STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Karam Singh

s/o Chanan Singh,

VPO Dakoha,

Tehsil Batala,

Distt. Gurdaspur




   

 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division, 

Jalandhar.






        
 …Respondent

CC- 2106/12
Order

Present:
None for the parties.

In the two hearings held till date, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present and no communication from either of the two had been received.   Same is the case today.    It appears the complainant is no longer interested in pursual of the case.


As such, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Narinder Singh 

s/o Sh. Bhagwan Singh,

Street No. 15, Ward No. 06,

Backside Bus Stand,

New Court Road,

Mansa.





   

 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Subordinate Services Selection Board, Punjab,

Forest Complex, Sector 68,

Mohali.






        
 …Respondent

CC- 1945/12
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Ms. Satwinderjit Kaur, Supdt.-PIO


In the earlier hearing dated 12.09.2012, it was recorded: -

“Vide application dated 24.11.2011 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Narinder Singh sought photocopy of Question paper, answer sheet (both sides) and award list pertaining to himself and Sh. Mandeep Singh, giving their respective roll numbers, for the post of Excise & Taxation Inspectors, held on 06.11.2011.  He further sought Final Answer Key for the Question paper of Set / Section A.

Respondent, vide Memo. No. 1/47/2011-2/RTI dated 16.01.2012 transferred the application to the Chief Coordinator, Examination Branch, UIAMS, Panjab University, Chandigarh. 

Respondent, vide communication dated 12.06.2012 informed the applicant according to the decision dated 27.05.2010 of the Commission in CC No. 3033/09, that he could inspect these records but copies of the same could not be provided. 

The present complaint has been filed with the Commission, received in its office on 11.07.2012, asserting that the information has not so far been provided. 

Complainant reiterated that the information has not so far been provided to him. 

Respondent submitted that the complainant is welcome to inspect the records in their office but regretted her inability to provide copies thereof.   At this stage, the complainant referred to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India passed on 09.08.2011 in Civil Appeal No. 6454/11 arising out of SLP (C) No. 7526/11.

In view of the submissions of the complainant, the respondent is directed to provide copies of the relevant documents to the complainant within a month’s time, under intimation to the Commission.”


In the hearing dated 31.10.2012, the complainant was not present and the case was adjourned to date i.e. December 19, 2012.


Today again, the complainant is not present nor has any communication been received from him.


Ms. Satwinderjit Singh, PIO submits copy of a letter dated 27.09.2012 whereby the requisite information has been sent to the applicant per registered post, which is taken on record.


Since it is almost three months when the information was sent to the complainant and nothing to the contrary has been communicated, it appears he is satisfied with the same.  

Accordingly, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajinder Pal Singh Brar, IPS,

IG Traffic,

Punjab Police Hqrs.

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





   

 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






        
 …Respondent

CC- 2040/12
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. Narinder Pal Sharma, Advocate.


For the respondent: S/Sh. Sukh Pal, Sr. Asstt; and Manish, clerk


This complaint has been received in the Commission on 20.07.2012 from Sh. Rajinder Pal Singh Brar, through his counsel Sh. Narinder Pal Sharma, Advocate, stating that no information in response to his application dated 25.04.2012 submitted under the RTI Act, 2005 concerning promotion cases of Police officers for the period 1998-2012, has been provided so far. 


In the hearing dated 11.09.2012, respondent was afforded another opportunity to provide the complete information to the complainant before the next date fixed. 


Today, Sh. N.P. Sharma, advocate, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that while a copy of the communication in question has been provided, copies of the enclosures thereto have not been made available by the respondent.    This clearly amounts to non-compliance of the directions of the Commission by the respondent.


Therefore, Sh. Khushal Singh Thakur, Supdt.-PIO is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  


In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 


PIO is further directed to ensure his personal presence on the next date fixed and make written submissions, if any, in response to the show cause notice, failing which further steps including initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be taken, as per relevant provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.


Respondent PIO is further directed to provide the pending information i.e. copies of the enclosures in question, to the applicant-complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.    He will also appear personally before the Commission on the next date fixed.


Adjourned to 23.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

Sh. Kushal Chand Thakur,

Supdt.-cum-PIO,

O/o The Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

For compliance as directed hereinabove. 









     Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99888-75999)

Sh. Yunus Masih Hans,

Kothi No. 1, Ludhiana Mohalla, 

Dhariwal,

Distt. Gurdaspur.




   

 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Border Range,

Amritsar.






