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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Sabharwal, Kundan Bhawan,

126,odel Gram, Ludhiana.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Executive officer,

the Greater Ludhiana Area Development Authority,

PUDA Complex, Ferozepur Road,

Ludhiana.


 



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

CC No.  1925  of 2012

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant 

Shri Jit Ram, Estates Officer-cum-APIO alongwith Shri Shiv Kumar Gupta, Retired Accounts Officer, Shri Ravinder Sharma, APIO and Shri Balwinder Singh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Jit Ram, Estates Officer-cum-PIO, GLADA has appeared today through his counsel Shri Balwinder Singh Advocate, who submits his ‘Vakalat Nama’  and requests that he has been engaged only on the last evening and that  one adjournment may be granted to him

2.

To come up on 31.5.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon (Retd.), 192-C,

Rajguru Nagar, Ludhiana.





      -------------Complainant.






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Chairman, Nankana Sahib Education Trust,

Guru Nanak Engineering College, Ludhiana.


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

CC No.3470 of 2011

Present:-
Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon complainant.

Shri J.S. Miglani, Legal Adviser-cum-PIO alongwith Shri T.S.Chandok, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Counsel for the respondent-PIO, Shri T.S.Chandok submits his Vakalat Nama and also a written representation received vide diary No.6780 dated 2.5.2012 stating that in fact Shri J.S. Miglani is the PIO and not Shri S.P. Sharma, who was proxy counsel for Shri Miglani and had  appeared on the last date of hearing on 17.4.2012.  It seems that Shri S.P. Sharma who is an advocate has misrepresented before the Commission on 17.4.2012. An advocate needs to be careful in making such wrong statement.
2.

Shri Miglani-PIO has today appeared in person and explained the delay.  I have heard him.  Considering his plea, I hold that the delay in this case is not unreasonable given the facts and circumstances of the case.  Since the information has been furnished, the complaint case is closed.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malkit Singh Grover,

r/o #15, Master Tara Singh Nagar, Jalandhar.


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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, Layalpur Khalsa College, Jalandhar.

FAA-the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, 

Chandigarh.






      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 31 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Malkit Singh appellant in person.

Shri  Sukhwinder Singh, Senior Assistant o/o the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, adjournment was allowed on the request of the counsel for the respondent.  However, none has appeared on behalf of the respondent today. The appellant submits that incorrect and partial information has been furnished in response to his RTI request dated 29.9.2011.

2.

I have heard the appellant and the representative of the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.  The respondent-PIO-Dr. Jaspal Singh Randhawa, Principal-cum-PIO is hereby called upon to show cause why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 should not be imposed on him for failing to furnish complete and correct information to the appellant within 30 days.  He may also avail the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing which is fixed for 28.5.2012.

3.

To come up on 28.5.2012 at 11.00 A.M. 













           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012  
     




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Surjit Kaur Grover,

r/o #15, Master Tara Singh Nagar, Jalandhar.


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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, Layalpur Khalsa College, Jalandhar.

FAA-the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, 

Chandigarh.






      -------------Respondents.

AC No. 30 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Malkit Singh Grover on behalf of the appellant.

Shri  Sukhwinder Singh, Senior Assistant o/o the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


On the last date of hearing, the counsel had appeared and submitted a duly sworn affidavit of Dr. Jaspal Singh Randhwara, Principal-cum-PIO of the respondent-college stating that Employee Provident Fund Organisation has evoked Section 7(A) against the institution and relevant record is with the concerned department. It was further stated that as soon as the college authorities receive the record back, the asked for information will be provided as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 to the present appellant.

2.

However, today none has appeared on behalf of the respondent-college.  On the other hand, the representative of the appellant has submitted a photocopy of letter received by him from Shri Vishwajeet Sagar, CPIO o/o the Employee Provident Fund Organisation, Sub Regional Office, Jalandhar vide No. SRO/Jal/RTI/159/2220 dated 1.5.2012.  It has been stated in the letter of CPIO of the Employees Provident Fund Organisation that no document has been submitted by the concerned college in respect of any employee under Section 7(A) of EPF & NP Act, 1952 though an enquiry is under process. The plea of the appellant is that a false affidavit has been filed by the Principal-cum-PIO of the respondent-college.  It is further stated by the appellant that so far incorrect and partial information has been furnished to him.
3.

