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

Col Joginder Singh,

# 905, Phase 2, Goindwal,

District Tarn Taran.





--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.






  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 107-2007  
Present:
None for Appellant.


Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari for PIO DC/Amritsar.

Order:


In compliance with order of the Commission dated 10.09.2008, the representative of the Deputy Commissioner in respect of penalty if any, was to be considered on the next date of hearing on 12.11.2008.  However, the explanation of the Deputy Commissioner was received only on 12.11.2008 during the hearing.  In addition, compliance was not made as required in follow up of para 2 of order dated 12.11.2008 and the case was adjourned to 25.02.2009 for the same.  
2.

Today representation of the Deputy Commissioner dated 11.11.2008 has been considered (Deputy Commissioner Sh. K.S. Pannu, IAS who has submitted his explanation has since been transferred and Sh. Bhagwant Singh, IAS has taken over his place).  The explanation of the PIO Sh. K.S.Pannu, IAS has been considered.  According to the PIO-cum-Deputy Commissioner, APIO-cum-DRO Sh. H.S.Deol was responsible for the delay, although the comments of the DRO are not available on the file.  It is correct that Sh. H.S.Deol, APIO-cum-DRO was present before the Commission on all hearings, including when show cause notices were issued repeatedly for penalty proceedings to the PIO, opportunity was given for personal hearings and penalty imposed.  According to Sh. K.S.Pannu, IAS, none of these were brought to his notice i.e. to the notice of the PIO-cum-Deputy Commissioner 
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by the APIO.  Suffice it to say that the explanation of the Deputy Commissioner is now accepted, but although blame can be laid at the correct door, there is no provision under the Act to impose penalty on the APIO, only on the PIO, therefore, Sh. H.S.Deol gets off scot free.  
3.

However, Sh. H.S.Deol APIO is warned to be careful in future because there is no constraint upon the Commission for making a recommendation to the Controlling Authority to initiate disciplinary action against such an errant employee.   


The case is adjourned for compliance of the remaining directions of the Commission issued on 12.11.2008 and reiterated on 07.01.2009.   Adjourned to 29.04.2009. 







Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

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

Dr. K.N.Makkar (Retd.),

CMO Service No. 48,

St. No. 2, Bagh Colony,

Jalalabad (West),

District Ferozepur





--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Health and Family Welfare,

Punjab, Chd. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 257-2008  

Present:
None for the Appellant.




Sh. Ashok Kumar, Senior Assistant (without letter of 



authority) for PIO.

Order:


A letter dated 25.02.2009 from the Additional Secretary Health has been received, addressed to the Commission in which he has requested for an adjournment of one month since the concerned file of the Secretariat has been put up to higher authorities (minister) in respect of the matter of review and for other matters and has not yet been received. 
2.

Representative of the PIO/Director Health Services Sh. Ashok Kumar, Senior Assistant is carrying the file with him but has not brought any specific communication with respect to the directions given vide order dated 07.01.2009.  In the interest of justice and in view of the request for an adjournment by the PIO/Secretary Health, the matter is adjourned to 28.04.2009.  








Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Kanwal Kumar,

S/o Late Sh. Lajpat Rai,

R/o Bank Wali Gali,

Adda Bikhiwind,

District Taran Taran



--------Appellant






Vs. 

PIO/O District Revenue Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner-cum Collector,

Tarn Taran. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 339-2008  

Present:
Shri Kanwal Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh. Karambir Singh Chawla, Counsel for the complainant.



Shri Gurwaryam Singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar, Bhikhiwind.



Order:

In compliance of the order dated 17.12.08, the Naib Tehsildar Bhikhiwind was present along with  certain record, a list of which has been submitted by  him. This record has been inspected by the complainant and his counsel. The Counsel who has also inspected the record has stated that hand written true copy as per original of rejected mutation No. 9419 (Parat Patwar) and of approved mutation No. 9612 (Parat Patwar) have been received today.

2.
He has also pointed out that the original report of Jamabandi 2003 onwards covering the period from 2000-2006  has not been brought nor has the original report of Khasra Girdawri  for Kharif 2002-2007 been produced for inspection. He also states that  attested photocopies of the original of the said relevant records of Parat sarkar have also not yet been provided. It has been agreed to be provided to him before the next date of hearing.
3.
It is also pointed out that the PIO has not complied with the order dated 11.11.08 in para 5 and order dated 17.12.08 in para 3 that file concerning the dealing of the complaint of Sh. Kanwal Kumar containing full record both before 
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and after the High Court order dated 9th January, 2007 in CWC No. 80 of 2007 correspondence in full along with the enquiry etc. should be  produced.


