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Date: 21.6.26 
177 / Marine Drive pol ststion/ complaint against PS GAD Dr. Atul Patne / RTI amendment folder and file 
To,
The Senior Police Inspector,
Marine Drive Police Station,
Mumbai.
Cc to 
Dcp Zone 1 
Addl CP south region
Application u/s 173 BNSS
Subject: Complaint for registration of FIR under Sections 198, 199, 201 of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 against Dr. Atul Patne, Principal Secretary, General Administration Department, Government of Maharashtra, Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032.
Kamlakar Shenoy,
Trustee, Petition Group Foundation Trust,
Registration No. E-36451(M) dated 10.12.2021,
B-903, Vaishali Apart., Opp MTNL, Mazgaon, Mumbai-400010.                           Complainant 
v/s 
Dr. Atul Patne,
Principal Secretary to the Government,
General Administration Department,
Mantralaya, Madam Cama Marg,
Hutatma Rajguru Chowk,
Mumbai 400 032.   
And other unknown accused                                                                                               Accused. 

The complaint is filed against illegal rules which are formulated knowingly that these rules are in violation of the basic principles and spirit of RTI act. 
1. The complainant is a citizen of India, RTI activist, senior citizen, and Trustee of Petition Group Foundation Trust, Registration No. E-36451(M) dated 10.12.2021, engaged in sustained public interest civic work including filing and pursuing RTI applications, first appeals, and second appeals before public authorities and the Maharashtra State Information Commission. The complainant has direct locus standi as a citizen whose RTI rights are personally and directly injured by the impugned notification, and as a public interest trustee representing the collective interests of all RTI users in Maharashtra.
2. The accused, Dr. Atul Patne, is a senior Indian Administrative Service officer holding the post of Principal Secretary, General Administration Department, Government of Maharashtra. He personally signed and caused the publication of the Maharashtra Right to Information Rules, 2026 by Gazette Notification dated 12 June 2026 bearing No. GAD/12020/4/2025-GAD-DESK-6, published in the Maharashtra Government Gazette, Extraordinary, Part IV-A, No. 228. A copy of the notification is annexed as Annexure A.
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY FOUNDATION
3. The RTI Act as a tool of citizen education and upliftment: i. The Right to Information Act, 2005 is not a routine administrative statute. It is a transformative legislation rooted in Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India, enacted by Parliament to empower citizens, particularly those from economically weaker and marginalised sections, to access information held by public authorities, to educate themselves about government functioning, to challenge arbitrary and corrupt official action, to assert their rights, and to improve their quality of life and living standards. ii. The Supreme Court in Union of India v. Association for Democratic Reforms, (2002) 5 SCC 294 held that the right to information is a fundamental right under Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution. 
4. The Supreme Court in CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay, (2011) 8 SCC 497 held that the RTI Act must be interpreted liberally to advance its object of transparency and citizen empowerment. iii. Any rule that creates additional burdens, costs, restrictions, or procedural obstacles beyond what Parliament has prescribed strikes at the heart of this legislation and causes direct injury to the poorest, most vulnerable, and most marginalised citizens of Maharashtra who most need this right.

5. Illegal amendment caused which is against the RTI act, subordinate legislation has to make rules for better implementation of the Act and not to destroy the purpose and spirit of RTI act. 

Section 28 of the RTI Act - The True Scope of Rule-Making Power: . Section 28(1) of the RTI Act provides: "The appropriate Government may, by notification in the Official Gazette, make rules to carry out the provisions of this Act."

