STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gopal Kochar S/O Sh. Vinod Kochhar,

Gopal & Co. Shop No. 216, 

New Cloth Market,Bathinda.



--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Commissioner, 
Farozepur Division,

Ferozepur.






____   Respondent.






AC No-380 -2008
Present:
Sh. Gopal Kochar, Appellant in person.


Smt. Santosh Bajaj, PIO-cum-Superintendent for 




PIO/Commissioner, Ferozepur.



Sh. Parshotam Lal for PIO/DC., Moga. 
Order:


In compliance of order dated 16.12.2008, Smt. Santosh Bajaj, PIO-cum-Superintendent states that Appellant inspected the said record in Moga on 19.12.2008 and In Ferozepur on 23.12.2008.  Thereafter, he had given a list of the documents of which he wanted the copies.  Photo copy thereof has been placed on record.  She had brought the said photo copies duly attested as per the requirement of the Appellant consisting of 248 pages.  She stated that the office had written to the Appellant on 19.01.2009 and 30.01.2009 to come and receive the information against payment but the Appellant did not come.  She has, therefore, brought the information with her today.  Appellant states that he had to suffer rude behaviour on part of the officials of the Commissioner’s office.  He stated that no letter dated 19.01.2009 had been received by him but acknowledged receiving the letter dated 30.01.2009, however, no amount was mentioned in that for payment. Smt. Santosh Bajaj showed me the photo copy of the registered letter dated 19.01.2009 addressed to Sh. Gopal Kochar as for the amount, the Appellant knew that he had to pay Rs. 2/- per copy.  Sh. Gopal 
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Kochhar should make the payment since the information being supplied to him is over and above that sought by him in his RTI application.  
2.

Anyway, Smt. Santosh Bajaj is hereby warned that the applicants under RTI are only exercising their right given to them under the Law that this is a very precious right, so she is also hereby warned to careful in future and to get her subordinates to behave properly with applicants, particularly those who have been sent to her with the directions of the Commission.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009
(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amandeep Singh,

Advocate,

Civil Court, Phul,

District Bathinda.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Secretary, Department of Education,

Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector -9,

Chandigarh.  





----Respondent 

CC No-363- of 2008:
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Ratan Singh, Senior Assistant for PIO.

Order:


Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent had stated on the previous date of hearing on 16.12.2008 that the information had been sent to the Complainant vide registered post.  No proof of registry had been produced, although the case had been adjourned specifically for production of the same.  Another opportunity was given.  At the same time, Sh. Amandeep Singh was also asked to take note that if he did not appeared on the next date of hearing, the case will be disposed of.  
2.

Now, vide covering letter dated 12.01.2009 addressed to Sh. Amandeep Singh, full information has been sent by registered post and dispatch register of the DPI on 16.01.2009 showing entry no. 39 has been produced proof thereof.  Sh. Amandeep Singh also not come.  The case is, therefore, disposed of today in terms of order dated 11.06.2008, 06.08.2008, 24.09.2008 and 16.12.2008 as read with today’s order.

 






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, 
S/O Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

E-87, Ranjit Nagar, Patiala.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.







.....Respondent.
CC No-1106-of 2008: 
Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Prithpal Singh, Kanungo Aggrarian, O/O PIO/



D.C.Patiala.

Order:



Shri Prithpal Singh, Incharge Kanungo Aggrarian, Patiala requeste for some more time as he states that record has not been located so far despite best efforts, which is granted.



Adjourned to 1.4.2009.







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

S/o Sh. Ajmer Singh,

R/o W.No. 1, Moonak,

Tehsil Moonak.

District Sangrur.



 

--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1733-2008
Present:
Sh. Mukhtiar Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Accounts Officer Sh. Ramesh Garg, 


Senior Accountant, on behalf of D.M. Pungrain, Sangrur.


Sh. Pawan Kumar, Godown Assistant, DM, PSWC, Sangrur.



Sh. Prem Nath, AG-I(M), Area Manager, FCI District Officer, 


Sangrur.


Sh. Hamir Singh, G-I, DM. Office, Sangrur.



Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Clerk O/o DC., Sangrur.


Sh. Jarnail Singh, Manager O/o T.O.U, Moonak.