Adjourned to 28.4.2009.









Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(Ptk)


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

Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria,

S/o Mohinder Singh Sarkaria,

H. NO. 270, B/s Gurudwara Patti Sarkar

Abadi Gali Sarkarian Wali,

PO Khalsa College,

Amritsar.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Revenue Officer,

Amritsar.





  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 935-2008  & CC No- 935-A-2008

Present:
Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria, Complainant in person.



Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari for PIO DC/Amritsar.

Order:


In compliance with order dated 12.11.2008 and 07.01.2009, Sh. Harjinder Singh Sarkaria had been supplied copies of 69 sale deed belonging to Shri Guru Granth Sahib has also been permitted to inspect the papers of Parat Sarkar pertaining to these registries and he is satisfied.  In so far as this aspect is concerned, he has also inspected the ‘Muths’ available with the said Parat Sarkar.  The affidavit filed by the seller are available as well as resolutions are available with the ‘Muth’ for his inspection but these have not yet been supplied to him as per the order of the Commission dated 12.11.2008 as read with order dated 07.01.2009.  He had applied for copies of mutations from Parat Sarkat which have not yet been supplied to him.  He also stated that he had met the DRO and requested him to relay the order of the Commission with respect to supply of the documents to the Tehsildar/Record keeper to the Copying Branch.  
2.

Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari stated that the DRO is not well and, therefore, he has not been able to appear.  He also stated that copy of information which is given to the Complainant is ready but DRO is not well, however, he has not been able to get the signature of the DRO and this is a reason that he has not been able to give the copy of this (seen and returned).  
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Since the Complainant had stated that the resolutions and the affidavits were available as per his inspection of the record of Parat Sarkat, Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari on behalf of the PIO stated that these would be supplied to him within a week and the papers being carried by him today would be supplied to the Complainant within a week.  

3.

The Commission constrained to observe that despite clear directions given to the PIO/DRO for the provision of the record and despite the record being available, it is for reasons unknown not being supplied deliberately.  The DRO may immediately see to the matter so that the Commission is not forced to initiate penal proceedings.  In case the information is not supplied within a week of receiving this order under due receipt from the Complainant, the PIO/DRO should appear himself on the next date of hearing with his explanation for the same.    In case the order is complied with, the compliance report can be sent through the representative along with receipt.  In case Sh. Sarkaria receives full information, he need not come on the next date of hearing.  


Adjourned to 28.04.2009. 









Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Gurdeep Singh Gill,

H.No. 29, SAS Nagar, 

Malout Road Back Side Bhai,

Shamsher Singh Kothi,

Near Bus Stand, Muktsar.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o DPI(S),

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

Chandigarh, Pb.





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1134-2008  

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Avtar Singh, Junior Assistant for PIO.

Order:


After seeing the notices which have been issued to Sh. Gurdeep Singh Gill, it is seen that they are not in accordance with the orders passed by the Bench in para 8 of the order dated 02.09.2008.  It is to be clearly indicated to him that he has been permitted by the State Information Commission to inspect the records which are available, in respect of officials who have taken Ex-India leave of more than one year for which he should attend the office. 
Adjourned to 28.04.2009. 









Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Sham Singh Harika,

S/o Late S Dyal Singh,

Eucalyptus Garden,

Village Birmi, 

BPO Malikpur,

Tehsil and District Ludhiana.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1472-2008 
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Tarinder Kumar, Kanungo Agrarian and
Smt. Jaspal Kaur, 


Naib Tehsildar, Agrarian
for PIO.
Order:


Sh. Sham Singh Harika had rang up the undersigned yesterday and stated that his brother in law had passed away and he was required to be present in Ludhiana on 25th January, 2009 during the ‘Phul chugna’ ceremony. He prayed for an adjournment. He was told to inform Sh. Tarinder Kumar Kanungo Agrarian, so that he should not have to make a futile appearance. However, Sh. Tarinder Kumar, Kanungo Agrarian is present today although he states that he has been informed.  He has brought with him letter dated 24.02.2009 under the signature of DRO with copy endorsed to Sh. Sham Singh Harika.  With the covering letter is enclosed a report dated 24.02.2009 on the RTI application submitted point wise by Sh. Tarinder Kumar, Kanungo Agrarian.  The information contains a list of allottees of surplus land of Ludhiana, Sub Division (East) and (West), with name of owners, and separately allottees of Partap Singhwala Village land along with land owners whose land was declared surplus.  He has been asked to make an index of the documents being supplied also.  This information had been brought for supply to Sh. Sham Singh Harika through court to today but at the end of the report the Kanungo has stated as translated “in case the applicant needs any specific information, he may contact 
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the office of the Kanungo Agrarian which will supply the information to him”.  He has been asked to prepare an index of the documents and to place a set of the same on the record of the Commission.  It has been seen that inadvertently order of the previous date has not yet been dispatched, the copy of that order should be supplied to Sh. Sham Singh Harika and also to the PIO.  
2.