i. The critical words are "to carry out the provisions of this Act." These words define and confine the entire rule-making power. Rules may only be made to carry out, meaning to implement, facilitate, and operationalise, the provisions of the Act. Rules cannot be made to restrict, override, diminish, limit, burden, or contradict the provisions of the Act. It has to be only citizen and applicant friendly. 
ii. Section 28(2) then enumerates specific subjects on which rules may be made, including the fee payable under Section 6(1), the fee payable under Section 7(1), and other enumerated procedural matters. This enumeration is illustrative of the kind of rules that carry out the Act, not an exhaustive permission to cover all subjects under the sun.
iii. The key test therefore, derived from the express words of Section 28(1), is: Does this rule carry out to facilitate better implementation of a provision of the RTI Act, or does it create all the unwanted and unwarranted restrictions to defeat the purpose of well-informed citizenry and informed citizens or override a provision of the Act? Rules 3,4,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,17,18,21 of the Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 fail this test comprehensively and instead restrict, burden, and override the very provisions they purport to carry out.
iv. The Supreme Court in Kunj Behari Lal Butail v. State of H.P., (2000) 3 SCC 40 held that delegated legislation made "to carry out the provisions of" a statute cannot travel beyond what the statute itself provides. A rule that restricts what the statute permits is not carrying out the statute. It is defeating the statute.
v. The Supreme Court in Indian Express Newspapers v. Union of India, (1985) 1 SCC 641 held that a rule which has the effect of whittling down a fundamental right guaranteed by the Constitution cannot be sustained. Rules 3,4,7,8,9,10, 11,12,13,15,16,17,18,21 whittle down the fundamental right to information under Article 19(1)(a) and are therefore doubly invalid, being ultra vires both the Act and the Constitution.
vi. Blatant violation of section 7(8)(i) and 19(5) RTI act: now these ingredients are changed by putting the responsibility on applicants and saving and protecting the PIO, FAA, and SIC from their responsibility. 
vii. Blatant violation of section 26 (d), (e), (f), (g) (i): 

26(D): the assistance available from the duties of CPIO or SPIO, as the case may be, of the public authority under this Act. 

26 E: the assistance available from CIC or SIC as the case may be

26F: all remedies available regarding an act or failure to act in respect of a right or duty conferred or imposed by this Act including the manner of filing an appeal to the Commission. 

VVIMP

26 I: any additional regulations or circulars made or issued in relation to obtaining access to an information in accordance with Act. 

6. The role of the Governor and sole responsibility of the accused:
i. The Governor of Maharashtra is a constitutional head who acts on the aid and advice of the Council of Ministers under Article 163 of the Constitution. The Governor does not independently examine the legal validity, constitutional compliance, or consistency with binding judicial precedents of every notification placed before him. 
ii. The exclusive constitutional and administrative duty of the Principal Secretary, GAD, who is the accused, is to examine the legal validity of every proposed rule, to satisfy himself that proposed rules are within Section 28 of the RTI Act and do not travel beyond "carrying out" the provisions of the Act, to verify consistency with binding Supreme Court precedents under Article 141 of the Constitution, and only then to place the notification before the Governor for signature. 
iii. iii. The accused is the officer who prepared, examined, recommended, and signed the notification. The criminal act lies not in the Governor's signature but in the accused's act of causing an unlawful, unconstitutional, incorrect notification to be prepared, recommended, and published. The accused is the sole author of the criminal acts complained of herein.
THE ILLEGAL PROVISIONS AND THEIR IMPACT
6. Rule 7 - Single subject restriction and 150-word limit: 
What the Act says: Section 6(1) of the RTI Act requires only that a request be made in writing, specifying the information sought. The Act imposes no restriction on the number of subjects and no restriction on word count. Parliament deliberately chose not to impose these restrictions. 