Order:


On the last date of hearing on 11.12.2008 Sh. Mukhtiar Singh had been given an opportunity to study the papers which had been delivered to him in the court itself, since he had refused to receive them by hand when sent to him through Inspector Pungrain with covering letter dated 11.11.2008.  Sh. Mukhtiar Singh was directed to point out the deficiencies in writing to the PIO with copy to the Commission and the PIO had been directed to make up the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original RTI application and provided to him under due receipt.  Sh. Mukhtiar Singh had duly sent a letter dated 15.12.2008 detailing various deficiencies to the State Information Commission along with a copy to the Deputy Commissioner.  Thereafter, the information has been provided to him by various agencies on 30.12.2008 (Pungrain), on 16.01.2009 (Punjab Agro Food Grains Corporation) on 02.01.2009 (Punjab State Ware Housing Corporation), on 02.01.2009 (Punsup) and on 23.01.2009 (FCR).  
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-2-

Sh. Mukhtiar Singh had adequate time to study them.  
2.

I have gone through the replies of the different agencies.  The stand taken that no verification is done regarding the registration of vehicle in Punjab only or regarding the payment of tax by them.  Only undertaking is taken from the Truck Union involved.  Similarly no verification is done regarding the insurance of the vehicle.  Regarding that also undertaking is given by the Union.  The total responsibility of ensuring that the tax should be duly paid and that the vehicle should be insured rests on the shoulders of the Truck Union.  Therefore, this information on these points given in writing is complete.  As for the item no. 2, information has admittedly been provided.  All the agencies have provided full information from 2003-04 to 2008-09 in the case of all except FCI which have provided the information on 1990 onwards.  With this, the applicant states that the matter may be closed.  This whole information which has been provided to him should have been applied for by him to PIO’s of different agencies and not from one source.  Neither is the requirement that the State Information Commission will do coordination for him.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh R.D.Sehgal, Advocate,

# 539, Sector 11, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Director General, 

Health & Family Welfare,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.




____   Respondent.






CC No- 1781-2008
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Narinder Mohan, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o DHS, Pb. 
Order:


In compliance of order dated 16.12.2008, the PIO vide letter dated 04.02.2009 presented today vide covering letter stated that information has been supplied to Sh. R.D.Sehgal, Complainant vide letter dated 21.01.2009 containing five annexures.  This has been sent by registered post.  Copy placed on the record of the Commission containing only two, covering letter and two annexures.  He states that the remaining three annexures are also covering letters of inter branch correspondence.  
2.

Sh. R.D.Sehgal has due and adequate notice for today’s hearing, since no proof of registry has been given and the information has been supplied to the Commission only today, I considered it fit give one more opportunity.  Otherwise also, provided information does not appear to be in consonance information he has asked for.  However, in case Complainant does not appear on the next date of hearing, it will be taken that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of. 



Adjourned to 01.04.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Paramjit Singh, S/O Mukhtiar Singh

Gobindpuri, Muktsar Road,

Kotkpura, Distt. Faridkot.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, Muktsar.



____   Respondent.






CC No-1794 -2008
Present:
None for Complainant.


Smt. Rajvinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o PIO/GM 


Roadways, Muktsar.

Order:


APIO states that vide letter no. 301 dated 23.01.2009 (2 annexures) information has been provided to the Complainant which has been receipted on the face of the covering letter photo copy supplied.  She sought to explain the discrepancies in dates and the cutting of the date in the said letter by showing another letter no. 135 dated 21.09.2008 which has been inadvertently mentioned in this letter.  Another information was sent to him through covering letter dated 30.01.2009 with a copy of the application for condoning of delay in filing the Appeal which also shows action taken during the period between passing of the order of the Lower Court and filing of the Appeal.  Efforts to deliver the said letter personally to the Complainant failed as he refused to receive the said documents as per report.  All these three documents are rendered for the record of the Commission.

2.

The Complainant has requested for an adjournment as he is not in a position to come but would like to make a submission.  However, adjournments are not to be sought at the last minute as it causes great inconvenience for the PIO.  PIO is hereby directed to send all papers which have not yet been received by Sh. Paramjit Singh through registered post.  Sh. Paramjit Singh may make a 
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submission in writing regarding any deficiency to the Commission with copy to the PIO.  In my view, full information has now been given.  In case, he does not come on the next date of hearing, the case will be closed.



Adjourned to 01.04.2009.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. P.J.S.Mehta, (Lt. Col. Retd.)

