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OFFICE OF THE SEN IOR S#;AiiIi;NbET'IT-OT POLICE-CUM'1 "t APPELLATE

AUrHoRtrY trilioEii irirdr 2005)' ur' cHANDIGARH'

Appeal Order No'
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information was not provided to him

COMMENTS OF CPIO/Hqrs :'

/uT/RTUSSP, dated : oJ'ol JoJq

Mr. Vinod Kumar
Rio H, No. 827, Vikas Nagar,

Mauli Jagran, Chandigarh'

CPIO/Hqrs & East

24.10.2023

07 .11.2023

11.12.2023

ORDER

The appellant has preferred l"tappeal dated 11'12'2023 against the disposal of

his RTI application dated 24'10'2[23by CPIO/Hqrs & East with the contentions that requisite

lnformation sought vide RTI application :'

TheappellantvidehisRTlapplicationdated24.l0.2023hassoughtinformation

on 02 points i'e. action taken on complaint bearing No' ICMS/2023/026415 and why was

complaint bearing No' PW2O22IO75OO mentioned in DDR No' 04 dated 28'04'2022 lodged at

Police Station 19, Chandigarh

cplo/Hqrs vide his comments submitted that RTI application was received in

hisofficetoobtaininformationregardingcomplaintbearingNo.Pw2o22lo75oo.Thereafter'

requisite information was obtained from l/c HAC and appellant was contacted telephonically

tocollecttherequisiteinformation.Thereafter,onoT.ll.2023Visitedtheofficeoftheunder

signedandaftertheinspectionofthefile,collectedtherequisiteinformationintheshapeof

21 pages vide letter No' 635/CPIO/Hqrs/RTl-2023 Dated 07'11 2023'

COMMENTS OF CPIO/East :'

CPto/EastvidehiscommentssubmittedthatRTlapplicationoftheappellant

wasreceivedinhisforsupplyingrequisiteinformation.Thereafter,requisiteinformationWaS

obtainedfromSHoPS.lg,ChandigarhwhoreportedthatcomplaintbearingNo.
lcMs/2023/o264l5isbeingdealtbyPCCBranchandRTlapplicationwasalready
transferred to concemed cplo for providing the information in this regard' lnformation in

regardwithpointNo.2i.e.whywascomplaintbearingNo.Pw2o22toTsoomentionedinDDR

No.04 dated za.o4.zo2ztodged at police Station i9, chandigarh, was denied to the appellant

asappellanthassoughtclarification/querieswhichdoesnotcomesunderthepurviewofRTl'

Act.TheappellantwasinformedaccordinglyvideletterNo'238-RTl/CPlo/EasUDated

Concerned CPIO

Date of RTI application

Reply of CPIO

Date of 1"t APPeal



14.11.2023. Moreover, appellant vide his 1"t appeal has now raised contentions that

information was not provided to him in regard with complaint bearing No lcMS/20231026517 '

instead of complaint bearing No. lcMS/2023 1026415 as sought vide his RTI application'

DECISION:-

lhavegonethroughthecontentsofRTlapplication'appealoftheappellant'

commentsofCPlo/Hqrs&Eastvis-ir-vismaterialavailableonrecordwhichrevealedthatthe

appellantvidehisRTlapplicationhassoughtinformationon02pointsi.e'actiontakenon

complaintbearingNo.lcMs/2023/o264l5andwhywascomplaintbearingNo'Pw2022107500

mentionedinDDRNo.04dated2S.o4.2o22lodgedatPoliceStationlg,Chandigarh.

lnreply,CPlo/Hqrssuppliedtheavailableinformationconsistingof(21)pagesto

theappellantafterarrangingtheinspectionoftherecordandCPloiEastalsoprovidedpointwise

reply to the appellant, yet, the appellant has raised contentions through his instant 1st appeal i'e'

queriesarenotresolvedbytheconcemedCPlo,whicharenotcoveredunderthepurviewof

RTI act.

Moreover,Hon,bleHighCourtofBombayvideitsorderdated03.04.200Sin

case titled as "Dr. celsa Pinto vs. Goa State lnformation commission (w'PNo'419 of 2007)"

categorically explained the issue as under:-

"The definition (of information) cannot include within its fold answers

to the question':wni': iniii iould. be the same thing as as-king the

reason for a 1u'ttilii'"tiin ii' ' particutar thing' The Public ln'forma-tion

Authorities cinnot expect to communicate to the citizen the reason

why a certa"in tniig' *ut done or not done in the sense of a

iustification 
'i"iiii" the citizen makes a requisition about

information' 
-iiiirt*tii'i are mafter within the domain of

adiudicating ;;i;;;l6; and cannot propertv be c/assified as

information'"

Similarly, Hon'ble Central lnformation Commission' New Delhi in Complaint

No.CIC/RBINDlct2o2ol664244titledaS..ShishirGuptaVs.ReserveBankoflndiaalso

cleared the matter as under:-

"The CP(O cannot create information in the manner as sought by the

applicant. The CP|O is onty a communicator of information based on

the records hetd in the office and hence' he cannot be expected to do

research work to deduce anything from the material therein and then

suPPlY it to him"'

lnviewofabove,itisamplyclearthatavailableinformationatthedisposalof

cplo,hasalreadybeensuppliedtotheappellant,yetappellantisnotsatisfiedwiththe
providedinformationandraisedcontentionsthathisqueriesarenotresolved'whichisnot

entertainableunderRTlAct.Henceforth,nomoreactionisrequiredtobetakenontheinstant

appeal.



(KanwardeeP Kaur, IPS)

Senior SuPerintendent of Police
Union Territory, Chandigarh-cum'

1 "t APPellate AuthoritY'

Mr. Vinod Kumar,
R/o H No. 827, Vikas Nagar'
Mauli Jagran, Chandigarh
Mob, Mob. 98154'44017
Copies to :-

CPIO/Hqrs
PIO/East
omputer Section.

1

Z

U

With these observations, instant appeal stands disposed off'

lncase,theappellantisnotsatisfiedwiththedisposalofhisappeal,hecanfile

secondappealbeforetheHon'bleClC,ClCBhawan'BabaGangnathMarg'Munirka'New

Delhi-1 10067 under the RTI Act within 90 days' u