In accordance with further to that order, the following directions are given :- 



After considering all facts and aspects of the case, in my view the PIO/Agrarian/DC may supply such information as is available in the custody of his office and in the form in which it is available.  For this Sh. Sham Singh Harika should be invited to the office on dates which may be mutually agreed.  The record available, for example, Returns sent to the FCR for onward transmission to Government of India could be shown to him as well as any other register of owners, register of allottees, parchi allotment etc. as are available in the office of Collector Agrarian, Ludhiana district and Sub Division Ludhiana (East) and (West) combined the above record in particular is stated to be available in the office of the District Collector Agrarian.  
3.

In case, Sh. Sham Singh Harika had been present today, I would have fixed up the date and time suitable to him in mutual consultation with Naib Tehsildar, Agrarian for inspection of the said record in the office of Naib Tehsildar.  This inspection could go on for such time as may be required by Sh. Sham Singh Harika to be completed before the next date of hearing.  He would be permitted to take notes and to make a specific list of inspected documents of which he requires photo copies.  The inspection would be permitted free of cost.  However, photo copies should be provided to him against due payment as per RTI Act. 



Adjourned to 29.04.2009.          

Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

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

Sh.Gurdeep Singh,

S/o Naranjan Singh

W.No 13, Raja Sansi

District Amritsar.




--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Tehsildar, 

Ajnala,

District Amritsar. 








  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1713-2008   

Present:
Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Complainant in person.



None for the PIO.
Order:


In compliance of the order dated 11.12.2008, Tehsildar Ajnala has sent a letter dated 24.12.2008 stated that he could not appear on the last date of hearing because he received the notice of hearing on afternoon on 11.12.2008 itself when the hearing had already taken place. He has also sent a letter dated 09.01.2009 stating that the Complainant did not come to collect the information and documents despite due intimation on 25.12.2008 and, therefore, the information has been sent to him by registered post dated 04.02.2009.  A set of the papers 1 to 32 were sent to him in respect of Raja Sansi village.  List of cases supplied contained ‘Aad Rehan’ (mortgage without possession) registries which have taken place from 01.01.2006 to 31.12.2007, and has also been sent for the record of the Commission.  Complainant acknowledges having received the same.  He stated that he had also visited the Tehsil on 29th January, 2009 as per the directions of the Commission and had inspected the register of mortgages, for which he was allowed free inspection.  Thereafter, he duly applied to the Copying Branch for copies of two registries/ Jamabandies pertaining to those registries which have not yet been supplied to him.  
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2.

PIO is hereby directed to supply the documents to the Complainant immediately after which this case can be closed.  This should be supplied to him within a week of receiving this order.  However, compliance report should be put up on the next date of hearing on 28.04.2009. 









Sd-      
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Nigam Sarup Shastri,

# B-V/536, Pandusar,

Purana Satsang Bhawan,

Nabha Patiala.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Dy. Commissioner, 
Patiala.






____   Respondent.






CC No-1761-2008 
Present:
None for Complainant.



None for PIO.

Order:


In the interest of justice one more opportunity is hereby given to the Complainant to give copies of complaints mentioned in his RTI application regarding which he is seeking information as well as to state whether the information has been supplied to him and if so whether there is any deficiencies in the same.  In case no communication is received from him, it will be presumed that he is not interested in pursuing the complaint and the matter will be disposed of. 


Adjourned to 27.05.2009.   








Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS) 


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

Sh. Gurpal Singh,

H.No. HL-638,

Phase 9, Mohali.





----Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

SCO 109, Sector 40-C, 

Chandigarh.





       -----Respondent.






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


Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Superintendent-II in person.

