STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurmit Singh,

73, New Deol Nagar,Nakodar Road,

Jalandhar. 



…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Develop),

Ludhiana




………………………Respondent

CC No. 599   of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Sawinder Singh,Panchayat Officer and



Shri Ramesh Kapoor, Asstt. Project Officer,



on behalf of the respondent.

           
ii) None for the complainant.
ORDER

Heard.

In this case Notice has been sent to the complainant on his given address in Ludhiana, whereas the address has been corrected by the office and instead of Ludhiana, the complainant has  been stated to be living at the same address in Jalandhar.

.

                    The respondent in this case has written to the complainant at his Jalandhar address but the letter has been received back undelivered.  Be that it may be, a fresh notice  may be issued to the complainant at 73 ,New  Deol Nagar, Nakodar Road, Jalandhar, for the next date of hearing.

                      Adjourned  to 10 AM on 18-1-2007.


     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 14th  December, 2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

338,  Phase 6,

Mohali





…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Director of Public Instructions,

(Elementary), Punjab, Sector 17

Chndigarh. 




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 611   of 2006

Present:
i) S.Harcharan Singh, complainant in person.

ii) S.Gurdarshan  Singh, Superintendent, on behalf of  the             respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

                   The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court  today.

                     Disposed of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh

338,  Phase  6,

MOHALI




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab,

Chandigarh.




…………………….Respondent

CC No. 613   of 2006

Present:
i)S.Harcharan  Singh, complainant in person.



ii) S. Jasvir Singh, Statistical Officer, on behalf of



respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has stated that the original application for information of the complainant made on 28-8-2006 was not received in his office, as reported by the Receipt Clerk.  A copy of the application was provided by the complainant to the respondent in the Court  today.  The respondent has made a commitment that the required information will be supplied to the complainant within 7 days from today.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 4-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated 14th December,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.





……………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

  

O/o The Youth Co-ordinator, NYK,

Nehru Yuva Kendra,

Gurdaspur.





…………………Respondent

CC No.  622  of 2006

Present:
i) S.Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person



ii)Sh. Bikram Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent in this case has given the information to the complainant, who has found it difficult to properly understand it and therefore requested the respondent to give the information in a format indicated to him vide his letter dated 17-11-2006.  In response, the respondent has written back to the complainant that the required information is on certain pages  of the information already provided.  This does not serve the purpose of the complainant who is still unable to find the information which he requires.

In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to give information in accordance with the format given by the complainant in his letter dated 17-11-2006 within 15 days from the date of receipt of  this order.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

S.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot..




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,



O/o The Labour Inspector,

Pathankot.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  623  of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.



ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

The respondent is not present. A fresh notice may be served  on him through Registered Post and copies of the complaint  dated  12.10.2006 addressed to the Commission, application for the information dated 10.9.2006, notice of the Commission dated  30.11.2006 and a copy of this order may also be sent to the Secretary, Department of Labour and Employment, Punjab so that he may also ensure that the PIO, o/o the Labour Inspector,Pathankot  gives the required information to the complainant and also attends this Court on the next date of  hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Singh,

3060, Sector 21,

Chandigarh.




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Municipal Corporation,


  Jalandhar.
….………




…….......Respondent

CC No. 636   of 2006

Present:
i) S.Uttam Singh, on behalf of the complainant.

ii) S. Tarlok Singh, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf  of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent by the respondent by speed post on 13-12-2006. A copy of the same has been got prepared by this Court and handed over to the complainant today.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 21-1-2007 to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out  if there is any deficiency in the information which has been provided to him

Dated:  14th December, 2006

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Gurpiar Singh Bhatti,

Radiographer,

372 Anand Nagar-A,

Tripari Town,

Patiala.




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/oPrincipal Secretary,Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab,Chandigarh.

  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  640  of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, complainant in person.



ii) None, on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Heard.

Two applications have been made by the complainant in this case,. the first concerning an inquiry which was made by the Additional Director, Health,  on the orders of the Secretary, Health and the second concerning the adverse remarks he has got in his ACR regarding which he has file a writ petition in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, who had directed the respondents (which includes the Secretary Health) to take a decision on the representation of the petitioner within 4 months.

