STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Janak Garg,

112, Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala- 147001.






___________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (Administration),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

AC No. 608 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the appellant 
ii)     
 Sri Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The remaining information required by the appellant has been sent to the appellant by the respondent vide their letter dated 24-3-2009 by speed post.

The appellant has asked for an adjournment.  In case she has any further submission to make with regard to the information which has been provided to her, she may do so at 10 AM on 30-4-2009. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prem Sagar Singla,

# 17042, Aggarwal Colony,

Bathinda






___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Department of Personnel,

Chandigarh. 


__________ Respondent

AC No. 15 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the appellant. 

ii)     
Sh Rajender Singh, Suptd. Grade-I, PP-III Br., on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

In compliance of the Court’s orders dated 19-3-2009, the respondent has brought the required information to the Court, which states that no rule or instructions concerning the grant of compensatory leave could be located in the records of the Department of Personnel. However, an offer has been made to the complainant that he can himself check the manuals available in the Department of Personnel on any working day. 
The information brought by the respondent may be enclosed with these orders and send to the appellant for his information. 


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. V. Ravinderan,

S/o Sh. K. Valayudin,

R/o H. No. 130, Ravindra Enclave,

Phase – I, Baltana, District S.A.S. Nagar,

Mohali (Punjab).



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 65 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)     
Sub-Inspector Iqbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been brought by the respondent to the Court today and the same may be sent along with these orders to the appellant for his information. 


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab

After the hearing, the appellant appeared in the Court and the information supplied by the respondent was given to him by hand. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldip Chand,

s/o Late Sh. R.R. Prashar,

H. No. 1721, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh. 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 128 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Kuldip Chand appellant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Lakhmir Singh, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The notice for hearing in this case was sent to the PIO O/o DGP Punjab Chandigarh whereas, since C-II training is given to the constables at PAP Hqs. Jalandhar Cantt., the notice should have been sent to the PIO O/o IGP, PAP, Jalandhar Cantt. This may now be done for a hearing in this case at 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009. 




  



 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jeet Bhumbla,

s/o Late Sh. Bhola Ram,

R/o Vill. Nada, Tehsil Kharar,

District S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali,

Punjab.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Conservator of Forests Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 133 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Jeet Bhumbla appellant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Charanjit Singh, Dy. DFO & Sh. Karnail Singh Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In response to the application for information of the complainant dated 14.05.2007, the respondent has informed that a committed has been constituted for an inquiry into the allegations made against Sh. Satwant Singh, BO, Forest Block Nadha and others vide orders dated 5.9.2007. The complainant states that he would like to have a copy of the inquiry report submitted by this committee, for which he may make a separate application under the RTI Act. 

Disposed of.




  










 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charan Singh Saini,

S/o Sh. Sham Singh,

H. No. 687, Phase-3B1,

Mohali (Punjab).




__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

SCO 74-75, Bank Square, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh – 160017.




_________ Respondent

CC No. 107 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Charan Singh Saini complainant in person.
ii)     
Sh. I P Tewari, Chief Technical  Asstt.-cum- APIO on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


The application for information in this case has sought full  details of export of food grains made by the Punjab State Warehousing Corporation during the tenure of the earlier Managing Director from 2002 to 2007. The complainant has in fact devised a proforma which the respondent has been required to fill up. Subsequently, the same details were asked for by him vide his letter dated 25.07.2008 in which 13 points have been mentioned such as ‘Centre of PSWC from where the stock was lifted’ and  ‘name of the exporter’ etc. etc. 

I find that the information required by the complainant would require fresh compilation after consulting a large number of files, and the manpower, time and resources which the respondent would require to devote for the collection of the information would be out of proportion to the objective sought to be achieved. In fact, the diversion of the attention of the respondent to such an extent would actually be against the public interest. The complainant should, therefore,  accept the  offer made by the respondent that he would be at liberty to inspect the entire records concerning the export of food grains by the Corporation, and will be supplied photostat copies of any document which he selects after his inspection.