a. What Rule 7 does: Rule 7 restricts every RTI application to a single subject matter and provides that it shall not "ordinarily" exceed 150 words. It further provides that if an application relates to more than one subject, the PIO shall respond only to the first subject. 
b. The word "ordinarily" makes the 150-word limit advisory, not mandatory: The RTI Rules, 2026 themselves use the word "ordinarily" in Rule 7, which means the 150-word limit is not a mandatory condition. It is a guideline. A PIO who rejects or restricts an application solely because it exceeds 150 words is therefore acting contrary even to the plain text of Rule 7 itself. The accused has framed a provision so vague in its own terms that it cannot be consistently implemented, yet its very vagueness will be used by PIOs to arbitrarily reject applications, causing injury to applicants. 
c. The phrase "one subject matter" is undefined and indefinable: Rule 7 provides that an application must relate to "one subject matter" but nowhere in the Rules, the Act, or any other legislation is "one subject matter" defined. Information about a single government project may involve the appointment of a contractor, the tender procedure, the cost incurred, the quality of work, the inspection reports, and the payments made. Are these one subject or six subjects? There is no answer in the Rules. This vagueness is not accidental. In the absence of a definition, every PIO will interpret "one subject" differently, creating ad hoc and arbitrary decisions across thousands of offices in Maharashtra. This indefiniteness is itself a ground of invalidity of Rule 7.
d. Section 28 test: Does Rule 7 carry out Section 6(1) of the Act? No. It restricts Section 6(1) by imposing conditions Parliament did not impose. It fails the Section 28 test and is ultra vires.
e. Binding precedent violated: CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay, (2011) 8 SCC 497 mandates liberal interpretation of the RTI Act to advance transparency. A restriction on word count and subject matter, imposed by delegated legislation, is directly contrary to this mandate and violates Article 141 of the Constitution. 
f. Impact on timelines: The Maharashtra State Information Commission already takes years to decide second appeals. With Rule 7 requiring separate applications for each subject, the number of RTI applications, first appeals, and second appeals will multiply manifold. A matter that currently requires one application and potentially one second appeal will now require five separate applications and potentially five separate second appeals. The SIC backlog will increase exponentially. What currently takes years will take decades. The accused, as a senior officer in the GAD which oversees the SIC, must have known this and yet caused these rules to be notified.
g. An affidavit is filed By GAD dept in PIL 65 of 2012 at par 8 that the suggestion are advisory and not mandatory. 


7. Rule 9 - Mandatory citizenship identity proof: 
Section 6(2) of the RTI Act explicitly provides: "An applicant making a request for information shall not be required to give any reason for requesting the information or any other personal details except those that may be necessary for contacting him." The only personal details that may be required are contact details. 
i. Rule 9: Rule 9 requires every applicant to attach a self-attested photo identity proof proving citizenship. It further provides that the PIO may return any application not accompanied by identity proof. 
ii. This directly contradicts Section 6(2): A photo identity document is not a contact detail. Rule 9 therefore directly contradicts the express prohibition in Section 6(2). It fails the Section 28 test because it does not carry out Section 6(2). It overrides and contradicts it. A rule that contradicts its parent statute is void. 
iii. Danger to life of applicants: The complainant specifically draws the attention of this Police Station to the fact that requiring a photo identity document in every RTI application creates a permanent paper trail linking the applicant's photograph, name, and address to every information request they make. It is known to all citizens, and documented in multiple cases, that public servants against whom information is sought through RTI have harassed, threatened, and in reported cases caused harm to RTI applicants and activists. Several RTI activists across India have lost their lives or faced serious threats after filing RTI applications that exposed powerful interests. Requiring mandatory photo identity in every RTI application is therefore not merely an administrative inconvenience. It is a provision that can endanger the life and safety of applicants by making it easy for the accused public servant or his associates to identify and locate the applicant. The notification creates a systemic danger to the physical safety of RTI activists and ordinary citizens alike. This aspect makes the act of the accused graver in nature. 
iv. Exclusion of vulnerable citizens: Millions of poor citizens in Maharashtra, including migrant workers, homeless persons, elderly persons without updated documents, and persons displaced by urban redevelopment, do not possess standard photo identity documents. Rule 9 excludes these most vulnerable citizens from exercising their RTI rights. 
v. Section 28 test: Section 6(2) prohibits requiring personal details beyond contact information. Rule 9 requires exactly what Section 6(2) prohibits. It fails the test and is ultra vires.
8. Rule 10 - Disposal of repeated requests:
What the Act says: The RTI Act contains no provision authorising a PIO to reject a repeated application as a category. Each application must be considered on its own merits. 
i. Section 7(1) requires the PIO to either supply information or reject it with reasons citing a specific exemption under Section 8 or Section 9. 
ii. What Rule 10 does: Rule 10 provides that where information sought by an applicant has already been provided to the same applicant earlier, the PIO may dispose of the repeat application by referring to the earlier correspondence.
iii. Why this is fraudulent on citizens: 
9. Rule 10: REPEATED REQUEST: . 