The action taken by the respondents in this case, therefore, asking the concerned District Information Officer to send the required information to the State Government  is uncalled for and unnecessary, because the information must be available at the State Headquarters

It is also distressing to note that the respondent is absent and has not bothered to even send a representative to attend the Court proceedings today.

The information in this case was asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 15-7-2006 and the same was required  to be given to him by 15-8-2006. The supply of the required information in this case has been inordinately delayed and the fact that the respondent has not attended the Court proceedings today also shows that he is not taking  his duties under the 
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RTI Act with sufficient seriousness.  Notice  is therefore hereby given to the PIO, O/o The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Health  & Family Welfare Department, Chandigarh, to show cause at 10 AM on 18-1-2007, as to why the penalty of Rs.  250 per day prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act may not be imposed upon him for every day that the required information has not been provided to the complainant after the expiry of  30 days from the date of his application, namely, with effect from 16-8-2006.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-1-2007 for further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kala  S/o  Sh. Butta,

Village Nizamwala,P.O.Arif-ke,

Ferozepur




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Joint Registrar,

Co-operative Societies ,Punjab,

Ferozepur.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  641  of 2006

Present:
i)S.Harcharan Singh, on behalf of the complainant.


           ii)Sh.Surinder Pal,Sr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Heard.

The respondents in this case have supplied the required information to the complainant vide their letter dated 25-9-2006, which, however, was not received by the complainant.  A copy of the same has been provided to the complainant in the Court  today.

Disposed  of.

Dated:  14th December, 2006

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sudesh Kumar,

R/o B-1,1422,Ram Nagar,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Assistant Registrar,(West)

 Cooperative Societies,

Gill Road, Ludhiana


  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 655   of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Sudesh Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Gagan Vishal, Jr. Assistant, on behalf of the



respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

                    The various applications made by the complainant for information to the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, and to the Zenith House Building Cooperative Society, Ludhiana, were discussed.  The complainant has agreed that those documents required by him  which are also connected with  pending Court Cases can be summoned by the concerned Court. The one application which he wishes to press before the Commission, which is not connected with any Court case, is the one which he has made to the Assistant Registrar, Cooperative Societies on 20-7-2006, concerning the sale of their share of the land jointly owned by the persons mentioned therein, with the Zenith House Building Cooperative Society,  Ludhiana.

The Zenith House Building Cooperative Society,Ludhiana has written to the   Assistant Registrar,Cooperative Societies, through its  Advocate Shri H.P.Sharma,, to the effect that the  Society  is not a  ‘public authority’ within its meaning as defined in the RTI Act, meaning thereby that they are not obliged  to supply the information required by the complainant. However, this Court  has given a  ruling in Case No.CC-409/2006 that  Cooperative Societies, being under the supervision and control of the State Government through the Registrar, Cooperative Societies, Punjab, are “Public Authorities’ within the 
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meaning as defined in the RTI Act and they are covered by the provisions of the said Act.

In the light of the above finding, the PIO, Zenith House Building Cooperative Society, Ludhiana is directed to provide the information required by the complainant as mentioned in his application dated 20-7-2006,  described  above, within 15 days from the date of receipt of these orders. A copy of the said application may also be enclosed with these orders for facility of reference.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

The Assistant Registrar,(West) Cooperative Societies, will hereafter be replaced by the PIO, Zenith House Building Cooperative Society, Ludhiana as the respondent in this case.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr.  Neelan  Rishi,

Rishi Hospital,Bhadson Road,

Patiala…




………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare,Punjab,

Chandigarh.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  661  of 2006

Present:
None

ORDER

The respondent has already given the required information to the complainant vide his letter dated 10-11-2006. The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied  with the information supplied to him and no further action  is required to be taken.

Disposed of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2,Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,Pathankot.


…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Engineer,

Malikpur Division,UBDC Circle,

Gurdaspur.




 ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  283  of 2006

Present:
i) Sh.Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.

ii) Sh.Jagdish Raj, SDO,Malikpur Division, on behalf of the     respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case in accordance with his original application dated 24-4-2006 has been sent to him by the respondent by speed post today. The fifteen comparative statements have got retyped and a certificate has also been given to the complainant confirming that the information originally asked for by him has been correctly supplied. The respondent, however, states that in the original application the information which he  required is as follows:-

· Attested copies of Comparative statements sent to the circle office for approval of rates with the Tenders of Rajasthan Funds relating to Malikpur Sub Division of UBDC.

According to him, the information involves 19 comparative statements and not 15 and the information sent by the respondent is therefore incomplete..

The respondent is directed to once again closely examine the information asked for and the replies which have been sent  and ensure that complete and correct information, if not already provided, is sent within 7 days from the date of receipt of this order.
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.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No.2,Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.


V/s

……………..........Complainant

i)PIO, O/o The Director of Health Services,

Punjab, Sector 34, Chandigarh





.
ii)Public Information Officer,

O/o The Civil Surgeon,

Gurdapur.

  ….


…………….......Respondents

.

CC No. 284   of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Sham Kumar,Health Inspector, on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Heard.

Three opportunities have been given to the respondents in this case for supplying the required  information to the complainant and to appear before this Court. However, the required information has not been supplied and the respondents were also absent on the last three hearings on 19-10-2006, 16-11-2006 and 14-12-2006.

In the above circumstances, it would be reasonable to assume that the respondent is deliberately not giving the required information to the complainant  and  I therefore  give notice to him  to  show cause  at  10 AM on 25-1-2007 as to why the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act  of Rs. 250 per day for every day  that the required information has not been supplied to the complainant, after the expiry of 30 days from the receipt of his application for the same, i.e. w.e.f. 11-7-2006 should not be imposed upon him. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for further orders.

Notices may be sent through Registered post.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahakan,

Shop No.2,Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.




.…………………..........Complainnt







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Development & Panchayat Officer,

Gurdaspur.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 285   of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.

ORDER

The respondent is again not present. He has also still not provided the required information to the complainant.

Although notice for show cause as to why the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the  RTI Act should not be imposed upon him was given to the respondent on the last date of hearing, evidence of the orders having been served on the respondent is not forthcoming.  It would be therefore necessary to again send the notice to the respondent this time through Registered post. 

Accordingly, notice is hereby given to the PIO, O/o the District Development and Panchayat Officer, Gurdaspur, to show cause  at  10 AM on 25-1-2007 as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day for every day that the required information was not given to the complainant after the expiry of the prescribed period, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Bhupinder Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Ram Singh,

House No.123/2,Street 6,Arjan Nagar,

Near Modi College,

Patiala.




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 435   of 2006

Present:
i) Sh Bhupinder Singh, complainant in person.

                      ii)None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

In this case notice was served on the PIO, O/o the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,  to show cause as to why the penalty prescribed in section 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him vide orders of this Court dated 9-11-2006 for the reason that the information was not provided to the complainant in this case before the time limit of 30 days fixed in the RTI Act.  Since the respondent is not present in this Court today, and has not bothered to send a reply to the notice, this is a fit case for the imposition of penalty. However, evidence of the notice having been served is not forthcoming. Therefore, it would be necessary to give notice again, through Registered Post.  Accordingly, notice is hereby given to the PIO, O/o the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, to show cause at 10 AM on 18/1/2007 as to why the prescribed penalty of Rs. 250 per day,  as laid down in section 20 of the RTI Act, should not be imposed upon him w.e.f. 21-8-2006 ( the prescribed period of 30 days having expired on 20-8-2006) till 4-10-2006 (the date on which the information was supplied)

Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-1-2007 for further orders. 

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gaurav  Gupta,

377,  Block – A, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The I.G.Police (HQ),Punjab,

Chandigarh.


  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 455   of 2006

Present:
None present.

ORDER

In accordance with the orders passed on 9-11-2006, the complainant had to deposit the required fees on or before 24-11-2006 after which the respondent had to send him the required information.