National Consumer Aweareness Group (Regd.)

SCF 29-30, Sect. 22-C, Chandigarh.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Dy. Commissioner, 

Ludhiana.





____   Respondent.






CC No- 1806-2008
Present:
Advocate on behalf Complainant.


Sh. Hari Lal, Naib Tehsildar, Dehlon for Deputy Commissioner, 


Ludhiana.   
Order:


In compliance with order dated 16.12.2008, Complainant did not give any letter containing deficiencies to the Commission or to the PIO.  However, he has pointed out that the rest of the information as was available has been given to him.  The answer to the question has still not been given.  Naib Tehsildar, Sh. Hari Lal representing the PIO O/o DC, Ludhiana states that as per his record Evacuee Land as per Jamabandi 62-63, the land stand in the name of custodian and in “Khana Kast” stands in the name of PWD, B&R. The map of the Model Town is superimposed upon the earlier map containing Khasras, therefore, the plot can be referred to by its number unless it is disputed when its location can be checked from the Revenue record.   


With this clarification, this case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh S.C.Sood,

# 61-Medical Enclave

Circular Road, Amritsar-143001.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare,

Pb. Mini Sectt., Sector 9,Chandigiarh.


____   Respondent.






CC No-1865 -2008. 

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the PIO/Principal Secy. Health.



Smt. Jotinder Mander, Medical Supdt. ESI Hospital, Amritsar.



Sh. Sanjay, Dealing Asstt. O/O DHS(ESI),Punjab.



Dr. V.K.Jain, Medical Inspector, O/O DSH(ESI),Punjab.
ORDER

In compliance of order dated 16.12.08, the representative of the Director Health Service(ESI) Dr. V.K.Jain has stated that information has since been provided to Sh. S.C.Sood vide letter No.  2048 dated 20.12.2009, dispatched on 24.6.2008 vide registered post containing annexures (3 pages).  Similarly, endorsement letter dated 1.1.09 has been received  from the Principal Secretary Health, without giving any details, alongwith a set of papers sent  with annexures, for the record of the Commission, stating  that the information has already been provided to the applicant by the DHS and  the Medical Supdt., Amritsar.  A copy of full information sent by Smt. Jotinder Mander, Medical Supdt. has once again been forwarded to the Commission. It is rather surprising  that Sh. Jotinder Mander, MS, Amritsar had sent the information on 13.3.08 to the Director Health Services(ESI) and he further (although with 3 months delay) sent the information to Sh. S.C.Sood, as per covering letter dated 20.6.08 dispatched on 24.6.08, yet Sh. S.C.Sood has filed the complaint on 4.8.2008 before the Commission stating that he has not received any information.  However, it is observed  that the notice 
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given u/s 20(1) to DHS(ESI)  and Principal Secretary Health has not been replied to. Perhaps it is because due to certain factors the written order of the Commission could not be dispatched, although it was dictated in the presence of the representative of the PIOs concerned and put on the Web. Dr. Jotinder states that as per the direction given in the hearing on 16.12.08, she immediately got a  full set of papers of information Photostated and sent to the DHS and the Principal Secretary Health for the complainant, as well as for the record of the Commission, (as she had been directed to deliver the information to the  complainant again against due receipt in the hearing itself, but Sh. SC Sood refused to receive the same and walked away).

4.
As such Sh. S.C.Sood was clearly not interested  to receive the information which was being provided to him on the specific instructions of the Commission. She stated that she placed a full set on the record of the Commission. As it was not dispatched a copy of order has been given to the representative of the PIO present today. In view of the fact that the information  had been supplied to the applicant before the date of the complaint, vide covering letter dated 20.6.08 sent through registered post on 24.6.08, which registry has not been received back. It is presumed that the information has been received by him. On the last hearing even Dr. Jotinder asserted that he had received a copy from her, in fact was delivered to him in her office at Amritsar. I have no reason to disbelieve her. 
5.
In view of this matter, show cause notices issued to the DSH(ESI) and Principal Secretary Health, are dropped. Sh S.C.Sood had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing, he should have come if he wished to say something but he has neither come nor send any communication. The notice is dropped and the case is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Tara Singh,

# 908, Phase 9, Mohali,

Backside Cricket Stadium,SAS Nagar.