a) It uses "same" information. But in practice, every PIO will treat information that appears similar as the same, thereby disposing of applications without providing information the applicant actually needs. THERE CAN BE SIMILAR RTI APPLICATION AND MAY VARY WITH TIME AND YEARS AND CONTENTS AND MANY THINGS WHICH THE PIO AND FAA MAY NOT BE AWARE OF 

b. Government records are dynamic: The same information sought at two different points in time may yield different answers because the underlying facts have changed. A citizen who asked about a contractor's payment in 2024 and was provided an answer may in 2026 need the updated payment records for the same contractor. The PIO under Rule 10 can reject the 2026 application by referring to the 2024 response, even though the information sought is factually different.

c. A citizen may legitimately need multiple certified copies of the same information to produce before different authorities, namely courts, tribunals, regulatory bodies, or administrative bodies. Each such copy is a separate and legitimate information request. Rule 10 allows the PIO to refuse by saying the information was already provided, thereby denying the citizen the certified copy she or he requires.

d. It is a well-documented fact that senior police officers, including DCPs and ACPs in Maharashtra, routinely deny RTI information by claiming it falls under exemptions or by raising procedural objections. Rule 10 now provides another tool to deny legitimate information requests by characterising them as repetitive.

e. The Section 28 test: Does Rule 10 carry out any provision of the RTI Act? No. The RTI Act contains no provision for disposal of repeated requests. 

Rule 10 adds a new ground of rejection that Parliament did not create. It fails the Section 28 test and is ultra vires.
10. Rule 3 and Rule 4 - Unreasonable and extortionate fees: i. Application fee of Rs. 30 under Rule 3: 
a. The Central RTI Rules prescribe an application fee of Rs. 10. Maharashtra has tripled this to Rs. 30 without any cost justification. APPEAL RS.50, AND 2ND APPEAL RS. 100, COST OF 3 SETS OF COPIES 

b. Government is not a commercial entity entitled to profit from a fundamental right. The RTI Act is a social welfare legislation. Treating RTI applications as a revenue source is contrary to the object of the Act and contrary to the principle that access to fundamental rights must not be priced out of reach of citizens.

11. The Section 28 test: Section 28(2) permits rules prescribing fees. But the fee must be reasonable and must not defeat the purpose of the Act. A fee three times the Central rate, with no cost justification, is not "carrying out" Section 6(1). It is deterring its exercise.
ii. Per page fee of Rs. 5 under Rule 4: 
a. In 2026, the commercial market rate for photocopies in Mumbai at any private establishment operating on commercial electricity tariffs and commercial profit motive is Re. 1 per page or at most Rs. 2 per page on large format.

b. Government offices have their own photocopying equipment purchased at public expense, maintained at public expense, operated by government employees already on the government payroll, using government electricity. The actual marginal cost of one additional photocopy to the government is well below Re. 1.

c. Charging Rs. 5 per page when commercial establishments charge Re. 1 per page is not a cost-recovery measure. It is a revenue extraction measure that penalises citizens for exercising a fundamental right.

d. Rule 4(d) charges Rs. 5 per page even for digital or scanned copies. A digital scan costs nothing beyond the electricity consumed by operating a scanner for a few seconds. Rs. 5 per digital page is wholly unjustifiable and bears no relationship to actual cost.

e. A citizen who needs 200 pages of information pays Rs. 1,000 in copying charges alone, plus Rs. 30 application fee, plus Rs. 50 first appeal fee, plus Rs. 100 second appeal fee if required. The total cost of pursuing one RTI matter to conclusion can exceed Rs. 1,180, which is prohibitive for ordinary citizens and entirely defeats the purpose of the Act.

f. The Supreme Court in *Common Cause v. Union of India*, (1999) 6 SCC 667 held that access to fundamental rights must not be priced out of reach of ordinary citizens.
12.  Rule 13 - Reversal of burden of proof in personal information exemption:
What binding precedent says: section 19(5) and 7(8)(i)
i. The Supreme Court in held unambiguously that the burden of establishing an exemption under Section 8(1) of the RTI Act lies on the public authority claiming the exemption. The applicant does not bear the burden. 
ii. Adverse effect of Rule 13: Rule 13 provides that "the burden of establishing the existence of such larger public interest shall lie on the applicant seeking the information, and mere assertion of public interest shall not be sufficient." 
iii. This directly violates Article 141: Rule 13 reverses the burden of proof established by a binding Supreme Court judgment. Under Article 141 of the Constitution, the law declared by the Supreme Court is binding on all courts and all authorities throughout the territory of India. Incorporating into subordinate legislation a position of law directly contrary to a binding Supreme Court judgment is a violation of Article 141 itself. 
iv. Section 28 : It adds to Section 8(1)(j) a burden-shifting mechanism that the Act does not contain and that binding Supreme Court precedent expressly forbids. It fails the Section 28 test.

