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4. Inrelation to the multiple/indiscriminate filing of RTI application, Hon’ble Delhi
High Court in Shail Saini Vs. Sanjeev Kumar [W.P (¢) No. ¢¥4/R0%%] had observed
as follows:

4. In the opinion of this Court, the primary duty of the officials of Ministry of Defence
is to protect the sovereignty and integrity of India. If the limited manpower and
resources of the Directorate General, Defence Estates as well as the Cantonment Board are
devoted to address such meaningless queries, this Court is of the opinion that the entire office
of the Directorate General, Defence Estates Cantonment Board would come to stand still. The
Supreme Court in CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay,(R0%%) ¢ SCC %R, has held as
under:
&R. When trying to ensure that the right to information does not conflict with several other
public interests (which includes efficient operations of the Governments, preservation of
confidentiality of sensitive information, optimum use of limited fiscal resources, etc. ), It is
difficult to visualise and enumerate all types of information which require to be exempted from
disclosure in public interest. The legislature has however made an attempt to do so. The
enumeration of exemptions is more exhaustive than the en umeration of exemptions attempted
in the earlier Act, that is, Section ¢ of the Freedom to Information Act, Y003, The courts and
Information Commissions enforcing the provisions of the RTI Act have to adopt a purposive
construction, involving a reasonable and balanced approach which harmonizes the two objects
ofthe Act, while interpreting Section < and the other provisions of the Act.

Q9. Indiscriminate and Impractical demands or directions under the RTI Act for disclosure of

all and sundry information (unrelated to transparency and accountability in the functioning of
public authorities and eradication of corruption) would be counterproductive as it will
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adversely affect the efficiency of the administration and result in the executive getting bogged
down with the nonproductive work of collecting and furnishing information. _

The 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. The nation does not want a scenario where 94 % of the staff
of public authorities spends W4% of their time in collecting and furnishing information to
applicants instead of discharging their regular duties. The threat of pena]tiés

under the RTI Act and the pressure of the authorities under the RTI Act should not lead to
employees of a public authorities prioritizing "information furnishing", at the cost of their
normal and regular duties.

&. After all disproportionate diversion of limited resources to Directorate General,Defence
Estates' office would also take its toll on the Ministry of Defence. The Supreme Court in JCAT
vs. Shaunak H. Satya, (R0%R) ¢ SCC \9¢? has held as under:-

3S. We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to information
intended to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to reduce corruption, falling
under Sections ¥ ({)(b) and (c) and other information which may not have a bearing on
accountability or reducing corruption. The competent authorities under the RTI Act will have
to maintain a proper balance so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information
does not reach unmanageable proportions affecting other public interests,
which include efficient operation of public authorities and the Government, preservation of
confidentiality of sensitive information and optimum use of limited fiscal resources.
Consequently, this Court deems it appropriate to refuse to exercise its writ jurisdiction.
Accordingly, present petition is dismissed. This Court is also of the view that misuse of
the RTI Act has to be appropriately dealt with otherwise the public would lose
faith and confidence in this "sunshine Act". A beneficent Statute, when made a
tool for mischief and abuse must be checked in accordance with law. A copy of
this order is directed to be sent by the Registry to Defence and Law Ministry, so that they may
examine the aspect of misuse of this Act, which confers very important and

valuable rights upon a citizen.

16. “Filing of multiple RTI on the same subject creates fear among the public authority. The
feel tormented by such disgruntled/retired employees consuming through RTI their precious

resource apart from causing mental agony. As observed by the Hon’ble High Court, “a

beneficent Statute, when made a tool for mischief and abuse must be checked in accordance with

2

law.
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