Disposed of.  







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Avtar Singh,

s/o Sh. Sudershan Singh,

H. No. 369, Sector 10,

Anaj Mandi Road, Kharar,

District Mohali, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Shiromani Gurdawara Parbandhak Committee,

Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 184 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Avtar Singh complainant in person.

ii)     
S. Simarjit Singh, APIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the Court that Gurdwara Sahib Akali Dafter Kharar (Mohali) is not a notified Gurdwara and the Shiromani Gurdwara Parbandhak Committee has therefore no control over it. In view of the above, the complainant in this case has not asked for information from a public authority. 


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Kumar,

C/o Sh. Aman Kumar,

H.No. 2451, BSNL Society,

Sector 50-C, Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 211 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Surinder Kumar complainant in person.
ii)     
Inspector Rajinder Singh, SHO, Mohali on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case has asked for the attendance record of head constables deployed at PCA Stadium, Mohali on 03.05.2008, whose name is ‘Trilok Singh’. This information is required by him in connection with the complaint made by him to the SSP, Mohali alleging that one head constable Trilok Singh beat him up with a stick outside the PCA Stadium on 03.05.2008. 


The information provided by the respondent to the complainant states that the record of attendance has been checked and no head constable of the name of Trilok Singh was posted at Gate No. 6 or any where else at the PCA Stadium on 03.05.2008. A copy of the inquiry report along with the copies of the statements of witnesses has also been provided to the complainant. 


No further is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kewal Singh Saini, Ex-Air Force,

H. No. HL-524, Phase-9,

Mohali.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Mohali

__________ Respondent

CC No. 258 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Kewal Singh Saini, complainant in person
ii)     
 Sub Inspector Iqbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent on 25-3-2009.
Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. S.S. Jakhu,

# 315, Sector 2,

Panchkula – 134112,

Haryana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Conservator of Forests (PPP), Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 264 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. S.S. Jakhu, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Charanjit Singh, Deputy DFO, Ropar & Sh Naresh Mahajan, DFO Soil Conservation, Mohali, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complainant has asked for the details of the expenditure incurred on afforestation and soil erosion schemes in the villages of Karoran and Nada, khasra-wise during the period 19.11.2002 and 04.07.2008, but the records of the department have been checked and it has been found that khasra-wise details have not been mentioned or maintained. The respondent states that he can however provide to the complainant the information which he wants for the whole of the villages of Nada and Karoran. The complainant has agreed to accept this information. I, therefore, direct that the available information in the records of the respondent should be sent to the complainant by post within 10 days from today and he is given an opportunity to make any submission in this regard                                                                                                                                                                                                              at 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,

H. No. 2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh – 160019.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Home (Jails Branch)

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 353 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate complainant in person.

ii)     
Ms. Babaljit Kaur, Sr. Asstt., Home Department & Sh. Amritpal Singh, Supdt. O/o DGP, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information regarding the action taken on the representation of the complainant dated 10.06.2008, including the relevant copies of the correspondence/notings have been provided to the complainant, except that the respondent states that a final decision on the representation is still to be taken as the file is currently under the consideration of Principal Secretary Home, Punjab. The last piece  of correspondence, a copy of which has been provided to the complainant, is a letter dated 24.10.2008, written by the Government to the Director General of Police (Jails), Punjab, asking for the comments on the representation within 10 days. Since the file has since been submitted to the Principal Secretary Home, I presume that the comments of the DGP Jails were received, dealt with and the case was then submitted to the Principal Secretary Home for a final decision. The respondent is accordingly directed to give the balance correspondence/notings of the file on which his representation dated 10.06.2008 has been dealt with i.e. copies of the correspondence and notings till a final decision is taken on his representation at the level of Principal Secretary Home or any higher level,  subsequent to the  letter  of 
…P2/-

-2-

the Government dated 24.10.08, within ten days of the date of the final decision. This directive takes care of the complaint made to the Commission in respect of both the applications for information of the complainant dated 21.10.2008 and 24.12.2008.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,

