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Smt. Shashi Kanta

w/o Tarsem Lal,

Mohalla coolwala,

# S/15719, Ward No.48,

Near Ex-Foji Tilak Raj,

VPO: Sarna -145025

Distt. Pathankot. e Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,
Ol/o District Education Officer (SE)
SAS Nagar and others.

First Appellate Authority,
Olo District Education Officer (SE)
SAS Nagar and others. Respondents

Appeal Cases No. 2362, 2363, 2364, 2366, 2367, 2368, 2369, 2370, 2371, 2373, 2374, 2375,
2376, 2377, 2378, 2379, 2380, 2381, 2383 of 2019

ORDER
The Directorate of Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh invited

applications for filling up of 7654 Teaching/Non-Teaching staff vide an advertisement
dated 23.09.2009. The appellant’s son (in this case) Shri Sangeet Majhotra applied for
one of the post of Computer Masters/Teachers. He remained unsuccessful during the
said selection process. His mother and father are seeking similar information as
mentioned below regarding appointment process from all the District Education Officers
in the State of Punjab:-

. feg oo fot A= fx fAfimr fesmar Uamg @8 7654 Sfda/srs 2fdar Aeg
g 393t &Lt it 23.09.2009 § 7t A3 feRf309 nigAT FAHES HHSI-AfUGeT AfER
fem nitts g& faattt vttt 3dnit Fatott A |
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2. 83 aAHes HACI-AfUBes AR fen @it & wAHt feg’ -2
It BET IRt ASort et A 819 e fest AR

3. 833 WHes HUed -dfufes Afen fer @ nmAfnt 3395 &t fist
SHieegt & g it aret 9, 85t & fere Aumet &St AR

4. 833 Hes HACI-AUGeT AfeR fen &mff 3w wAndhndt 88 =u-2
SISt withs JruErt AT fgt Giteerat &t g oISt aret 91 Gust <t foAe musTEt
3T AL |

5. 833 9Hes HACI-AUGeT Afern fen & I® wAndhnft fog8 fu-2
Jefardt witts Irntt w396 ®Et g8 aie BHiee 9t § nige I3 I° ACHS &
Ao fest A< |

6. feg moer fest AR & 833 FaHss HHeT FfuBed Afen fei St fJatt
MTHHIHT U@t Ughtt I8 |

7. feg goe fest A= X G 9Hes HHCT IfuBedt Afer &nf I&
A feg® Qu-2 SeTfardt witts fu-2 It fashort rAmdbet aradt st s |

8. feg gosr fot A< fa Ga3 JaWe® HACT AfuBes Afen fen et g%
At feg” fu-2 Jefardt nitfts g8 a7 A9 SHteest § fest-adt &3 e fogast
Y33t Enrt snitnft goaT fest A< |

9. feg g fost A fa Gaz Hs HACT dAfuBes AfeR It mirAmHv
WH.A. ( WH W3 &) SSadt it IS TT&t Ut nirATHIT fSgett I |

10. feg meer fest A= 7 833 FaHe® HACT dfuBed ATER A6d® ocdet
Thort {Z&rt AT adt Ut I |
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1. feg guor fest A= X Ga3 JamWe® HHeT IfuGes Afen At dcast
Tft f&it nimATHIT wrt Uittt I |

12. feg g fest A< fa €33 JdHe® HACT AfUBed AfER foraes o]
WA.F( »g. WF §) it fashott nmiort urdt ughort I& |

13. 833 FHes HACT dfufes mfen fem @t s nmAdnt feg fu-2
Jeardt nidts gt wirAHi fagt Sviteeat At fu-2 st @ AfSar 3faz
ESES Yeiie® Hide fsAe —ument it aniint gaer fest A<

14. 833 aHes HHACT IfuBes AfER fen &t Aegs deadt © gT ae
Srteegt T 3AITT AT eae Tt andindt fehntt A= |
15. 833 James gue fest A= HHeT JfuBes el et niA.HE. (. s o),

