STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Om Prabha, 

D/o Late Parshotam Ram,

R/o # 29, Village Theri,

Teh. & Distt. Patiala, Punjab. 



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Patiala, Punjab

__________ Respondent

AC No. 227 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Smt. Om Prabha, complainant in person. 

ii)     
ASI Lakhwant Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information  required  by the complainant has been provided to her by the respondent except for a document which contains the  compromise which was arrived  at between her family on the one hand and Ms. Sneh Lata, her brother’s wife, on the other,  on 31-5-2003, which is of critical importance to the complainant.   This document has been stated by the SHO in charge of the women’s cell, in her report, as having been enclosed and sent to the office of the SSP, Patiala, but it is not available in the records of the case in that office.  An inquiry has been got conducted by the SSP, Patiala , to fix responsibility for this lapse, but no official has been found to be responsible as a result of this inquiry.  The inquiry report dated 18-4-2009 has been seen  by the Court.  I find from its perusal that in fact, no inquiry has been held  at all.  It has merely been stated that the missing document is not important and the matter being old, it is not possible to fix responsibility for its absence on any particular official. Obliviously, the inquiry has not been taken seriously. I therefore direct the SSP, to get a fresh inquiry conducted  into the circumstances in which the document  containing the  compromise has been removed from the concerned    file and to   identify the official or officials responsible for this misconduct.  
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The report of the fresh inquiry should be submitted to the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-7-2009 for consideration of  the SSP’s report. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu,
BXX 1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana – 141004. 



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Home Department, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 232 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 
ii)     
Sri Harnek Singh, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has requested for an adjournment on medical grounds and the same is allowed. 

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 10.07.2009 for further consideration and orders. 









 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rabinder Singh,
s/o Sh. Gurbax  Singh,

6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar, Punjab.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 205 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment because of his preoccupation in a Court case at Jalandhar. The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court. The same should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. The complainant is given an opportunity to point out  deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him, at  10.00 AM on 03.07.2009.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab

Encl---1

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

s/o Sh. Gurbax  Singh,

6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar, Punjab.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 202 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment because of his preoccupation in a Court case at Jalandhar. The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court. The same should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. The complainant is given an opportunity to point out  deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him, at  10.00 AM on 03.07.2009.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
Encls---1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

s/o Sh. Gurbax  Singh,

6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar, Punjab.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 201 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment because of his preoccupation in a Court case at Jalandhar. The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court. The same should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. The complainant is given an opportunity to point out  deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him, at  10.00 AM on 03.07.2009. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
Encls---1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurmej Singh,

s/o Sh. Atma Singh,

VPO – Peer Mohmad, Teh. Zira,

Distt. Ferozepur, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ferozepur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 921 of 2009

Present:
i) Sri Gurmej Singh, complainant in person.


ii) None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that no information has been provided to him by the respondent in response to his application dated 13-3-2009. Unfortunately, the respondent is not present either personally or through a representative.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 3-7-2009. The respondent should ensure that either he himself or an authorized representative is present in the Court on that date with a copy of the information supplied  to the complainant.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Fardeen Iqbal,

B-12/54, Maler,

Malerkotla, Sangrur,

Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Wakf Board,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 284 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of complainant. 

ii)     
Mr. Aijaz Hussain, clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent had taken an objection to the postal order for Rs. 50/- sent by the complainant along with his application for information, which had neither the payees name nor the applicant’s  name and address. Subsequently, the complainant has sent a fresh postal order which was duly filled up. He was thus informed by the respondent that the information will be sent to him after he has deposited the prescribed fee of Rs. 1750/- for 160 pages of information. 

