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File No : CIC/CC{AJZOI6/000685*AB
In the matter of:
Shankar Poddar ‘ :
Sitaram Bhawan, Vidyasagarpur, Behind . .
College, PO. — India, P.S. Kharagpur (T), ' '
~ Dist — Paschim Medinipur — 721305, WB
: ...Appellan‘_r
VS
Cefitral Public Information Officer.
; outh Eastern Railway, O/o the Dy. Chief -
" Mechanical Engineer (Production),
Kharagpur Workshop ‘
' - ...Respondent
_ Dat s '
RTI application ~ * 29.0£.2015
CPIO reply 01.10 2015 : T
First Appeal . 30.1€.2015 : ; {:‘.;-\‘ -—’;"\,“\f\
FAA Order . 27.112015 . ¥
Second Appeal . 24122015 "
Date of hearing - : 23.06.2017
Facts:

The ai:pellant sought information on 10 point:, rulés relatir;g to departmental enquiry.
attested copies of railway board rules, copy of AF AR for 2000-01, 2010-11, attested copy of
pay slip of Nov 14 and Aug 15, attested copy of C .A Card for the month of March 2011. The
CPIO replied on 01.10.2015 . The appellant being aggrieved filed first appeal on 30.10.2015.
The FAA provided a revised reply on 27.11.2015.

Grounds for Second Appeal

]:I?P_‘CPIO did not provide the desired information .



Order

Appellant « : Present
Respondent : PIO, Shri Ast ish

At the outset the Commission observes that ‘he same appellant had filed repeated RTI
applications for the redressal of his grievances. Tle appellant however insists that the RTI
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applications submitted by him before the CIC ate rclated to different subject matters. During

the hearing the Commission observes that the metter is related to the appellant’s service
grievance and the same had been dealt with earlier n other similar cases. The conduct of the
appellant in filing applications for second appeil before CIC repeatedly needs to be
discouraged. ) : ' :

On perusal of record it was seen that appellant’s service grievance related RTI

applications were adjudicated in several earlier case;. The Commission is of the view that the

appellant’s second appeals are endless and need to k= checked at the initial stage itself.

The table below reflects the history of his ea lier second appeal cases;

Sl Case No. _ - | RTI Decision Remarks
no. application : :
1 CIC/VS/A/2014/002145/BJ | 18.02.2014: 27.10.2016: Disposed

Regarding CPIO to  provide | of

Indian necessary - information

Railway | within a period of 10

Rules days.

empowering

Railway !

Authority  to | "

treat ail

¥ employee’s

attendance a.

unauthorised

absence. ,
2 CIC/VS/C/2014/000568/BJ | 10.09.2014: 05.01.2017: | Disposed

Copy of hi| Grievance, no further | of
G.4 card fo | intervention  of  the

the month of| Commission is
March 2011 | warranted in  this
copies of | matter.
letters date." |
13.10.2012
and .
' 14.10.2012.
3 CIC/VS/A/2014/003695/AB | 18.02.2014: | 20.07.2016: Disposed
. Regarding PIO was directed to | of
| rules  unde. | provide information
which  leavi' |.within 15 days.
‘ | of absence i |

considered a.’
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unauthorised
leave _in
connection
witin his
unauthorised

leave of 2012.

CIC/RK/A/2016/000138/AB | 18.02.2014: 06.04.2017: Disposed
Reg arding Information provided is | of
rulcs  under | just and proper.” The
which his | Commission finds no
absance was | ground fo intervene in |
considered as | the malfer.
uncuthorised .
abs 2nce
des,site
submission of
leae
aptlication.
CIC/AB/A/2016/000362/AB | 10.19.2014: | 11.05.2017: Disposed
Copy of his | The same RTT | of
' G.¢ card for | application .was heard |
the month of | in case no
Ma-ch 2011, | CIC/VS/C/2014/000568
copies of |on 05.01.17. Hence,
lettors  dated | infructuous.
13.10.2012 '
anc
14.'0.2012
efc.
CIC/AB/A/2016/000363/AB | 20.17.2015: 11.05.2017: Disposed
: Regarding CPIO  directed  to | of
rulcs of IREM | furnish the copy of the
relcting  to | reply dated 08.08.13.
APAR of
employees.
CIC/AB/A/2016/000386/AB | 18.)2.2014: | 01.06.2017: Disposed
Regarding The same RTI | of
Ind’an application was decided
; Railway on 20.07.2016,
Ruizs 27.10.2016 and
empowering | 06.04.2017 in appeal
Railway case nos.
Authority  to | CIC/VS/A/2014/003695,
trect an | CIC/VS/A/2014/002145
emjloyee’s and
attendance as | CIC/RK/A/2016/000138.
unc uthorised | Hence, present appeal is
_ absence. infructuos.
CIC/CC/A/2016/000606/AB | 06.)7.2015: 19.06.2017: Disposed
Reyarding CPIO was directed to | of
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Railway provide  the  specific |
Service rules within 15 days. |
Conduct '
Rules, Copy |
‘ of APAR for T
the yar !
2012-13 et . i
9 CIC/CC/A/2016/000685-AB | 29.08.201%: Present |
' rules relaiing Case i
to ‘
departmen al i
enquiry, i
attested
copies of )
railway bcard
rules, cop’ of
APAR  for
2000-01,
2010-11,
aitested copy i
of pay slipy of j
Nov 14 and
; Aug 15,
attested copy !
of GA Card !
for the month
of Mrch
2011 ' .
10 | CIC/RK/A/2016/001125-AB | 23.09.2015 .Pending
Clarificat.on
regarding
Disciplincry
' Rules.
11 | CIC/RK/A/2016/001067-AB | 28.09.2015 Pending
Rules
regarding not
granting {
resignaticn
and not
granting
. leave.
12 | CIC/SERLK/A/2017/144236 | 17.03.2017: Pending
Copy of
Railway
. ' Board let ers
13 | CIC/SERLK/A/2017/133653 | 06.01.2017: Pending
Copy of
railway toard
rules and
| letters.
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The above cases-are highlighted here to d:scribe the attempt by the appe "