        
 …Respondent

CC- 2001/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Yunush Masih in person.
For the respondent: Insp. Ravinder Singh (97800-21290; 98768-00290)


The present complaint has been filed before the Commission by Sh. Yunus Masih, received in its office on 18.07.2012.   He has stated that he sought copies of two letters vide application dated 13.01.2012 – one of letter no. 2703/SB dated 11.10.2011 addressed by the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur to SP (Operation), Gurdaspur recommending addition of two more security personnel to complainant’s security, and the other letter no. 14198/SD from SP (Operations) Gurdaspur, recommending the same to the ADGP (Security).


In the earlier hearing dated 12.09.2012, ASI Sh. Jagdish Singh appeared on behalf of the respondent.   He was, however, not conversant with the facts of the case and was unable to understand the requirement of the complainant.    As such, the respondent PIO was once again directed to  provide the complainant copies of letter no. 2703/SB dated 11.10.2011 addressed by the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur to SP (Operation), Gurdaspur recommending addition of two more security personnel to complainant’s security, and the letter no. 14198/SD from SP (Operations) Gurdaspur to the ADGP (Security), recommending the same.


Today, during the proceedings, it was stated by the respondents that the two letters copies whereof have been sought by the applicant are not available in their records and the same did not appear to be concerned with their office.   It was further stated that they have checked up the records even in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur regarding the letter no. 2703/SB dated 11.10.2011 addressed to the SP (Operation), Gurdaspur.   It was found that no such letter originated from the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur and rather, the letter bearing the said no. i.e. 2703/SB pertained to some other matter.    The complainant stated that he had got copies of the said letters.    However, when asked to present the same, he was able to submit only a copy of his application for information which obviously contained the said letter numbers. 


Respondent PIO is afforded another opportunity to again conduct a through search in their records.   In case no such letters are found on record, they would submit copies of the letters bearing the numbers as mentioned by the complainant though on a different subject.


In case the complainant is able to find out the correct reference numbers of the letters, he is advised to submit a fresh application seeking the relevant information.

Adjourned to 23.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jiwan Garg,

s/o Sh. Om  Parkash Garg,

House No. B-1/473-A,

Opp. Old Bombay Palace,

Jakhal Road,

Sunam-148028 (Distt. Sangrur) 


        

     …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Punjab Police Hqrs.

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Punjab Police Hqrs.

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



    
  …Respondents
AC- 996/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jiwan Garg in person.
For the respondents: Sh. Hari Singh, Supdt. and Inspector Ms. Veerpal Kaur.


The present Second Appeal has been has been received in the Commission on 19.07.2012 from Sh. Jiwan Garg whose earlier appeal, being AC No. 53/12 in this matter had been heard by SIC Sh. B.C. Thakur and the matter had been remanded to the First Appellate Authority by the SIC vide his order dated 29.02.2012.  Sh. Jiwan Garg is aggrieved of the order dated 30.04.2012 passed by the First Appellate Authority and has therefore, preferred the present Second Appeal before the Commission. 


Appellant submitted that even on remand of the case in AC 53/12 vide order dated 29.02.2012 by ld. SIC Sh. B.C. Thakur to the First Appellate Authority, the copies of police diaries / Zimnies in FIR No. 155 of 02.07.2011 sought by him have not been provided. 


In the earlier hearing dated 31.10.2012, a fax message had been received from the appellant regretting his inability to attend the proceedings as he had to be present in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in a different matter.   This fact, however, remained to be mentioned in the order dated 31.10.2012 and the same is taken on record now.


During the proceedings, it transpired that the present controversy involves disputed questions of fact apart from few law points.   Sh. Jiwan Garg, during the proceedings, made a request that the case be transferred to the Full Bench for further proceedings.


As such, the case be sent to the Registry for putting up the same before the appropriate Bench.  


With the above noted observations, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98724-21838)

Sh. Bharat Bhushan,

796/2, Gaushala Road,

Ludhiana-141008.
 


        


     …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





    
  …Respondents

AC- 966/12
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Bharat Bhushan in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Jagroop Singh, J.E.


Vide application dated 02.03.2012 addressed to the respondent, Sh. Bharat Bhushan sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Details of an estimate amounting to Rs. 18,84,000/- passed for the construction of Nallah from Gaushala Chowk to Budha Nallah in W. No. 20 & 38 [as mentioned in letter dated 27.02.2012 by the APIO, Zone A, (B&R), copy enclosed];

2.
Details of costs of material received from site (as mentioned in the above said letter);

3.
Record of recovery of old material given in bill;

4.
Copy of the R/Bill and N/Bill mentioned in above said letter;

5.
Copy of work order given to the contractor with complete details of the contractor;

6.
Copy of work completion certificate / letter.

7.
Complete details of the size i.e. area covered by the contractor.


First appeal before the First Appellate Authority was filed on 07.04.2012 while the present Second Appeal has been preferred before the Commission, received in its office on 16.07.2012, alleging non-receipt of any information. 