Order:


Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Superintendent has presented letter dated 24.02.2009 addressed by Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar, Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Chandigarh to the Bench stating that the information has already been handed over to the Complainant on 30.01.2009.  She has enclosed copy of information supplied vide letter dated 30.01.2009 as well as photo stat of the dispatch register bearing receipt of the Complainant.  
2.

Sh. Gurpal Singh, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.  The case is hereby disposed of.  
 







Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal,

S/o Sh. Prem Kumar

#6832/164, M M Singh 

Wartan Ganj, New Town,

M.C XII-B, 3/227,

Mittal Road, (2870 New Rakba)

Moga.








…..Complainant







Vs.

 Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner Revenue

Moga. 







.....Respondent

CC No- 929, 930, 931, 932 all of 2008, AC-98/2008, AC-99/2008, AC-200/2008 & CC-1048 of 2008:

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Singhal, complainant in person.
Shri Shinder Singh, Supdt,-cum-APIO, O/O Director Local Govt



Smt. Satnam Kaur, Supdt. Land Rev. Record O/O FCR.



Shri Madan Mohan, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Moga.


Shri Baljinder Singh, PIO-cum-Accountant, O/O M.C.Moga.



Shri Amit Pal Singh, APIO-cum-Clerk, O/O M.C.Moga.

Shri Ram Sarup, Sr. Asstt, O/O Dy. Director Local Govt. Ferozepur.

Order:

Today, the matter regarding giving an affidavit by Shri Raj Kumar Singhal has been considered, in which he has stated that in addition to his com[plaint dated 5.5.08, another application dated 22.11.07 is pending before the Commission, (which was fixed for  23.6.08) in addition to the present Appeal that had been filed by him vide his application dated 19.2.08 CC-1048/08. He  has not mentioned the CC number/appeal no. assigned to them, but has clearly said there are only 3 cases filed/pending before the Commission. This affidavit has been found to be incorrect.  Dy. Registrar has submitted a list of 10 cases pending in the Commission filed by Shri Raj Kumar Singhal.  A photocopy of this statement has been given to him and to the PIOs.  
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2.

Of these, CC-377/08,  Raj Kumar Singhal Vs SSP Moga and CC-925/08, Raj Kumar Singhal Vs I.G.Police, Headquarters, Punjab, Chandigarh are pending in the Court of Sh. P.K.Verma, CIC(Acting).  According to the statement of Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal, these cases have to do with wrongful confinement by the SHO Moga and do not pertain to the present property situated in Warton Ganj. 
3.

That leaves us with 8 cases and not only three as stated by him in his affidavit.  

4.
Cases pertaining purely to the Revenue Department are AC-99/08 Raj Kumar Singhal Vs Tehsildar Moga, CC-929/08- Raj Kumar Singhal Vs D.C.Moga, CC-932/08-Raj Kumar Singhal Vs. DC Moga, and CC-1048/08 – Raj Kumar Singhal Vs DC further two cases CC-931/08 and  CC-932/08 Raj Kumar Singhal Vs PIO/FCR and Raj Kumar Singhal Vs. PIO/DC Moga, pertain partly to Revenue Department and partly to the Local Govt./ Deptt. Shri Raj Kumar Singhal has clarified further that CC-931/08 – Raj Kumar Singhal Vs FCR and AC-200/08 – Raj Kumar Vs Commissioner, Ferozepur Division are identical. It means that AC-200/08 is also common both to Revenue Deptt. and Local Govt. Deptt.   This means that 4 cases pertain purely to the Revenue Department and three pertain to it partly i.e. a total of 7 cases.  
5