system of RTI Act to redress his service grievances. The appellant was heard at len,c:",t n
earlier cases and it transpired that his main grouse is certain “unjust” decisions of the ral h’f’ay
authorities which the Commission is alas 1 nable to redress. Further, it is relevant to mention
here that the Commission’s endeavour is o dispose of second appeal cast?s filed k?efore the
CIC in a time bound and effective mainer. The cases are fixed by the Registry in a
chronological sequence. There are a numter of appellants who are waiting for settlement of
their cases of appeals and complaints in th:: queue before the Commission. Hence the_ present
and similar other cases strike at the very root of the dispensation ‘of speedy and effective

justice of the CIC. ‘

The Commission observes that the RTI Act is aimed at bringing within its ambit the right of
every citizen to information in order to promote transparency and accountability irj. the
working of every public authority in the co intry.

The Commission also observes that in som: cases certain disgruntled employees of the public
authorities try to sabotage' the informatior dispersing system through the unethical route of
flooding the system with repeated applications/ flood of applications thereby trying to cause
unnecessary pressure on these public authcrities to settle their service related grievanc*;cs.f The
Commission likes to caution these elemen:s to desist from doing the same in a spiritrof fme

democracy, patriotism and above all decorim.

A coordinate bench of this Commistion in its order dated 10/11/2015 (File No.
CIC/RM/A/2014/900600-SA ete— Mr. <umar Pankaj Anand Vs University Grants
Commission) has observed as under- :

"13. The Commission noticed that three or
authority, who were either suspended or r
Jacing disciplinary action

Jour  former employees in every public

‘moved or facing charges, convicted in a crime or

» Or Irying fo run a counter inquiry with several harassine
S

inter Bundrads, , the RTI applications are running
undredas similar to those posed by lawyers during cross examination. It is almost a

parallel enquiry against the authorities 1 hose decision or disciplinazy action micht hay
adversely affected them. The respondents submitted that they were ready to co lor m:
the RTI dct  bu answering  ‘enuiry’ Iype  questions fr."c} re e W”.
_ ‘ e epeated  RT]
ersion of re: ources, energy besides having demoraljzi



respondent officers and findy nevd to address this serlois Jwsne,

Government of Indica and Information ¢ ommissions 10 8¢¢ hat the
CConmmlsslon pecords

rendesvons  fordisgruntled  elements. The /
) epeale

anaingt the misuse by appellant and i groiyr of e Ihvlenals who filed ndtiple, repealec and

: o nergy an

vexations K11 applications and - appeals coing energy and

resourees of public authorities.”

Wl Aet will - not - become
the admonition

serlons wastage of time,

“n Prem Prakash  Kunne v NEL, o Panipat (Decision  no. 2'|6/|C'f(ﬁ)f20()6, J'.No.
CLO/MAZAZ2006/00374 & 375 dated 28 August 20006) the appellnnt sought documents and specific
comments o' CPIO on 89 quories, The Lenrned Commis sioner Shii MM Angari observed that in fact,
the nature of queries and the information sought are yuch that the tnformation seeker would never

he satisfied becanse the promotion of self interest, ratl er than public inferest, was dominant, as the
appellant had sought redressal of grievances. " “

N T
In the present case, the CP1O had provided parawise reply which was followed by the First
Appellate Authorily (FAA)'s order on some poinls. Henee, lhe Commission finds no tresit in
this second appeal as the case is related Lo a cimilar subject matter which was already

adjudicated upon,

In view of the above, the present appeal is dismizsed with “advice” to the appellant to use

the RTT Act in a more constructive manner in future.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties free of cost.

' [Amitava Bhattacharyya]
Information Commissioner

Authenticated true copy
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