Today, during the discussions, it transpired that now information on point no. 2 and 7 remains pending which the respondent PIO is directed to provide the appellant within a period of three weeks, under intimation to the Commission. 


It is observed that the application for information was filed as back as 02.03.2012 and despite lapse of over nine months, complete information has not yet been provided by the respondent.   Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 mandates that information sought under the Act is to be provided within a period of 30 days.   Thus there is huge delay caused and still complete information is far from provided.   Therefore, PIO - Sh. Dharam Singh, Superintending Engineer-cum-Additional Commissioner (Tech) is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  


In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 


PIO is further directed to ensure his personal presence on the next date fixed and make written submissions, if any, in response to the show cause notice, failing which further steps including initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be taken, as per relevant provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.


To come up on 23.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98789-51519)

Sh. Paramjit Singh Fauji,

English Typist,

Near PS City Tarn Taran,

Session Courts,

Tarn Taran – 143401




   
 …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Social Security Officer,

Tarn Taran.






        
 …Respondent

CC- 1706/12
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Ms. Savita, Accountant.


Vide application dated 02.01.2012, Sh. Paramjit Singh Fauji sought from the respondent information on five points pertaining to Old-age, Handicapped and Widow Pensions in respect of beneficiaries of village Bhaini Mattuan. 


The present complaint has been received from him in the Commission on 22.06.2012 asserting that the requisite information has not been provided. 

Today, Ms. Savita, appearing on behalf of the respondent stated that complete information as per application dated 02.01.2012 has been mailed to the applicant-complainant per registered post, under postal receipt no. 191795120 dated 10.12.2012.


Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.   He is granted an opportunity to point out the deficiencies / discrepancies, if any, in the information provided and communicate the same to the respondent within a fortnight and the respondent shall remove the same within a period of two weeks thereafter.


Adjourned to 23.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.

Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Surinder Kumar s/o Sh. Jagan Nath,

R/o V&PO Rangilpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Roopnagar-140018.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,
Roopnagar-140001. 





…Respondent

CC-778/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Surinder Kumar in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Rajiv, Panchayat Secretary along with the Sarpanch.


In the earlier hearing dated 08.11.2012, it was stated by the respondents that complete information has already been sent to the applicant-complainant who was directed to intimate the respondent if there were any deficiencies / shortcomings in the same. 


Today, the complainant submitted that the information provided is attested by the Sarpanch while the same should have been attested by the Panchayat Secretary.  The same is ordered accordingly.


Complainant also provided the respondent his objections in black and white.   The respondent shall remove the same within a month’s time.


Adjourned to 31.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Surinder Kumar s/o Sh. Jagan Nath,

R/o V&PO Rangilpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Roopnagar-140018.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & 

Panchayat Officer,
Roopnagar-140001. 





…Respondent

CC-780/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Surinder Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rajiv, Panchayat Secretary along with the Sarpanch.


In the earlier hearing dated 08.11.2012, it was stated by the respondents that complete information has already been sent to the applicant-complainant who was directed to intimate the respondent if there were any deficiencies / shortcomings in the same. 


Today, the complainant submitted that the information provided is attested by the Sarpanch while the same should have been attested by the Panchayat Secretary.  The same is ordered accordingly.


Complainant also provided the respondent his objections in black and white.   The respondent shall remove the same within a month’s time.


Adjourned to 31.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Surinder Kumar s/o Sh. Jagan Nath,

R/o V&PO Rangilpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Roopnagar-140018.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & 

Panchayat Officer,
Roopnagar-140001. 





…Respondent

CC-787/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Surinder Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rajiv, Panchayat Secretary along with the Sarpanch.


In the earlier hearing dated 08.11.2012, it was stated by the respondents that complete information has already been sent to the applicant-complainant who was directed to intimate the respondent if there were any deficiencies / shortcomings in the same. 


Today, the complainant submitted that the information provided is attested by the Sarpanch while the same should have been attested by the Panchayat Secretary.  The same is ordered accordingly.


Complainant also provided the respondent his objections in black and white.   The respondent shall remove the same within a month’s time.


Adjourned to 31.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Shri Surinder Kumar s/o Sh. Jagan Nath,

R/o V&PO Rangilpur,

Tehsil & Distt. Roopnagar-140018.



…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & 

Panchayat Officer,
Roopnagar-140001. 





…Respondent

CC-788/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Surinder Kumar in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Rajiv, Panchayat Secretary along with the Sarpanch.


In the earlier hearing dated 08.11.2012, it was stated by the respondents that complete information has already been sent to the applicant-complainant who was directed to intimate the respondent if there were any deficiencies / shortcomings in the same. 