The respondent has written to the Commission vide his letter  No 22847 dated  12-12-2006 that the complainant has not sent any intimation so far about having deposited the fees nor has he approached the respondent in any manner for the information which he requires.

Under these circumstances, the case is disposed of with the directions that as and when the complainant deposits the fees and sends intimation thereof to the respondent, the required information will be supplied to him forthwith.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjeet Singh Bhatia,

Senior Assistant,(U/S),

Punjabi University,Regional Centre,

Bhatinda.





………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala.


  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 474   of 2006

Present:
i) S.Manjit Singh Bhatia, complainant in person



ii)Sh.Vipal Jindal,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case has been provided by the respondent except  the information mentioned at Sr. No. 5, 6, 10, and 13 of the application of the complainant made on 6-8-2006. The respondents have given an assurance that the remaining information will either be given to the complainant within 10 days from today or if any information is not traceable then  he will be informed to this  effect.

The remaining information in this case is required by the complainant urgently because of the ongoing inquiry case pending against him.  The respondent has given a commitment that the next date in the inquiry case will be fixed  only after the remaining information has been provided to the complainant.

In view of the offer made by the respondent to provide the required information to the complainant, the notice issued in this case vide  orders dated 16-11-2006 u/s 20 of the RTI Act is dropped.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

338,  Phase 6,

Mohali.




…………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Punjab State Cooperative Bank Ltd.,

Sector 34,Chandigarh.


  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No.  409  of 2006

Present:
i)S.Harcharan Singh, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Udham Singh, PIO. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The orders of this Court dated 9-11-2006 finding that the Punjab State Cooperative Bank is a ‘Public Authority’ as defined in the RTI Act has been stayed by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in CWP No.19481 of 2006 vide its orders dated 8-12-2006.

Consequently, this case is closed till the disposal of the writ petition pending before it. The PIO o/o the Punjab State Coop  Bank Ltd., Chandigarh will inform the Commission of this fact, after which fresh notice will be issued to the parties.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Baldev Raj,

Mantri Arya Samaj,

25 C Phase- I, Urban Estate,

Focal Point,

Ludhiana…





………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secretary,

Health and Family Welfare Department, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


  


….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 509   of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. Sham Lal  Saini, on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Jagjit Singh, Supdt-II, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information provided by the respondent in this case and the complainant’s objections were discussed in detail.  It is obvious that the respondent has not given sufficient attention to the points raised by the complainant.  It will not do for the respondent to brush aside the complaint with the simple reply that no orders for grant of the scale of Rs. 10025-15100 were reviewed or withdrawn and therefore the other questions asked for by the complainant do not arise.  In fact the complainant has been able to show that the orders of the grant of this scale to one Dr. Raj Kumar Kaura were reviewed vide orders dated 25-8-2005.  Therefore, the main concern of the complainant which needs to be responded to is as follows:-

1. In how many cases was the date of grant of scale of Rs.10025-15100 to medical Officers reviewed by the department?

2. Was this review undertaken in the cases of all medical Officers or only some of them?

3. In case such review was not undertaken in the case of all medical officers, the reasons for the same and on what basis 
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was this review undertaken of only some of the medical officers?                           

The respondent should carefully examine the points mentioned above and give a well considered reply to the complainant within 10 days from today.

The  complainant  has been asked to deposit  the required fees of Rs. 10/- with the Under Secretary, Accounts, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh , as indicated by the respondent.
Adjourned  to 10 AM on 18-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. M.R.Singla,

House No. 1015 Sector 16,

Panchkula…




………………..........Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

PIO/Special Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Irrigation Department,

Chandigarh.




  ….…………….......Respondent

CC No. 291, 345  & 346 of 2006

Present:
 None, on behalf of the complainant or respondent.

ORDER

The respondent has informed the Commission that replies to CC No.291, 345 and 346 of 2006 have already been sent to the complainant.  The complainant is not present in the court today.  No further action is required in these cases.

Disposed of..


     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner
Dated:  14th December, 2006