H. No. 2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh – 160019.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Home (Jails Branch)

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 587 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate complainant in person.

ii)     
Ms. Babaljit Kaur, Sr. Asstt. Home Department & Sh. Amritpal Singh, Supdt. O/o DGP, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The background of this case is that the complainant, Sri Chaman Lal Goyal, was found to be unfit for promotion to the post of DIG Prisons by the Departmental Promotion Committee of the department of Home Affairs and Justice (Jails Branch) in its meeting held on 15-7-1994.  The case of Sri Goyal’s promotion was reconsidered by the committee in its meeting held on 21-10-1994 in accordance with the directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court, but he was again found unfit for promotion. The service record of an officer junior to him, Sri Amrik Singh, was found to be suitable for promotion to the post of DIG Prisons and the committee recommended Sri Amrik Singh’s promotion in its meeting held on 15-7-1994 as well as 21-10-1994. These recommendations of the Departmental Promotion Committee were accepted by the Government and orders issued accordingly.  Sri Goyal then filed a petition in the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India and the Departmental Promotion Committee reconvened for yet another reconsideration of the aforementioned recommendations in accordance with the directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court.  However, the Committee again found Sri Goyal to be unfit for promotion and an order was issued on 14-3-1995 stating that the orders earlier issued superseding Sri Goyal remain unaffected.
                                                                                            ….p2/-

                                              --2--

Under consideration in the present case is the application for information dated 5-2-2009 made by Sri Goyal under the RTI Act, in which he has asked for the copies of Annual Confidential Reports of Sri Amrik Singh when he was considered for promotion to Class II and the copies of his Annual Confidential Reports when he was considered for promotion as DIG Prisons as well as copies of the proposals sent to the Punjab Public Service Commission for these promotions. Since this information most certainly falls in the category mentioned in section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, the Government followed the procedure laid down in Section 11 of the Act ibid, Sri Amrik Singh objected to his Annual Confidential Reports being revealed to the applicant, and the objection was upheld by the respondent and the information denied, resulting in the present complaint.


In support of his contention that the denial of the information by the respondent is illegal, the complainant has cited the judgments in CWPs No. 19935 of 2008 and No. 20566 of 2008 of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  In both these cases, the Hon’ble Court upheld the orders of the Central Information Commission directing the petitioner before the Court to provide the marks obtained by the selected candidate in a recruitment process, as well as the marks obtained by the candidate who was not selected and had applied for information under the RTI Act.  In CWP No. 19953 of 2008, the Hon’ble High Court also upheld the orders of the Central Information Commission directing the petitioner to disclose his Annual Confidential Reports to the applicant for information.  The contention of Sri Chaman Lal Goyal is that since he was not selected for the post of DIG Prisons on the basis of the service record, and Sri Amrik Singh’s record, on the other hand, was found to be suitable for promotion, he has a legal right to see the Annual Confidential Reports of Sri Amrik Singh and that the ratio of the cited judgments applies equally to his case.

I have carefully considered the contention of the complainant.  I find that under consideration in the two cases cited by the complainant was the disclosure of an objective criterion for selection, namely, the marks which were obtained by candidates in a written examination / interview.  Secondly, the candidates in the recruitment process involved in both the cases were in direct competition with each other and the 
….P3/-