StAL., WA, Big w3 §) € 98 a® A9 GHteegt € 3A99T AacHeden ot aniinf
feshtt 7= |

16. 83 7654 2T /23He® HHACI/ SIfdd ATt 3931 feg Aad® dcdamit
@ A & fu-2 UAet 3103 Ae9s Jadt e ydE ughntt URet § fomaen deardt e
3gEt® I9d FImit T5| Bt AT GHteeat gt feRci/anini/aeet fest me At oA
WH.HL. hH wE J) feg" ult ughntt Urer § foages Jeadt feu &t SEEt® J9d gamit
51 Bgt A9 QfteeT v I9e/feRe/anintt/Arie d9e AT »i% AT fest A AT |

17. Hag a3 Aadt aet < AL.E. & §Yer A AT FYeT »iy it € €839 @9 ad
fet et 3t feo o & fquess it A= 17 feo Aos 99 fam fegar @& festaret T
fr fegmar @8 Ao fost 7t I @7 T usfex fEacans nighd w3 mltee waadhnt &

a7, YdT UST nf3 IHIes B399 €H 7S |
2.

Two cases of each Shri Tarsem Lal and Smt. Shashi Kanta verses
Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, SAS Nagar and Secretary to Government of

Contd.....p/4



Appeal Cases No. 2362, 2363, 2364, 2366, 2367, 2368, 2369, 2370, 2371, 2373, 2374, 2375,
2376, 2377, 2378, 2379, 2380, 2381, 2383 of 2019.

i

Punjab, Department of Higher Education were pending for adjudication before this
Bench. The representatives appearing on behalf of the respondents informed the
Bench that some more cases are pending before other Benches for seeking similar
information from District Education Officers. This Bench requested other Benches of
the Commission to transfer cases of Ms. Shashi Kanta vs. District Education Officers
(SE), Punjab, SAS Nagar pending before them so that identical order is passed in all
the cases because the appellant has sought similar information from all the District
Education Officer (SE) for the selection process of Computer Masters/Teachers. Other
Benches transferred the cases of concerned parties to this Bench. This Bench issued
hearing notices again in all other cases except these four appeal cases bearing No. AC
No. 2379/2019, AC No0.2380/2019, AC No0.2381/2019 and AC No0.2383/2019 which
were received after hearing notices were issued to the respondents for supplying the
information to the appellant. The Commission called the representative of the
respondent-PIO/Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, SAS Nagar to collect copies
of applications in these appeal cases for seeking information from the Commission for
supplying the information in these cases also. On their visit, the Commission handed
over copies of applications of these four cases for supplying the information, in these
cases also to the appellant.
3. On 29.11.2019, the above cases were clubbed due to appellant and
respondents are the same and similar information has been sought from all the District
Education Officers (SE) in the State of Punjab. The representative of the respondents
stated that most of the information is to be supplied by the Directorate of Public
Instructions, Punjab (SE), SAS Nagar as an advertisement for filling up the post up of
7654 Teaching/Non-Teaching staff was made on dated 23.09.2009 and recruitment
process was started in that office.
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On the previous date of hearing dated 18.12.2019 vide which the matter

was heard at length and after hearing both the parties, orders were reserved to be

pronounced in due course and is being pronounced today.

5.

The Commission received two mails from appellant on 20.12.2019 at 1.50

P.M. and 2.00 P.M. with same contents and enclosures requesting to direct all the

District Education Officers to supply her remaining information.

6.

The representative of the respondents stated that different PIOs have sent

information consisting of thousands of papers to the appellant. They further stated that

Directorate sent point-wise reply dated 31.10.2019 to the appellant’s application for

seeking information, the contents of which are reproduced below:-

Halt aret FeeT

Halt aret AYeT & A<

B3t
&
1

f&g Ao &3t AR fa fHftmr fegmar, Uarg & 7654
Zfga/as-2tfgar Fee & 333t ®mEt WSt
23-09-2009 § At A FeAf3a9 nigHT IHES
Uttt et A |

fefommus & st & 38t
dfues mfer & 78 umct
AS |

ST HIHES SfUGes FER Shnft g mmnf (¥9
Y-TY eIt mEr IRt St arehar
niAHT g9 FeeT fEst AR

fesar <& 39 o3
JIAGS  HFAST  dUged
AfER &t fefamimus fHst
23-09-2009 3fg3 ot ar=t
At e UAST € @3
&% SHT SISt AeT T