Today, the complainant submitted that the information provided is attested by the Sarpanch while the same should have been attested by the Panchayat Secretary.  The same is ordered accordingly.


Complainant also provided the respondent his objections in black and white.   The respondent shall remove the same within a month’s time.


Adjourned to 31.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Amarjit Singh

s/o Sh. Bachan Singh,

R/o Village Chatiwind Lehal,

Distt. Amritsar.

  


      
     
  …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Tarsika,

Distt. Amritsar.





    
    …Respondent

CC- 711/12
Order

Present:
None for the parties.

Vide application dated 05.12.2010, Sh. Amarjit Singh had sought from the respondent information pertaining to various grants received by the Gram Panchayat, Chatiwind  Lahel, Block Tarsikka, Tehsil & Distt. Amritsar for various activities.


In the earlier hearings dated 07.08.2012 and 08.11.2012, neither the complainant nor the respondent appeared.     The complainant is again absent today, without any intimation.    No other communication has been received from him either.   It is evident that he is no longer interested in pursual of the case or has received the information to his satisfaction.

In view of the foregoing, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gursewak Singh

s/o S. Gurjant Singh,

Village Thandewala,

Tehsil & Distt. Muktsar


        


…Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation,

Muktsar 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Division,

Muktsar.

3.
District Development & Panchayat Officer,


Muktsar.

4.
Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Muktsar.

5.
Sarpanch,


Gram Panchayat,


Village Thandewala,


Distt. Muktsar.




    
  …Respondents
AC- 1344/12
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Gursewak Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Darshan Singh, JE.


Vide application dated 08.05.2012 addressed to Respondent No. 1, Sh. Gursewak Singh sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

1.
Amount due from Water Works for the Electricity Board connection; 

2.
Who has been assigned the job of collection for consumption of Water Works bills?  His name, address and his salary particulars be provided.   Is he paid salary in cash or through bank account?  In case of Bank account, provide the bank account particulars. 

3.
What was the income from Water Works bills from 2008 to 2012?

4.
Details of payments made for electricity connection along with attested copies of the receipts.

5.
Details of records including the amount spent on the Water Works.


Respondent, vide his endorsement no. 538 dated 21.05.2012, forwarded the of the applicant to the Sarpanch / Chairman, Village Water Supply & Sanitation Committee, Village Thandewala to provide me the information. 


Also, Additional Deputy Commissioner, Muktsar, vide letter no. 618-19 dated 13.08.2012 wrote to the PIO, office of District Development & Panchayat Officer, Muktsar, with a copy to the respondent no. 1, to assist providing the requisite information to the applicant-appellant.


Vide letter no. 733 dated 05.07.2012, Sub-Divisional Engineer of Division No. 5 wrote to the applicant expressing his inability to provide the information on the ground that the Sarpanch / Chairman of  the concerned Committee is not cooperating with them. 


Today, Sh. Darshan Singh, JE, appearing on behalf of the respondent submitted that they have been writing to the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Muktsar to use his good offices and prevail upon the Sarpanch to make the relevant records available so that the requirement of the applicant for information could be met.   He also submitted that no heed is being paid by the Sarpanch and apparently, he is adamant. 


In the circumstances, it is imperative that the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Muktsar, Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Muktsar; and the Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Thandewala (Distt. Muktsar) are impleaded as respondents, which is ordered accordingly. 


On the next date fixed, all the respondents are directed to appear personally before the Commission and explain why the information sought under the RTI Act, 2005 is not being provided to the applicant-appellant even after passage of over seven months.   Any inaction on the part of any of the respondents shall attract invocation of the stringent provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 which should be noted carefully.

It is also observed that application for information was submitted as early as 08.05.2012 and despite lapse of over seven months, no information has so far been provided to the applicant-complainant.   Therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commission awards a compensation to the tune of ` 2,000/- (Rupees Two Thousand only) in favour of the appellant Sh. Gursewak Singh which is payable by the Public Authority.    The amount of compensation is directed to be paid within a month’s time against written acknowledgment from the appellant and a copy thereof be presented before the Commission on the next date fixed, for records. 


Adjourned to 10.01.2013 at 2.00 PM.


Copies of order be sent to the parties.









   Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
Copy to:

1.
Sh. Nainiwal,


District Development & Panchayat Officer,


Muktsar.

2.
Sh. Suraj Singh,


Block Development & Panchayat Officer,


Muktsar.

3.
Smt. Baljinder Kaur,


Sarpanch,


Gram Panchayat,


Village Thandewala,


Distt. Muktsar.


For compliance, as directed hereinabove. 









    Sd/-
Chandigarh





(Ravinder Singh Nagi)

Dated: 19.12.2012



State Information Commissioner