The directions of the Court are as follows: -

1.
The objection raised by the respondent that the original postal order was sent blank was valid but unnecessary, since the blanks could have been filled up by the respondent himself. 
2.
The fees payable by the complainant in this case is Rs. 320/- for 160 pages of information plus Rs. 150/- on account of postage and registration and not Rs. 1750/- as stated by the respondent. Be that as it may, the fee was asked for by the respondent after the expiry of the period of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act and, the respondent’s objection to the postal order sent by the complainant having been found to be unnecessary, the information is now required to be supplied to the complainant free of cost, and the respondent is directed to comply with these orders within seven days from today.

The complainant is given an opportunity to point out  deficiencies, if any, in the information which will be sent to him by the respondent, at 10.00 AM on 26.06.2009. 
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. N.S. Bhatia,

H. No. 1377/1,

Sector 70, Mohali. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 289 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated 24-4-2009have been complied with. 


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kamal Anand,

S/o Sh. Om Parkash Anand,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Sainik Rest House, Sangrur (Pb.),

__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Officer,

Under Railway Bridge, Bathinda-Mansa Road,

Sunam, District Patiala, Punjab


__________ Respondent

CC No.324 of 2009

Present:        None 
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.

 A direction had been given to the respondent when the hearing of this case took place on 20.04.2009. It is not clear whether the same has been complied with. 


The complainant has sent a fax message alleging that the information sent to him is deficient. A copy of the same  is being sent  to  the respondent alongwith these orders.  A decision on the same can be taken only after the respondent has given the required  clarification regarding compliance of the Court’s orders dated 20.04.2009.


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 26.06.2009 for further consideration. The respondent is directed to ensure that either he or the ETO, Sangrur is present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information which was supplied to the complainant. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
Sri  H. S.  Mehta, ETO, Sangrur reached the Court after the hearing. He states that the compliance of the Court’s orders dated  20-04-2009 was made  and has given a copy of the revised information which was sent to the complainant.

A decision on the submissions made by the complainant in his fax message dated 29-5-2009 will be taken on the next date of hearing. 







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), 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,


__________ Respondent

CC No. 494 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sh. Rajinder Singh, Kanungo & Sh. Ranjit Singh, Patwari on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard. 
The complainant has made a written submission that the orders of the Court dated 20.04.2009 have not been complied with by the respondent. A copy of the same has also been given to the respondent by the complainant.



A copy of the orders dated 20.04.2009 was not received by the respondent and therefore the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in the information received by him were discussed in the presence of the parties in the Court today and the position concerning the same is as follows: -

1.
The respondent has clarified that the Roznamcha Karguzari and  Roznamcha Partal are being maintained  but Mutation No. 28117 has not been mentioned in these Roznamchas.
2.
The respondent has clarified that the copy of Roznamcha Waquiati which has been supply to the complainant  is actually of Mutation No. 28117 and the figure 18117 was typed out by mistake

3
The site plan which  has  been supplied to the complainant has not been found by him to be satisfactory.  The respondent has made a commitment that a revised site plan   will be  supplied  within two weeks.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 26.06.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mandeep Singh,

s/o Sh. Swaran Singh,

Vill. Ratowal, Distt. Ludhiana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 581 of 2009

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

ii)     
ASI Harbans Singh on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written submission explaining the reasons for the delay in finalization of the inquiry in this case.

It would not be appropriate any further for the Commission to monitor the completion of the inquiry. This case is therefore disposed of with the direction to the respondent to complete the inquiry into complaint no. 154 dated 25.03.2009 and No.200/peshi dated 11.02.2009 and to supply a copy of the final report along with the statement of witnesses to the complainant within six weeks from today. 

Disposed of.  






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu,

S/o Sh. Inder Singh,

W.No. 7, Near Old Police Station,

VPO.  Lehra-gagga, Distt. Sangrur.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Shiromani Gurudwara Pabandhak Committee (SGPC),

Amritsar. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 660 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu complainant in person. 
ii)     
Sh. Gurjit Singh, President of the Local Committee of Gurdwara  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Complete information has been supplied by the respondent to the complainant who is satisfied with the same. 


Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu,

S/o Sh. Inder Singh,

W.No. 7, Near Old Police Station,

VPO.  Lehra-gagga, Distt. Sangrur.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Shiromani Gurdwara Pabandhak Committee (SGPC),

Amritsar. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 661 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu complainant in person. 
ii)     
Sh. Gurjit Singh, President of the Local Committee of Gurdwara on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent except for the lawyer’s fee which has been paid in the  three Court cases which are pending, as mentioned by the  respondent, and also a fourth case, the details of which were given to him in the Court today. The respondent has made a commitment that this information will be supplied to the complainant within seven days from today. 


Disposed of.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amarjit Singh
# 180, Gali No. 5,

G.T.B. Nagar,

Mandi Mullanpur Dakha,

District Ludhiana.





__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o PUNSUP,

SCO 36-40, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh





          __________ Respondent

AC No. 34 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sh. B.P.S. Rana, Assistant Director-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The compliance of the Court’s orders dated 17.04.2009 was reviewed. It has been found that it is deficient in only one respect, namely, the notings to be found in the records of the respondent in which the basis  for  determining 1.11.1974 as the date of regularization of the complainant as  a clerk,  mentioned in the final seniority list dated 31.08.2000, is still to be located and supplied to the complainant. The representative of the PIO present in the Court states that this information would be available in the files dealt with by Ms. Swaran Kaur, Senior Assistant and Sh. M.S. Dhillon, Sr. Assistant. I direct that these two  officials should be present in the Court along with this  information on the next date of hearing.

 The respondent states that there is no rule or law which could be located under which  an official can be allowed to join his duties before his appointment letter is issued. 
Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 26.06.2009 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Avtar Singh Riar,

H. No. 2079, Riar Hospital,

Opp. Bus Stand, G.T. Road,

M. Sarifpura, Distt. Amritsar (Pb.) 

  

                    __________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police (HQ), Pb,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.








          __________ Respondent

CC No.309 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Gurdev Singh, on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Aman Chnd,  Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information for which the complainant had applied vide his application dated 14-11-2008 has been brought by the respondent to the Court and handed over to his authorized representative.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 20-4-2009, the respondent has enquired into the delay in transferring the complainant’s application for information under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act and has found Santosh Kumar, Senior Assistant, to be responsible for this lapse. The official has been administered a warning to be careful in future.


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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.S. Walia,

S/o Sri Anant Ram Walia,

H. No. 260, Model Town,

Ambala City.





___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



_________ Respondent

AC No. 359 of 2008

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 

ii)     
DSP J.S.Khaira , and Sub-Inspector Iqbal Singh on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 17-4-2009, the respondent has submitted a written report according to which the delay  which has been caused in supplying the information to the complainant in this case has been investigated, and    show cause notices  have been issued to the four officials who have been identified  has being prima facie responsible for this lapse. 
 The complainant has sent a written communication on 23-5-2009 in which he has stated that the information which has been supplied  to him by the respondent’s letter dated 9-4-2009 is incorrect and misleading, because Rule 21.35 of the Punjab Police Rules  has been ignored while giving the information. I find however, from the perusal of  the said rules, a copy of which  has  been sent by the complainant, that it describes  the objects and functions of the  CIA and not the criteria on the basis of which cases are transferred to it.  The objection of the complainant that the information has been supplied to him is incorrect, is therefore rejected.

The respondent is directed to send a report on the result of the disciplinary action initiated  against the four officials mentioned above, within a period of three months from the date of receipt of these orders.

The complainant has also made a request for the transfer of this case to another bench of the Commission.  Since however,  final orders have already been 
passed  in this case and the information, to extent  that it was found by the Commission to be required to be given, has also been supplied by the respondent, the case has reached  the stage  for final disposal and it is  not  possible to consider the request for its transfer at this stage.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sushil Kumar,

s/o Sh. Nand Lal,

Plot No. 13, Bus Stand Road,

Malerkotla – 148023.                                                __________Complainant

Vs.