I have heard the appellant and also the representative of the Director Public Instruction (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh. In view of the serious allegations leveled by the representative of the appellant that a false affidavit has been placed on record, an opportunity is hereby given to Dr. Jaspal Singh Randhawa, Principal-cum-PIO of the respondent-college to show cause why criminal action should not be initiated against him for filing a false affidavit before the Commission.
4.

Since incomplete and incorrect information has been furnished so far, a notice is hereby given under Section 20 to Dr. Jaspal Singh Randhwara, Principal-cum-PIO of the respondent-college to show cause why penalty should not be imposed on him for non-adherence to the statutory time period of 30 days as provided under Section 7 of the Act ibid.  He may also avail the opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing which is fixed for 28.5.2012.
5.

To come up on 28.5.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harnek Singh, 127, Phase-II,

Urban Estate, Patiala.





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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjabi University, Patiala.

FAA- the Punjabi University, Patiala.



 -------------Respondents.

AC No.  329 of 2012

Present:-
None on behalfof the appellant.


Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate for the respondent.

ORDER



Counsel for the respondent-University submits that the information has been sent by registered post to the information-seeker. A copy of the same has also been placed on record of the case file by the University vide memo No.1826 dated 25.4.2012. The appellant who was present on the last date of hearing, however, is absent today without intimation.  

2.

In view of the fact that the information has been supplied, the present appeal case is closed.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Navjot Kaur, #886,

Phase 3 B 2, Mohali.





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

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjabi University, Patiala.

FAA- the Punjabi University, Patiala.



 -------------Respondents.

AC No.  353 of 2012

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate for the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the counsel for the respondent-University had submitted that a reply was sent to the information-seeker.  Therefore, it was ordered that the information-seeker may file objections, if any, to the reply sent by the respondent before the next date of hearing, which was fixed for 2.5.2012.  The appellant, however, is again absent today.  Nothing has been heard from her and she has not filed any objection.  Hence, the appeal case is closed.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon (Retd.),

192-C, Rajguru Nagar, Ludhiana.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Ludhiana-6.







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

CC No. 635 of 2012

Present:-
Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon complainant.

Shri J.S. Miglani, Legal Adviser-cum-PIO alongwith Shri T.S.Chandok, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Parties request for an adjournment, which is allowed.

2.

To come up on 29.5.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        .




   
          


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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Panbodh Chander Bali, #16-Shiv Nagar, 

Batala Road, Amritsar-143001.




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Director Animal Husbandry, Punjab, 

17-Bays Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


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

CC No. 2299  of 2011

Present:-
Shri Parbodh Chander Bali complainant in person.



None  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent had submitted a copy of the information furnished to the complainant vide its endorsement No.119 dated 26.3.2012.  Since the complainant was absent,, the case was adjourned to 2.5.2012. Today the respondent is absent. I have heard the complainant who submits that there are deficiencies in the information pertaining to his query at Sr. No.10.  In this query, he had asked as to how the demand for purchase of various items/articles is created and the basis on which the specifications were carved out in respect of tender No.4/2010.  The complainant has drawn my attention to the information furnished to him regarding demand which various districts had sent in their requisition.  The complainant points out that while working out the aggregated requirement many items were included in the purchase order even though these had not been demanded by the districts.  Secondly, specifications of the items to be purchased have not been disclosed in the information.

2.

The complainant is pleading that a public interest is involved in so far as the respondent makes bulk purchases, without requirement or indent from the field offices. Let the respondent file a rejoinder to this plea of the complainant.

3.

To come up on 21.5.2012 at 11.00 A.M.







           
( R.I. Singh)



May 2, 2012       




Chief Information Commissioner
                        




   
          


Punjab
