STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal,

Distt. Commander Punjab Home Guards, 

Roopnagar.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Director General of Police-cum-,

-Commandant General, Home Guards & Director Civil Defence,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 927 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is pesent on behalf of the Complainant.


 Sh. Ashok Khanna, Junior Staff Officer cum State Public Information Officer, Punjab Home Guards.  


Respondent informs us that in compliance with the order of the Commission on 12.09.2007, complete information as demanded by the Complainant has been delivered to him to his satisfaction.

2.
This matter is, accordingly, disposed of. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurmej Singh,

R/o # 903, Phase-X,

Mohali.







..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Ropar.







…..Respondent

CC No. 983 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Complainant in person.



Ms. Harpreet Kanwar, Copyist on behalf of the Respondent.


On 19.09.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that complete information as demanded should be supplied by the Public Information Officer concerned.
2.

Complainant submits before us a letter received by him from the PIO office of District and Sessions Judge, Ropar stating as under :-



“Your applications for seeking requisite information are not maintainable as the same are not on the prescribed performa and also without requisite fees, so you are required to submit your application for seeking requisite information by appearing in person in this office, on any working day between 11.oo A.M. to 1.00 P.M. as required under rules”.  

3.

From this communication, it appears that the Public Information Officer desires the Complainant to submit the application for information and the requisite fee according to the procedure and norms laid down by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in respect of the Judicial Courts.

4.

The District and Sessions Judge is to be guided by the Rules notified by the High Court.  Complainant is advised to approach the Public Information Officer concerned on the lines indicated in the reference quoted 
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above.  PIO has not denied the information, but has demanded compliance with the Rules and procedure as prescribed.  
5.

This matter is disposed of.  


  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent
CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Pritam  Singh on behalf of the Complainant.  



Sh. Nirmal Singh, Head Constable office of SSP, Ferozepur. 




The background of this has been brought out in our order of 19.09.2007.  Complainant in the instant case was charged by the police on the basis of a complaint from his wife under the Dowry Act.  Complainant had been seeking information regarding the progress of enquiry that followed the complaint against him.   
2.

On the last date of hearing, we had observed that the representative of the Respondent (the Deputy Superintendent of Police) who was present before us that day, was not conversant with the background and facts.  We had, accordingly, directed that the SSP, Ferozepur should himself give a personal hearing to the Complainant and thereafter submit a report to the Commission.  
3.

Complainant informs us today that he had appeared before the SSP, Ferozepur on 22nd October, 2007.  Complainant states that the SSP told him that whatever material could be given to him has been duly mentioned in an affidavit submitted by the Deputy Superintendent of Police regarding the progress of enquiry.  According to the Complainant, SSP informed him that a copy of this affidavit has been delivered to the Complainant and that no further information was available. 
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Complainant submits before us the details of his observations and requirements of the information demanded in his original application.  According to the Complainant, the information demanded is easily available on the record with the PIO and this can not be denied.

5.

We observe firstly that the PIO is represented before us by a head constable who is far junior even to the person who appeared before us on the last occasion that is the Deputy Superintendent of Police.  The Respondent’s representative is obviously unaware of the details of the information demanded or of the requirements of the RTI Act, 2005.  We direct that in future an officer not lower than the rank of an APIO should represent the PIO before the Commission.  It must be understood that the ultimate responsibility for supply of information is that of the SSP himself, who is the PIO.  If a junior official (who is not fully equipped to present the case properly before the Commission) is sent to represent him, PIO places himself in a vulnerable position inasmuch as the PIO would be bound by whatever statements his representative makes before the Commission and by the orders passed by the Commission on the basis of the statements/submissions made by such representative.  

6.

We find further that the hearing given by the SSP, Ferozepur on 22.10.2007 has turned out to be a formality as no information other than that already sent (in the affidavit under discussion) was delivered.  This is despite the fact that we had clearly directed the SSP, Ferozepur to submit a detailed report on the status of the supply of information to the Complainant.

7.

We did not wish to take a drastic action in so far as the PIO was concerned and that is why an opportunity was given for the PIO to meet and satisfy the Complainant. 

8.

In these circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the PIO (SSP, Ferozepur) to complete the following action :-


(i)
Submit to the Commission a detailed report on the status of information demanded by the Complainant (as per our orders of 19.09.2007).  


(ii)
Give para wise comments on the issues raised by the Complainant in the communication dated 27.10.2007, which has been delivered to us today.  
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A copy of this letter listing the deficiencies in information supplied is given to the Respondent in our presence today.

9.