Coming to the report submitted by the Local Government Department, PIO/EO, MC Moga, Baljinder Singh Bhullar on behalf of the Local Govt. Deptt., has supplied two pages of information regarding various applications made by Shri Raj Kumar Singhal to the different PIO’s from time to time which have been replied to and in respect of some of which the complaints/Appeals are pending  in the Commission.  The applications  dated 12.9.07/Nagar council Moga, 5.10.07/Nagar Council Moga, 19.10.07/Nagar Council Moga, 14.12.07/Nagar Council Moga, 25.1.08/D.C.(Rev.) Moga, (transferred u/s 6(3) by the D.C.Moga to E.O.,MC Moga).  Complaint  dated 7.2.08 made to the Commissioner 
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Revenue Ferozepur has been transferred u/s 6(3) common to Revenue deptt. and Local Govt. Deptt. There are also complaints dated 7.4.08 Vs Nagar Council Moga,  20.6.08 Vs Nagar Council Moga.  Sh. Bhullar has painstakingly brought out information which have been repeatedly asked for and  repeatedly supplied by the PIO’s to the applicant by the PIO/MC Moga.  Information/documents on 3 points have been sought twice. Information on one point has been sought three times and on another point has been sought 4 times even from the PIO’s.
6.
Coming to the commonalities in the complaints before the Commission, it has been seen that there are 5 matters pending in the Commission filed by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal against different authorities of the Local Govt. department. It has been brought out that in certain matters, complaints regarding non supply of the same information has been filed in the Commission and regarding the same matter, in addition, separate Appeal has also been filed by him.  For example, regarding his demand of the action taken on letter which has been entered in dispatch register against No. 3192-L dated 8.11.07, copy thereof has not been supplied by the complainant but he is asking for  the report on action taken on that letter in both AC-98/08 and CC-929/08. Thus, he has filed both an Appeal and a Complaint regarding the same matter.  Similarly, he is repeatedly asking for details of accounts of 11 orders made in respect of Water Supply Sewerage Connections No. 53/11 and 54/11. He has filed Complaints/Appeals in this respect asking this information in AC-98/08, AC-200/08 and CC-930/08.  In other words, he has once again filed 2 Appeals and one Complaint in the same matter before the Commission. 
7.
The preceding paragraphs show that Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal is a “Serial complainant” and has filed multiple Appeals/Complaints in the same matters.  It is not for the Commission to sift through the plethora of Complaints/Appeals made by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal to find out which portions of the complaints lie and which do not lie, in which he has received information or received it only 
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partly and in which portion he has not received it and in respect of which matters has filed multiple Complaints or Appeals before the Commission.  This is nothing but misuse of Right to Information Act, 2005, by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal. In case he has already received the information regarding details of the last 11 orders of connections No. 53/11 and 54/11, there is hardly any need for him to ask for the same information again in new applications made to the PIO and then file complaints for the same matter without stating  that he has already received the information.  This also amounts to harassment of the PIO’s concerned by him.  
8.
Further, he has filed the complaints in the Commission by stating that information has either “not been received” or has “been received in incomplete form”, without giving details of what information has been received by him and what remains to be given. Moreover, Sh. Raj Kumar cannot file Appeals and Complaints in the same matter just by adding one or two extra points each time and without bringing it to the notice of the Bench hearing the matter that he has separately filed many other Complaints/Appeals on the same point.  Thus, he has not approached the Commission with clean hands, even when asked to file an affidavit in this connection he gladly filed a false affidavit and concealed the true facts.  This is again a misuse of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
9. 
As such all the present Complaints/Appeals against various PIO’s of the Revenue Department and Local Government Department including the portions of Complaints/Appeals made against any of the Revenue Authorities which have common portion with MC and other authorities of the Department of Local Government will not be taken up for consideration by the Commission and all these Appeals/Complaints are hereby rejected. 
10.
However, Shri Raj Kumar Singhal is free to file two fresh complaints one regarding the Department of Revenue only, and one against the Department of Local Government.  The Commission will assign it to the PIO concerned. This complaint should contain only the residual matters. There should be no repetition in it.  Thereafter the concerned PIO shall bring the concerned record as is 
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available to the office of the Commission and the same will permitted to be inspected by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal, who shall supply a list of documents of which he needs/attested photocopies, in writing in the Commission. These photocopies should be given to him within a week. The same procedure shall apply in the case of both the Department of Revenue and the Department of Local Bodies. For that the complainant stated that he required at least 15 days. 
11
The said fresh complaints of Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal one in respect of the PIO’s of the Department of Revenue and one in respect of the PIO’s of the Local Government Department when received shall be assigned fresh number by the Registry, one for each Department.  Notice in these shall be issued for 16.04.2009.  These complaints will be considered only if they have been framed in accordance with the directions contained in para 10 otherwise they shall be dismissed in linine.    








-Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(Ptk)

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-1942 -2008
Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Superintendent-II in person.

Order:


Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Superintendent-II has presented copy of letter dated 24.02.2009 addressed by Smt. Kanta Devi, Registrar, Punjab Nurses Registration Council, Chandigarh to the Bench stating that the information has been handed over to the Complainant on 20.02.2009.  She has enclosed copy of letter dated 19.02.2009 giving details points wise along with photo copy of the receipt by the Complainant.  The information amounting to 194 pages of documents has been supplied to the Complainant free of charge.  
2.

Sh. Jaskaran Singh Brar, Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.  The case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd- 
  





     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


25.02.2009

(LS)