JoHG® HHSY FfUBed HTER feH &t niEmHt
35 Bt frigt SHteest & I o5t aret I, 8t &t

SIAGB  HFAST  AUged
ATER fen ©f A ars fsre
&% SET =T ATt I

f¥re AUmTET =Et A

SAAGH HACT JAfuGes Arfen fem &t g% fTamt
ﬂ . ﬁ\/‘-\- éH_éH g ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ . ﬁ .
fiat GHleegt & 9= i3t aret I, €t GHieeat <t

oA AUSTET 3T A

SoHG%  HHSY  UBed
ATER fen ©f A ars fsre
&% SET =T ATt I
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SoHG® HTACT UGBTI ATER e Eit J& niAHMT
S8 -3y deadft nidts =t niAHint 395
el ge dre Qefeedt § nige i3 T ACHGT €
HO® AUSTEN SISt 7AT< |

B A wme o3 de
HCHGT AEUT HO&T &< 3
"UBS ISt et H, Ad9
vy #t § fem AN HIer
mieAg (A:fF) 3 yuz =3t
A<

SHG® HTHSY SfuGed ATeR fer €t 38 fIamit
WHHIT gt UEhntt 75 |

fAdae oz Blwes <t
forAe &% &gt =t At J|

SoHG® HTHSY SfuGed ATeR fer €t &% 29—y
AT TS XSt IATHMT Ut ugtntt 76 |

fAdae oz Bleea <t
fore &% &gt =t At J|

SOHG® HTHSY SfUGed ATER feH €t J& niAHMT
AT o3 fogast U3at et andtnit fasher a7

fAfoor werg &) 3
fauge &3t ot I

SoHe® HHACY FAUGed HTER fen dmif gt
WAHT 38 et wIR.HL.(H W3 &) I 3
ST IATHIAT u&t ughntt I5 |

fdae o3 Bteeat <t
fore &% &gt =t AT J|

JoHG® HHCY fuGed Afer fem €t guft
WHHMNT 33 Aod®  deddt et o®  fdamit
WAHT a&T St I8 |

fAdae oz Bleear <t
foAe &% &gt =t At J|

JoHG® HHSY fuGed Afer fem €t guf
WAHMT &9 St.AT et et ds ISt niAmH
HTHT UEhot I8 |

fAdae oz Bleear <t
forAe &% &gt =t At J|

JoHG® HHSY cfuBed Afer fen doff Iuf
WHHMT &8 deadt WA.AL.(g i3 §) dnff d%
Bttt iAot y&h ughert I |

fAdae oz Bleea <t
fore &% &gt =t AT I

13

JoHe®% HHSI IUGed HTER fem Enff y-2y
eIt nidts gttt iAot frgt BHteeat g
It Y-y IAfET 3fa3 niewEls ysiHdes Hfde
f8re &t smitntt goar et A< |

8r 7Y foAe &2 3 »uEs
aist aret Ht 1 oig H § d=®
AR @HERT g9 FYaT Hatet
J Br Bleeg & Afge
fa) [aXVIa) n

fBAe &3t 77 Aa=r J1 A9
gHteeg AU HYeT &t

fest 7 At
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14

SOHGS HHST MuBed mfeR fed It 7539

fer me7 3 A9 TE T

Jeardt ¥ & aF A9 Sffeeat ¥ 3u9yr AISHEAC
Tt it fashntt A=)

Bteegt Tt Imar
&3t 7 Faet| ae® AR
greleS ¥9 gue Haet J
8 ©Ofteg T 3¥9Y
Adcifeae & andt fast
Aot J1 A BHteegt AYU
AY&T &4 &3 A7 AT |

