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Obzervalion: A caze of unethical misuze of ET1 by a lawyer
Heard on 02.01 2015, Complainant is present. Respondent is represented by Dr. Nigha Agarwal

FACTS:
1. It iz a case where a white paper is mischievously posted as RTI application and the time of PIO, FAA and CIC
15 consnmed m a most unéthical manner by a clever lawver. The complamant through his RTI applicahion (white paper)
allegedly dt 9.5.2014 sought for nformation in relation to a widow pension, no. of application submitted with respect to i,
detail of the application if rejected.
2. Claaming non firmishing of the mformation, complamant approaches the commizsion imder section 18 of the Act
DECISION
3. Dunng the heanng the respondent submitted that complainant has sent a white paper mstead of RTI application
mn the envelop. The complainant has even approached the first pr:ﬂ:-’ll: anthonty and was absend on the date of heanng
o FAA

4. FAA, vide order dt 4.7.2014 disposed of the matter with the following observation:
“As the PICY District Social Welfare Officer (Westi has not received the proper RTI application of the Appellant thus, no
ac tion is required to be laken in this regard The appellant may either produce evidence of subnsission of above said RTT
application to enable the PIC 1o _fiernish the requisite reply or file a fresh application in this regard

5. When Commission asked why applicant has not responded to letter written by the PIO pointing out that only white
paper was dispatched or to the order of FAA to give the copy of RTI application, the Complaimant maintained silence

6. After hearing the submisgion made, the Commission observes that the complainant i misusing the RTI Act and
despite of FAA order he has not furmshed the copy of RT1 application to the respondent and he has nothing to show ﬂlEJ:
he has not sent white paper. The Commission absolutely finds no merit in the complaint. It is a bl
misuse of the nght to informaticn given under the RTI Act by complainant who i2 alzo a lawyer. The lawyer/applicant
caused wastage of public money at PIO's office, FAA's office and also at the CIC. He did not even pay Rs 10 as fee, as he
did not attach the [PO also. After heanng this complainant. the Commission convinced that this is abeolutely a case of
migconduct which need to be probed. The Commassion exercising its powers under Section 19(8 }a) requres the Bar
Council of Delh/Bar Council of India to probe whether the appellan is an advocate, and if 5o, did he resort to this kind of
i scondict, maquire mio and 11 proved (o be misconduct (ake Necessary Achon agmnst s misconduct. I 15 in the public
mterest and in the interest of saving the regime of Right to Information, it needs to be protected from these kinds of
mami pulations and misuse. The prompt action of Bar Couneil in this regard will provide such protection

Hence, the cuml:ll aind second H.E!I:El 15 rﬂ:c[ul with a warming fo _appell lant to deaist from this kind of unethical
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