 50/- for the  required information which the complainant has sent through an  IPO on 03-02-2011, but the respondent has still not supplied the required information to the complainant.


The respondent has not attended the hearing today either personally or through an authorized representative, which is a serious lapse on his part. He is directed to supply the required information to the complainant within ten days of receipt of these orders and to show cause on the next date of hearing as to why a penalty prescribed under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, should not be imposed upon him.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011   for further orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Manjeet Singh,

S/o. Sh. Dalbir Singh,

Village Kot Mohammad Khan,

Tehsil Khadur Sahib, Distt. Tarn Taran.



        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Sahib Block, Nushera Panua, 

District- Tarn Taran





                     Respondent

CC No. 112 of 2011

Present:
i)       None  on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)  Sh. Amrik Singh, BDPO-cum-APIO, on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him by Registered post.  The complainant is absent and  an opportunity is given to him to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent, at 10 AM on  31-03-2011.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Balbir Singh, 

S/o. Late. Sh. Karnail Singh,

# 50, Near Gurudwara Salempur,

 Musalmana  Road, P.O. Randhawa Masandan,

District- Jalandhar.






        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


                     Respondent
AC No. 62 of 2011


Present:
None. 
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the complainant does not wish to pursue his complaint any further.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Master. Haresh Kumar,

172/H,   Saini Mohalla,

Bajri Company, Pathankot,

District- Gurdaspur- 145001.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

CC No. 94 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)      Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director, Secy. Education, and 
         Sh. Bhupesh Gupta,Sr. Asstt. on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent’s representative states that the application for information of the complainant  has reached the PIO only today and is seeking some time to prepare a reply to the same.
The respondent is directed to give a written reply to the  complainant  before the next date of hearing and to  submit a copy of the information which is  supplied on that date. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Master  Haresh Kumar,

172/H,  Saini Mohalla,

Bajri Company, Pathankot,

District- Gurdaspur- 145001.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

CC No. 95 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)     Sh.Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director,Sec.Education, and Sh. Bhupesh Gupta,Sr. Asstt.,  on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the application for information of the complainant has not yet been received by him. A copy of the same has therefore been given to him with the direction to send a reply to the complainant within 15 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. N. D. Sharma, Advocate,

# Room No. 500, 5th Floor, 

Lawyers Chamber Complex, 

District Courts, Ludhiana.




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officers, 

i)O/o. Executive Engineer,
PWD, B & R, Division No-2,

Hoshiarpur.

ii) O/o. Distt Town and Country Planning Department,

 Hoshiarpur.





__________ Respondents

AC No.  943 of 2010

Present:        i)
None on behalf of the appellant.
                     ii)    
Sh. Arjun Dev, SDO Division No-2, Hoshiarpur, Sh. Ravinder Singh, Area Investigator, DTP,and Ms. Harpal Kaur, ADO, Puda, on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders dated 10-02-2011,  the PIO, O/o Distt Town and Country Planning,  Hoshiarpur  has sent the required information to the appellant vide his letter dated 16-02-2011 , a copy of which has also been endorsed to the Commission, (not yet received).  An opportunity is given to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent at 10 AM on 31-03-2011. 

Insofar as item no. 3 of the application for information is concerned , the representative from PUDA states that a written reply will be sent to the appellant within a week.


The PIO, office of the Executive Engineer, PWD, B & R, Division No-2,

Hoshiarpur is exempted   from further appearance in this case.


Adjourned to 10 AM on  31-03-2011 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashwani Chawla, 

Kothi No. 1390, First Floor, 

Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Tehsildar, 

Samana. Distt Patiala




                     Respondent






CC No. 3592 of 2010
Present:
i)        Sh. Ashwani Chawla, complainant  in person. 

ii)   Sh. Jatinder Pal Singh, Registry Clerk, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information which has been supplied by the respondent to the complainant is that three registrations were done between 23-10-2009 and 22-10-2010 of agriculture land measuring less than 1000  sq.ft., out of which one was done on the basis of a power of attorney. The respondent further states that no inquiry was held before these registrations were made and that  the Registrar/Tehsildar is the competent authority to accept the registrations and he does  not need to obtain the permission of the Deputy Commissioner. He has also informed the complainant that there are two registers, totalling 216 pages, concerned with point no.  4 of his application for information,  and he has been asked to deposit the required fees before photostat copies of these pages are supplied to him.

After consideration of the  information supplied by the respondent to the complainant,  the following orders are passed :-

1) The information in respect of point no. 2 of the complainant’s application which has been given by the respondent orally during the hearing today, should be given to the complainant 
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in writing before the next date of hearing. 

2) The photostat copies of the two registers consisting of a total of 216 pages should be supplied to the complainant free of cost under Section 7(6) of the RTI Act, 2005. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashwani Chawla,

Bureau Chief,

Rozana Sach Kahun,

Flat no. 1390, First Floor, 

Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib, 

 



                     Respondent
 CC No. 3875   of 2010

Present:
i)   Sh. Ashwani Chawla, complainant in person.  

ii)  None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The    required    information    has    been sent by the respondent to the Commission and the same has also been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashwani Chawla,

Bureau Chief,

Rozana Sach Kahun,

Flat no. 1390, First Floor, 

Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner, 

Ludhiana.


 



                     Respondent
 CC No. 3884  of 2010

Present:
i)   Sh. Ashwani Chawla, complainant in person.  

ii)  Sh. Prem Singh, Computer Operator, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.
The required information has been supplied by the respondent  to the complainant.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashwani Chawla,

Bureau Chief,

Rozana Sach Kahun,

Flat no. 1390, First Floor, 

Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner, 

Ferozepur.


 



                     Respondent
                    CC No.   3876 of 2010

Present:
i)   Sh. Ashwani Chawla, complainant in person.  

ii)  Sh. Subhash Khatak, DRO-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.
The required information has been supplied by the respondent  to  the complainant.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surinder Singh,

State Information Commissioner, Punjab,

# 1615, Sector 39-B, (Judges House),

Chandigarh.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Secretary, 

Department of Secondary Education, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat,  Punjab, Sector  9,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 183 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        Sh.  Narinder Duggal,  Supdt., on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted to the Court a copy of the information which has been provided to the complainant in compliance with the orders dated 24-02-2011.   An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent,  at 10 AM on 25-03-2011.

In respect of the allegation of the complainant that the  office of the PIO refused  to accept his application for information,  the respondent states  that he will submit  his reply in this regard on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned  to 10 AM on 25-03-2011 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. O.P. Gulati,

H.No. 1024/1, Sector 39B,

Chandigarh.



  


__________ Complainant   

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.  Superintendent,

Education–II Branch, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh,




  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997 of 2008

Present:
i)        Sh. O.P. Gulati, complainant in person. 

ii)       Sh. Om  Parkash Palani, Supdt-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the inquiry is still continuing and would be completed in about 10 days.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-03-2011  for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


03rd March, 2011