15

SOHGS HTHST JuBcd AER fei Tt A AL, (N
m38°r) ., A (W%@)&E‘Eﬂ?ﬁ?ﬂ'&

= A9 @'Hl'd%"d' ¥ 3IUJ9T AdCHeoe it it
&t 7=

fer ACH 3 A9 TE dT
&3t 7 Feei| ae® AR
greleS ¥9 gus Haet I
8r ©Offteg T 3¥9IY
AIdcifeae & it fost &
Aot J1 A BHteegt AYU
AY&T &1 &3t A7 AT |

83 7654 ZHI/RAHES HHSI/EB-2IT9dl AGT 3331
g Aa9® JdcTdidt enit Adnit It fu-29 UAS 3fas
A69% deadt 8 ud@ ughnft UAet & Reserved
Category fS9 3u€l® JId sIit g5, €3F AW
BHleegt et forei/amitnt gae &3t 7 & =
WH.H. (wmm—afzﬁ)féguﬁueﬂwrrwﬁ
Reserved Category feo & 3Ia€t® 9o It T8,
st g9 QHleeg w 9 feAei/anint Judgment
court case All Ag&T &3t A< |

¥oec o3 Sftesar <f
foHe &% Sat SISt At J|

17

Aa9 833 Audt JFt I Hidh® & € §Yer AT At
HO&™ » #f € €e39 B ad1 fest Al 3t feg €A
o faquessT A3t A= fa feg A9e 99 fon fegmar @8
fost met 91 fam fegar @@ moe fot 7et U, €R
& yafsa feaeonms ners »is »iitde nEeT &
YJT &H, UST »i3 SHES & TH AT

fer madt fmor 7T T
fer AUt 7 moor Ifg A<
J, @H@Hatrm{hafﬂw
i weRat () 3
Y3 SISt A<
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The respondents again sent reply dated 12.12.2019 relating to points at Sr. No.8, 14

and 15 again, necessary contents of which are also reproduced below:-

w3t Haft arEt AaT Haft arET gaaT € A
3

8 IAAGH HACT AfUBed AER e & & niAHinr | fogast  u3af &t 22
ATt o3 fogast U39t St aniintt fid3her a7 et IS |

14 |39HE® HHACT dfUSed HTEA fen €t #od®% | 7e9®% e[t <9 g e
deadt € g d® A9 Steegt @ 3999 AIdifede | EHieeat T ECCEY
Tt amftort fadint A= | AJCfede ASUT TA3<H 3%
8t &3 7Y IS |

15 | S9HES HACY UGBTI AER i €t »iRAL. (0 | WIRAT. (I oS 81, dtAT,
w3 o), gA., WAEAL. (g W §) Jeardt @ g8 | wiAAL. (g miE §)deardt
e A9 BHtTtedt T 3IAJ9T AIcHeoe It anfnit | fRg g o BMteeet =

IGERGG 3T99T  HAdllleoe  HA™Ur
Jo|
7. The respondents further stated that signatures appended on original

applications for seeking information, and on its enclosures i.e. ID proofs, caste
certificates etc. sent to different PIOs differs from each other.
8. The respondents also referred the instructions of DOPT circulated vide
their letter dated 1/18/2011/IR dated 16.09.2011 stating that “the undersigned is
directed to invite attention to this Department’'s O.M.No.1/4/2009-IR dated 5.10.2009
whereby a guide on the Right to Information Act, 2005 was circulated para 10 of Part 1
of the Guide, inter alia, stated that only such information can be supplied under the Act
which already exists and is held by the public authority or held under the control of the
Contd.....p/9
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public authority. The Public Information Officer is not supposed to create information; or
to interpret information; or to solve the problems raised by the applicants; or to furnish
replies to hypothetical questions. The same issued has been elaborated by the
Supreme Court of India in the matter of Central Board of Secondary Education & Anr.
Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors (Civil Appeal No0.6454 of 2011) reported as
2011(3)RCT(Civil) as follows:-