    To come up for confirmation of compliance on 05.12.2007.  A copy of this order be sent to both the parties and also the SSP, Ferozepur & Director General of Police, Punjab.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

# 5-C, Phase-I,

Urban Estate, Focal Point,

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





…..Respondent
CC No. 723 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant 


Sh. Arun Saini, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the Respondent.


On 19.09.2007, certain information had been delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  The Complainant wished to study this before expressing his satisfaction with the material supplied.

2.

We had directed that in case any deficiencies still existed in respect of the information supplied to him, the Complainant would inform the Respondent and the Respondent would deliver the remaining information.

3.

 Respondent states before us that subsequent to the last date of hearing, the Complainant had given certain details of items of information which, according to him, remained to be supplied.  As per the Respondent, information on these points has also been duly sent to the Complainant on 15.10.2007.  
4.

From the fact that the Complainant is not present today and has not rebutted this contention, we infer that the information has been delivered to him to his satisfaction.

4.

This matter is disposed of.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp. Fauji Dhaba,

Dugri Road, P.O. Millerganj,

Ludhiana.





……………..Complainant.






Vs

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer, 
Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.





……………....Respondent

 MR-10 of 2007

In CC No. 804  of 2006 

Present : 
Sh. Dinesh Berry, Complainant in person. 



Sh. Jagbir Singh, Assistant Public Information Officer, Improvement 

Trust, Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent.


On 19.09.2007, the last date of hearing, certain information had been delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  The Complainant wished to study this before expressing his satisfaction with the material supplied.

2.

Complainant states before us that the communication delivered to him on 19.09.2007 is not at all the information which was demanded.  According to him, it is merely a statement that information would be delivered.  The Complainant submits before us the details of the information that still remains to be given.  A copy of this is delivered to the Respondent in our presence.  Respondent is unable to make any comments beyond saying that the material relates to the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and not the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.  If indeed the information in question was not in the custody of the Respondent, this should have been made clear at the outset.  The Respondent was free to transfer the matter to the concerned Public Authority at that time. To take up this plea one year after the original request was made is not acceptable at all.  
3.

In the circumstances, we direct as under :- 
(i)

Sh. M.P. Gupta, PCS, Chairman, Improvement Trust, would give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 19th November, 2007 in his office at 11 A.M.   On that day, the Respondent will satisfy the Complainant on the deficiencies brought out in his latest communication dated 30th October 2007, a copy of which is delivered to the Respondent in our presence today.    
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(ii)

Respondent will submit a comprehensive report on the status of information as demanded.  This should be in the form of an affidavit before the Commission.  The affidavit should indicate why action be not taken against the Chairman, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana by way of penalty under the RTI Act and for failure to supply the information in time.  The affidavit should also state why the Complainant should not be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.  In this affidavit, PIO office of the Chairman, Improvement Trust should further explain why delay has taken place and if the matter relates to some other Public Authority, why this was not brought to our notice earlier.

4.

To come up on 05.12.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Dilbag Singh,

Village Baina Pur, P.O., Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.


  
     -------------------------------- Appellant

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Jalandhar. 






        ---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 100 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant or the Respondent.  



On 19.09.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that information in question should be supplied to the Appellant in terms of the Rules recently notified by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court.  
2.

We observe that a communication dated 19.10.2007 has been received from Sh. Dilbag Singh, Appellant that the requisite information by way of a copy of the enquiry report into the outbreak of fire in the record room of Nakoder Court on 10th August, 2004 alongwith action taken repot has been duty delivered to him by the office of the District & Sessions Judge, Jalandhar.  

2.

In these circumstances, the matter is disposed of.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

#3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




………….. Complainant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh & others.


 
……………... Respondent

CC No.  278 of 2007 & CC 444 of 2007

                                         & 297/2007 & AC-191/2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant in person.

Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of PIO, DGP Punjab.


Sh. Ajit Singh Gill, Superintendent on behalf of PIO , D.C. Ludhiana.  

Dr. Pardeep Sharma, Medical officer on behalf of PIO office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana.


On 19.09.2007, the last date of hearing, we had issued the following directions :- 
(a) That in the light of deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant, Respondent will deliver any items that still remain within a period of one month. 

(b) That the Respondent will permit the Complainant to inspect the record in his office and deliver whatever information he identifies within a period of one month. 

(c) That the PIO Civil Surgeon , Ludhiana would make a categorical statement before us indicating what action was taken by the Civil Surgeon in pursuance of the DC’s directions under reference before the next date of hearing.

(d) That the PIO, D.C. Ludhiana will make good the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant/Appellant in the list supplied to him within a period of one month.