-3-

Hon’ble Court held that the marks obtained by a candidate is not “personal” information and is not covered by any of the exemption clauses in Section 8 of the RTI Act. The present case, however is a case of promotion, which is made on the basis of an officer by officer assessment of service record made by the Departmental Promotion Committee, in the order of their seniority. The complainant Sri Chamal Lal Goyal cannot therefore be said to be in direct competition with Sri Amrik Singh, the officer who was eventually selected for promotion to the post of DIG Prisons. It was not as if a comparison was required to be made, or was in fact made, between the service records of the two officers.  Sri Chaman Lal Goyal being senior to Sri Amrik Singh, his service record was assessed by the Committee independently and by itself and the question of proceeding to the service record of another officer junior to him arose only because the Committee concluded, as a result of its assessment of Sh. Goyal’s record, that he is not fit for promotion. Thereafter, the Committee proceeded to make an assessment of the service record of another officer, who incidentally was Sri Amrik Singh, and whose service record was found to be suitable for promotion. An officer who is superseded for promotion because his record of service is found to be unsatisfactory, does not have a right to disclosure of the service record of the officer or officers ultimately selected for promotion. In case his allegation is that the assessment of the Departmental Promotion Committee of his own service record was faulty or there was a bias against him, he is at liberty to seek legal redress from the concerned civil court. An officer who is superseded can certainly ask for full details of his own service record, which in the present case has been provided to Sri Goyal by the respondent, but he cannot be given copies of the Annual Confidential Reports of the officer who was eventually promoted, or copies of the proposal sent to the PPSC for his promotion.

For the above reasons, this complaint is rejected.

Disposed of.



  

 


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. S.L. Bhardwaj,

r/o H. No. 3135, Sector 44-D,

Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Industries,

Punjab, Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 361 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. S.L. Bhardwaj complainant in person.

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

Vide his various applications for information dated 11.12.2008, the complainant has asked for a final decision/orders/action taken on his appeal dated 16.10.2008 for the release of retirement benefits including his claim of interest etc. on delayed payments. These applications for information were addressed to the Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Principal Secretary, Department of Finance, Punjab, and Director of Industries Punjab. Since the representation was addressed amongst others to the Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Department of Industries, it must have been forwarded to the Director of Industries Punjab, to whom one of the applications for information of the complainant stands addressed. In the above circumstances, the PIO, office of the Director of Industries, Punjab, is substituted as the respondent in this case and he is directed to give a suitable reply to the application for information dated 11.12.2008 (Copy enclosed) of the complainant within 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders.


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009 for confirmation of compliance. It would be necessary for the PIO, office of Director of Industries, Punjab, or his representative to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.  







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Arvind Sharma,

# 3120, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Registrar,

Cooperative Housing Building Societies,

Mohali, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 489 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Ramesh Kumar, Asstt. Registrar, Mohaii on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court. The same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
Encl-----1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Shakti Paul Sharma,

House No. 116, Sector 7,

Panchkula – 134109 (Haryana).



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Khanna – 141401, District Ludhiana,

Punjab. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 494 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Shakti Paul Sharma, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Rajender Singh, Kanungo, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given the information required by the complainant in respect of items No. 1, 7, 8 and 9 of his application for information  dated 12.01.2009. He asks for an adjournment for giving the remaining information to  the complainant on the ground that the records of the office had been sent to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana for the purpose of computerization and has only recently been received back. 

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 20.04.2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. D.C. Kumar,

S/o Sh. G.D. Ram,

# 3332, Sector 46-C,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 501 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. D.C. Kumar, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Rajender Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent and he has now received both the diploma and degree certificates of his daughter. Insofar as the reasons for withholding the results are concerned, the respondent states that the results were not withheld and the degree/diploma certificate was sent late as a result of administrative delay. 

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Nitin Jain, 

Principal Correspondent,

The Indian Express,

SCF 3850-3851,

Lord Mahavira Bazaar, 

Kharar (Mohali) Punjab – 140301.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer (DFO),

Near Improvement Trust, 

Ropar (Punjab). 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 514 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Nitin Jain complainant in person.

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant to the PIO, office of the DFO, Ropar, on 21.10.2008 and he states that he has not received any response to the same. The notice of the Commission has also been ignored by the PIO and he has not attended the hearing either personally or through the concerned APIO. In these circumstances, the PIO has become liable to be proceeded against under Section 20 of the RTI Act. One last opportunity is given to him to give a suitable response to the complainant with regard to his application for information dated 21.10.2008, and to be present in the Court for the next hearing either personally or through the APIO, along with a copy of the reply sent to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


26th March, 2009





      Punjab