“At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act. The
RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear
from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’ and ‘right to
information’ under clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any
information in the form of data or analysed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant
may access such information, subject to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But
where the information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where
such information is not required to be maintained under any law or the rules or
regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon the public
authority, to collect or collate such nonavailable information and then furnish it to an
applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish information which require
drawing of inferences and/or making of assumptions. It is also not required to provide
‘advice’ or ‘opinion’ to an applicant, nor required to obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or
‘advice’ to an applicant. The reference to ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of
information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only refers to such material available in the
records of the public authority. Many public authorities have, as a public relation
exercise, provide advice, guidance and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely
voluntary and should not be confused with any obligation under the RTI Act.”
Contd.....p/10
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Hon’ble Apex Court further held that “The RTI Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development and
integration, or to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its citizens-- Nor
should it be converted into a tool of oppression or intimidation of honest officials striving
to do their duty-National does not want a scenario where 75% of the staff of public
authorities spends 75% of their time in collection and furnishing information to
applicants instead of discharging their regular duties----Indiscriminate and impractical
demands or directions under RTI Act for disclosure of all the sundry information
(unrelated to transparency and accountability in the functioning of public authorities and
eradication of corruption) would be counter-productive as it will adversely affect the
efficiency of the administration and result in the executive getting bogged down with the

non-productive work of collecting and furnishing information”.

0. Further, the respondent stated that the Appellant/information seeker has
sought the information which needs to be created/manufactured and collected from
other PIOs. Some PIOs have sent application for seeking information to other-PIOs
under his control for supplying the same directly to the information-seeker. He further
states that some information sought by the appellant is in question from, which is not
covered under Section 2(f). The Hon’ble Supreme Court has time and again said that
the information envisaged under the Act is that which is available on the records of a
public authority. Their Lordships held that though an information-seeker is entitled to all
the information available on the records of public authority. No public authority is
supposed to create or manufacture information for the benefit of the information seeker.
This is a crux of the judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme court of India. To say

the questions cannot be asked as to vide a preposition be accepted. In some points the
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information-seeker has sought information by raising questions, how many, how much
etc. which is not available on the record of the public authority and cannot be supplied
by the PIO as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

10. Further, the representative of the respondents states that most of the PIOs
have supplied information to the appellant which consists of thousands of papers. He
further states that Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has time and again said that the
information envisaged under the RTI Act is that which is available in the records of a
public authority. No public authority is supposed to create, collate or generate
information under the RTI Act on the asking of the information-seeker. In these cases,
the respondents-District Education Officers have to collect the information from other

public authorities under his control and is to be supplied to the information-seeker..

11. After perusal of the record, it is ascertained that selection process was
completed in the year 2009 for appointment of computer masters/teachers in which the
son of the appellant was a candidate for appointment of computer master/teacher. After
the completion of selection process, appointment letters were issued to the successful
candidates and they joined their respective assignments. Now, in the year 2019, the
appellant is seeking information from all the District Education Officers regarding the
appointments of computer masters/teacher and copies of all enclosures including
certificates, to settle her son’s personal score in this forum which is not justified. The
respondents have given thousands of pages to the appellant in the cases by the
different P10s, but she is not satisfied with the same. The information-seeker is advised
to seek specific information from the concerned public authority, who is the custodian of
the record, not from the District Education Officer to supply complete information of
computer masters/teachers working under it. No public authority is supposed to supply
Contd.....p/12
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information after collecting it from the schools under its control. Information sought by
the appellant is voluminous and is to be collected from other public authorities working
under its control is exempted under Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005, which speaks,
“An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it
would disproportionately divert the resources of public authority or would be detrimental
to the safety or preservation of the record in question. Further, the appellant has failed
to establish any public interest for seeking voluminous information. The Commission is
of the considered view that the available information has already been supplied to the
appellant by different public authorities and by the Public Information Officer office of the
Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, SAS Nagar vide their letters dated 31.10.2019
and 12.12.2019. Hence, the cases mentioned above are disposed of and closed.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
Dated : 03.01.2020. ( Suresh Arora)
Chief Information Commissioner
Punjab

CC
PIO/Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab,

Punjab School Education Board Complex,
Sector 62, Mohali (SAS Nagar).