(e) That the PIO, Director Health Services of Punjab should also supply the information that is available in his office within a period of one month.
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2.

The following transpires before us today :- 
(i) The Deputy Superintendent of Police representing PIO DGP office delivers in our presence written material running into 34 pages which, according to the Respondent, contains complete details as demanded by the Complainant.  


(ii)
Representative of PIO office of DC., Ludhiana informs us that he has sent all the information to the Complainant.  


(iii)
Representative of PIO, office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana informs us that he has sent a copy of the directions issued to all the concerned Senior Medical Officers within the jurisdiction of Ludhiana District.  According to the Respondent, the action as directed by the Commission on the last date of hearing has been completed. 
3.

The Complainant makes the following submissions :-

(i) He would like to study the material received by him from the office of DGP.

(ii) That the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana has still not delivered the information demanded by him. He claims that what has been delivered to him is only a list showing the names of the officials posted as Sub- Divisional Magistrates.


(iii)
That the office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana has given false information and has also not supplied the details as demanded.  
(iv)
That the office of Director Health Services & Family Welfare, Punjab who is a party in CC-297/2007 has not sent his representative before the Commission.  

4.

After considering all aspects, we direct as under :-


(i)
That the Complainant is free to study the material delivered to him by the office of DGP.  He may write directly to the Respondent (PIO DGP, Pb) in case any deficiencies in relation to the original demand still exist.


(ii)
That the PIO office of DC., Ludhiana will allow the Complainant to visit his office and inspect any record he wishes to obtain.  19th November, 2007 at 1100 hours is fixed for this purpose.        
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(iii)
In so far as the office of the Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana is concerned, we can not go into the matter of the truth or otherwise of the information supplied by the Respondent to the Complainant.  If the Civil Surgeon’s office has made a statement in writing, it is presumed that as a responsible Public Information Officer, the statement would be based on facts. The Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana will allow the Complainant to visit his office and inspect any record he wishes to obtain.  20th November, 2007 at 1100 hours is fixed for this purpose. 

(iv)
The Director Health Services & Family Welfare, Punjab is directed to ensure that the PIO of his office or the APIO is personally present on the next date of hearing.  PIO Director Health Services & Family Welfare office should respond specifically to the demands for information contained in CC-297/2007, which is under consideration here.  

5.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 05.12.2007.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Krishan Lal Grover, Advocate,

Teh. Road Malout,

District Muktsar.





………….. Applicant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Faridkot Bathinda Kshetriya,

Gramin Bank, H.O. A-4,

Civil Lines, Bathinda.



 ……………... Respondent

MR No. 22 of 2007





      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Krishan Lal Grover, Applicant in person.



Notice was issued to the Applicant alone to explain how the jurisdiction of State Information Commission, Punjab is attracted in this case.  The question arising is whether the Faridkot Bathinda Kshetriya Gramin Bank is a Public Authority under Section 2(h) RTI Act, 2005.  

2.

The Applicant is unable to give us any material to support his contention that the Respondent is a Public Authority under the RTI Act, 2005.  He is free to submit further details to justify his plea that the Bank in question is a Public Authority and that the appropriate Government in relation thereto is the Government of Punjab. 
3.

Adjourned sine-die.  The Applicant is at liberty to apply for listing of the case for hearing as and when he files the necessary materials in support of his contention.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Des Raj, President,

Nishkam Welfare Society, 
Mansa.





………….. Applicant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

S. Chetan Singh Sarvhitkari,

Vidya Mandir, Mansa.



 ……………... Respondent

MR No. 23 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
None is present on behalf of the Applicant.



In this Miscellaneous Reference, the Applicant alone had been issued notice.  He was required to explain as to how the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission, Punjab is attracted.  The Applicant has not put in appearance to substantiate his contention that Respondent is a Public Authority and that it falls within the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission, Punjab. 

 2.

Adjourned sine-die.  The Applicant is at liberty to apply for listing of the case for hearing as and when he files the necessary materials in support of his contention.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal (Advocate),

C/o Lawyer For Social Action,

# 539/112/3, St. No. 1E,

New Vishnu Puri, Ward No. 66,

New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.

   


  -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 344 of 2007

ORDER



 On 13.08.2007, the decision on the imposition of penalty upon the Respondent under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, and award of compensation to the Complainant under 19 of the RTI Act, 2005, was reserved.

2.

As far as the supply of information demanded by the Complainant in the instant case is concerned, we had vide our order dated 13.08.2007 accepted the stand of the Respondent that the request for information had been satisfactorily served.  We had, however, allowed the Respondent seven days time to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed upon him for the delayed supply of information and why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him on account of the delay. 