--------Complainant







Vs
PIO, O/O, Secretary Transport, Punjab,

Pb. Mini Sectt.,Sector 9, Chandigarh.


             -------Respondent






CC No-1866 -2008
Present:
Sh. Harpreet Singh S/o Sh. Tara Singh is present on behalf of 


the Complainant.


Sh. Dhiraj Kumar, Senior Assistant O/o Pb. Roadways, Ropar.

Order:


Sh. Harpreet Singh S/o Sh. Tara Singh on behalf of the Complainant states that he has received full information and he is satisfied.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Dr. Rajinder Singh Khalsa,

# 17-A, Malwa Colony, Patiala.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Principal,

Govt. Dental College & Hospital, Patiala.

____   Respondent.






CC No-1886 -2008

Present:
Dr. Rajinder Singh Khalsa, Complainant in person.


Mrs. Kamlesh Vasudeva, PIO-cum-Principal, Dental College & 


Hospital, Patiala.

Order:


In compliance with order dated 16.12.2008, clear cut information as required, has been given by the PIO to the State Information Commission with copy to the Complainant vide letter dated 02.01.2009.  She has also produced copy of the receipt of the dispatch register.  Complaint confirms having received the information and that he has now received the full information.  
2.

However, Dr. Rajinder Singh Khalsa, Complainant stated that the information had been supplied late.  His application under RTI was made on 10.07.2008 and the information has been supplied to him only on 02.01.2009.  He has stated that due to the late reply given to him, his wife has suffered as this was service matter and involved her potential promotion.  (It is seen that wife of the Complainant is one of the persons who was selected by the PPSC for the post of Demonstrator Dental, terminated due to it being a batch selected by the then PPSC Chairman Sh. Ravi Sidhu.  The Court had allowed to continue in service till the decision of the case and she was also in line for the said promotion.  However, her name was not recommended for reasons best known to the Department and other persons not qualified had been recommended and selected instead).   
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3.

I have gone through the record of the case.  The application under RTI Act is dated 10.07.2008 and the reply was provided by the PIO on 17.07.2008 on all four points.  However, the Complainant was not satisfied and pointed out the information which not given exactly as per his application vide his letter dated 21.07.2008.  That letter was again replied to him by the PIO vide letter dated 18.07.2008.  Thereafter a complaint was filed with the Commission on 21.08.2008.  On the last date of hearing, the case was considered on 16.12.2008 when the whole matter was discussed in detail. During the hearing, the Principal had been “advised to give clear cut answers to the questions no. 2, 3 and 4” on the lines explained to her by me.  That has been done vide letter dated 02.01.2009.  As such she has been giving the reply within time but it was not suitable for the purposes of the Complainant.  The provisions of Section 3 of the Act as read with the definitions of “information”, “record”, “right to information” as contained in Section 2(f), (i) and (j) of the Act have been brought to the notice of the Complainant.  In a right to information application copies of record can be asked for and questions cannot be expected to be answered exactly.  That matter lies in the ambit of the law courts, where the writ is already filed by her and written statement filed by the authorities in reply.  Here, record can be asked for, file can be inspected, notes can be taken and copies of documents already available can be provided, if asked for. Answers to legal questions amount to creation of information which is not within the ambit of the RTI Act, 2005.  
4.

Dr. Rajinder Singh Khalsa, Complainant armed with whatever information he has got and the orders of the Commission should approach the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his perceived grievances/or the civil courts as may be advised.



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.         







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Yogit Nayyar,

Nayyar Nursing Home,

Basti Jopdhewal, Near PNB,Ludhiana.

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Secretary Finance Punjab,

Pb. Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 


____   Respondent.






CC No- 1920-2008

Present:
Shri Yogit Nayyar, complainant in person.



Smt. Surinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt. FD I Branch.



Shri Gurwant Singh, Sr. Assistant, FD I Br.on behalf of the PIO.

ORDER;


Certain information has been provided to the applicant. However, it requires that the attention of the applicant should be drawn to specific provisions in the instructions covering his queries and it should be ensured that information is given regarding the benefits accruing to the employees who have died in harness, in addition to division of benefits amongst the different family members.  This information should be provided to Sh. Yogit Nayyar at least 10 days before the next date of hearing under due receipt and the receipt or proof of registry be produced along with a set of information supplied on the next date of hearing. In case Sh. Nayyar receives the information, he need not appear.