Sri Ravneet Singh,


The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Malerkotla, Distt Sangrur, Punjab.   

                    __________ Respondent

CC No.  1568 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant in person. 
ii)     
Sh. Ravneet Singh, Executive Officer, MC,   Malerkotla
ORDER


Heard.


The Executive Officer-cum- PIO, Municipal Council, Malerkotla, Sh. Ravneet Singh, has appeared in the Court in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 15-5-2009 and has explained the entire background  of this case  and    has given the details of the information already provided to the complainant.  It transpires that the complainant is a sublettee of plot No. 13 and he wants to show that the sublettee of plot No. 10 has been given preferential treatment and he has been discriminated against.  After hearing the PIO, I am satisfied that all available information in the office of the Municipal Council, Malerkotla,  relevant to the application for information of the complainant, has been given to him and the  complainant also has not alleged that he has been denied information which is available in the records of the Council.  His allegation is that the records have been deliberately destroyed and falsified by the respondent in order to conceal the fact that he has been discriminated against and that the sublettee of plot No. 10 has been given preferential treatment.

The allegation of destruction and falsification of records is best looked into by an officer of the Local Government Department, who would be familiar with the administrative functioning of the Municipal Council and  I, therefore, appoint Sri D.S.Sandhu, Deputy Director, Local Government, Patiala , as the Inquiry Officer in 
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this case.  He is directed to make  an inquiry into the allegations of the complainant with the following terms of reference:-
1. 
Has the PIO, office of the Municipal Council, Malerkotla, given to the complainant, Sushil Kumar, all available information in response to his application for information dated 25-3-2008 made under the RTI Act,2005?
2.
 Has the office of the Municipal Council, Malerkotla, delibrately destroyed or misplaced or falsified any record which is relevant to the afore mentioned application for information of the complainant, and if so, the identity of the official or officials responsible for this misconduct?

The Executive Officer-cum-PIO, Municipal Council, Malerkotla and the complainant, Sri Sushil Kumar, son of Sri Nand Lal, Plot No. 13, Bus Stand Road, Malerkotla, are directed to appear before the Inquiry Officer in his office at 10 AM on 15-6-2009, along with all the  papers and documents in their possesion, relevant to the terms of reference  of the inquiry.


The PIO has submitted a written reply to the show cause notice  issued to him under Section 20 of the RTI Act,  vide the  Court’s orders dated  13-3-2009.  A decision on the same will be taken at the time of final disposal of the case.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-8-2009 in chambers in SCO No. 32-34,(first floor),Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

c/o Vigilant Citizens Forum,

Gill Road Chapter, # 3344, 

Chet Singh Nagar, Ludhiana – 141003.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot, Punjab.  

__________ Respondent

CC No. 691 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant

ii)     
Head Constable Birbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 22-5-2009, the respondent has brought the information required by the complainant consisting of the reply sent to the ADGP to his letter No. 13666-73 dated 28-12-2007 and the report of the inquiry report of the concerned DSP dated 3-1-2008 and the copies of the statements of witnesses recorded by him.  This information should be sent to the complainant for his information. An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information being provided at 10 AM on 3-7-2009.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
Encl--1

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amit Lal Garg,

S/o Sh. Pritam Chand Garg,

H. No. 92, Street No. 4,

Mubark Colony, Sangrur (Pb.), 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 118 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Amit Lal Garg, complainant in person.

ii)     
Dr. Anjuman Bhaskar, DFSC-cum-PIO, Amritsar.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the letters sent by the complainant were not located despite every effort having been made.

The respondents are directed to lodge a FIR with the local police authorities with reference to the missing documents within seven days of the date of receipt of these orders, and to give the required information to the complainant in case the letters are finally located.  A copy of the report given to the local police station should also be sent to the SSP, Amritsar for ensuring follow up action.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab

A copy is forwarded to the SSP, Amritsar City. He is directed to ensure that the FIR is registered and the  case is investigated promptly. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th May, 2009





      Punjab