3.   

Sh. K.J.S.Kakkar, Medical Officer of Health, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has submitted an affidavit dated 20.08.2007 pursuant to the directions contained in our order dated 13.08.2007.   In this affidavit, the stand taken by the Respondent is as under :-

(a) That the information demanded by the Complainant related to the Mohalla Sanitation Committee.  As the record of the Mohalla Sanitation Committee was with its president, it was not possible to supply the desired information within the statutorily fixed time frame.  The 
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Complainant as well as the Commission was apprised about this fact. The information was supplied to the Complainant vide communication dated 26.06.2007 that is soon after the information was received by the Respondent form the concerned Mohalla Sanitation Committee. 

(b) That on a previous date of hearing that is 27.06.2007, the Commission after hearing the Respondent, was satisfied that the information demanded by the Complainant was ‘fairly elaborate’ and had to be dug out of the various officials files of the Corporation.  The Commission had also advised the Complainant to visit the office of the Respondent to identify the information so that the entire information to his satisfaction could be supplied.  

(c) That on 27.07.2007, the entire remaining information as demanded by the Complainant (running into 67 pages) was supplied to the Complainant dasti.  

4.

The perusal of the contents of the affidavit dated 20.08.2007, filed by Sh. K.J.S.Kakkar, Medical Officer, M.C., Ludhiana does show that the Respondent has been quite diligent in its efforts to procure, compile and deliver the information to the Complainant.  We are satisfied that the delay in the delivery of information is neither willful nor deliberate.  This is, therefore, not a fit case for the imposition of penalty under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, or the award of any compensation to the Complainant.  We order accordingly.

5.

This matter is, therefore, disposed of and closed.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 31.10.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

   


---------------- Complainant

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Information Technology, 

Punjab., Chandigarh. 






   


---------------- Respondent
CC No. 401 of 2007

ORDER

Present : 
Ms. Kavita Mahajan, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Manohar Lal, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant states that the information has been supplied to the satisfaction of the Complainant.  In so far as the delivery of information is concerned, the matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  
2.

The Complainant’s counsel has prayed for the imposition of penalty under Section 20 and the award of compensation under Section 19(8) (b) RTI Act, 2005, for the delay caused in the supply of information.  
3.

Judgment on the question of imposition of penalty and award of compensation is reserved.  
(Rajan Kashyap)


    (P.K.Verma )
 


      (R.K.Gupta)
Chief Information Commissioner  State Information Commissioner   State Information Commissioner  

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.10.2007


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

  
  -------------------------------- Complainant

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Information Technology, 

Punjab.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent

CC No. 387 of 2007

ORDER

Present : 
Ms. Kavita Mahajan, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Shashi Pal, Supdt., (Co-ordination) on behalf of the 



Respondent. 


On 12.09.2007, the last date of hearing, the material running into 370 pages had been delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  Complainant’s counsel submits before us today that she has studied the material made available to her.  She points out that no action has been taken as per the mandate of Section 26(1) (a), (b) & (c) regarding educational programmes, participation of the public and the dissemination of information. In a communication dated 08.10.2007, the Government of Punjab, Department of information Technology & Administration Reforms has given parawise reply to the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant in an earlier letter dated 14.08.2007.  In this communication, a copy of which is on the record of the Commission also, it is pointed out that action on various matters concerning the mandate of Section 26 is in progress.  The Respondent assures that Punjabi version of RTI Act will be published in the shape of a guide within a period of two months.  It is also stated that for implementing the provisions of Section 26 “efforts are being made to provide funds to Public Relations Department for implementing the provisions of this section.”    
2.

In sum, it transpires as follows :-

(i)
The information in question as available with the Government has been duly supplied.
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(ii)
Certain actions mandated under Section 26 are yet to be completed.  
3.

We direct, accordingly that the State Government must comply with the mandate of Section 26 and draw a time bound programme for the purpose.  We observe that the communication of 08.10.2007 makes no commitment on the provision of the funds.  It is not adequate for the Government to state that efforts are being made to provide funds to the Public Relations Department for implementing the provisions of this section.  Actual provision of funds must be made and the status of sanction of funds be intimated to the Commission alongwith the time bound programme of action.  
4.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  


(Rajan Kashyap)


     (P.K.Verma )
 


          (R.K.Gupta)
Chief Information Commissioner  State Information Commissioner   State Information Commissioner  

Chandigarh

Dated: 31.10.2007