Adjourned to 1.4.2009.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Swaran Singh S/O Sh. Mothu Ram,

V&PO: Kanganwal, PO Rugiana,

Distt. Ludhiana.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Pb. State Election Commission,

SCO 54-55, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.


--------Respondent.






CC No- 1929-2008

Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Satish Malhotra, Superintendent O/o State Election 



Commission, Pb.

Sh. Harpal Singh, Senior Assistant O/o ADC(D), Ludhiana.

Order:


In compliance with order dated 16.12.2008, the PIO has presented copy of the receipt duly signed by the Swaran Singh dated 07.01.2009 as attested by the ADC., Ludhiana that he had received full information asked for by him.  The set of the information provided to him has also been placed on the record of the Commission vide covering letter dated 03.02.2009 addressed to the Commission.


With this, the case is disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jaskaran Singh Brar,

S/O Sh. Kheta Singh Brar,

#2937-A, Sector 42-C,

Chandigarh.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Registrar, 

Pb.Nursing Regn. Council,

SCO 109, Sector 40-C,Chandigarh.


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






CC No- 1939-2008 

Present:
Shri Jaskaran Singh Brar, complainant in person.



Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt. Punajb Nursing Council.

ORDER:


In compliance of the order dated 16.12.08 the PIO has presented letter dated 4.2.09 addressed to the Bench vide which he has informed that the information has already been received by hand by the complainant vide letter No. PNRC/2009/668 dated 30.1.09 along with photocopy of the supporting noting. The letter has been receipted on the face of the said letter.

2.
The complainant Sh. Jaskaran Singh Brar has also presented a letter dated 4.2.09 with copy  to the respondent. In this he has stated that:


“That the applicant , on 16.12.08, had said before the Hon’ble  Court that an enquiry has been ordered into the excess students having appeared in ANM Exam in May, 2008 and that the enquiry is pending before the DRME.


That in response to the above submission, the Hon’ble Court had told the respondent to inform the complainant as to when the enquiry was ordered, as to who will conduct the enquiry, the time limit for winding up the enquiry and the latest status of the enquiry. The case was adjourned for today for supply of proper answer as the interim reply was found to be not satisfactory by this Hon’ble Court.


That the reply dated 3.1.09 has absolutely no reference to such an enquiry, which the complainant maintain, was never ordered and was mentioned in the court to mislead the Hon’ble Court.”
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3. I have gone through the previous  orders dictated by me before both the parties who were present on the last date as also today. I do not remember any such remarks made by the representative of the PIO. If he had stated so, it would surely have found place in my order passed. In fact, I would have specifically mentioned in my order that the inquiry was in progress.  
4. It is not possible for the Commission to monitor the case from time to time till the finalization  of the inquiry, if any. This application is therefore not borne out by the previous order of the Commission. With the receipt of the present information which I have seen, it appears that  the information is complete.

With this the case is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh Jagar Ram S/O Sh. Chain Ram,

Vill Chuhar Pur, PO Kulam,

The. & Disgtt. Nawan Shahar.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, Nawanshahar.


____   Respondent.




`

CC No-1952 -2008

Present:
Shri Jagar Ramcomplainant in person.

Shri Randhir Singh Establishment Assistant, PIO/DC Nawanshahar.

Sh. Dharminder Singh, Clerk.
ORDER:

The Establishment Assistant stated that he along with Assistant previously posted as Establishment Assistant and other members of the staff including Sh. Jagar Ram have looked for the said documents in all their files. However, he intends to continue the search for which he has requested some  more time. Shri Jagar Ram states that he is unemployed and handicapped and has not received the information he has sought for more than 9 months and running from pillar to post. The representative of the PIO states  that all out efforts have been made since then, the documents have not so far been located from the record held by that office. However, it is possible that  a copy of those documents may have been endorsed to the Head Office or to the Department of Social Welfare and he would be making all efforts to procure it from there, if possible. Sh. Jagar Ram stated that he had received these papers from the previous Superintendent Sh. Sukhdev Singh, now retired. This seniority was made for the period after the complainant had been terminated and the said Superintendent had handed over to me this portion(page 9 onwards) which concerned the category of Carpenter. 
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The Establishment Assistant may also like to check up from this source as this retired Superintendent may be able to provide some hint.


The matter is adjourned to 26.2.2009.







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


04.02.2009

(Ptk)