13. No Study Was Conducted on How These Changes Will Help the Common Man 
The complainant specifically avers and submits as follows: (also violates the RTI act )
i. There is no record in the public domain of any study, survey, analysis, impact assessment, or evaluation conducted by the General Administration Department, the Maharashtra State Information Commission, or any other government body before the Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 were framed, on the question of how these new rules will benefit the common man. 

a. Especially Rule 3,4,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,17,18,21
b. Impact of amendment on the purpose, spirit and use of RTI act by common man 
c. The present status of 2nd appeals and time duration for disposing of the 2nd appeal as on 10.6.26 i.e. before the amendment is carried out. 
d. The projected 2nd appeal to be received yearly, and the time duration of 2nd appeal to be disposed of. 
e. The number of applications received up to 10.6.2026 and number of application which shall be received after the above amendments, in view of 150 words, one subject and paper consumption due to provision 3 set of copies and prescribed form which would require more papers and its impact om environment 
ii. No empirical basis has been provided for the 150-word limit in Rule 7. No study establishes that RTI applications exceeding 150 words cause administrative difficulty, delay, or burden. The 150-word limit is an arbitrary figure pulled from thin air with no evidentiary foundation. 
iii. No empirical basis has been provided for restricting applications to a single subject. No study establishes that multi-subject applications cause systemic problems. The single-subject restriction is equally arbitrary.
iv. No cost analysis has been placed in the public domain to justify the fee of Rs. 30 for an application under Rule 3 or Rs. 5 per page under Rule 4. The government has not published any study showing that the actual cost of processing an RTI application is Rs. 30 or that the actual cost of producing one photocopy is Rs. 5. The fees are arbitrary figures bearing no relationship to actual cost.
v. No study has been conducted or published on the impact of mandatory citizenship identity proof under Rule 9 on vulnerable populations, including migrant workers, homeless persons, elderly citizens without updated documents, and persons from economically weaker sections who may not possess standard photo identity documents. 
vi. No assessment has been made of the danger to the life and safety of RTI applicants resulting from mandatory identity disclosure under Rule 9, notwithstanding the documented history of violence, threats, and harassment against RTI activists in Maharashtra and across India. vii. No study has been conducted on the impact of Rule 10, allowing disposal of repeated requests, on the ability of citizens to obtain updated information, multiple certified copies, or fresh disclosures in changed circumstances. viii. The complete absence of any empirical, evidentiary, or consultative basis for these rules establishes that they were framed not in the public interest but for the benefit of the public servant bureaucracy that is the subject of RTI accountability.
No Public Awareness Exercise Was Conducted
14. The complainant further submits: 
a. There is no record of any public awareness campaign, public notice, draft notification for public comment, or consultation paper issued by GAD before the Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 were finalized and published. 
b.  The notification was published on 12 June 2026 and came into force on the same date, giving citizens, civil society organizations, RTI activists, lawyers, and all affected stakeholders zero notice and zero opportunity to comment, object, or participate in the rule-making process. 
c. By contrast, legitimate regulatory action affecting citizens' rights, even in commercial and economic matters, is routinely preceded by publication of draft regulations for public comment, holding of public consultations, and consideration of stakeholder representations. The Central Government's own Ministries follow this practice for subordinate legislation under regulatory statutes. 
d. The RTI Act governs a fundamental right. If subordinate legislation affecting commercial interests requires public consultation, subordinate legislation affecting a fundamental right requires it all the more. The complete bypassing of any consultative process for legislation directly impacting Article 19(1)(a) rights is constitutionally indefensible.
e. The rushed, opaque, and unilateral nature of this rule-making exercise is itself evidence of the intent behind it. When a government notifies rules affecting millions of citizens, on the same day they come into force, with no prior draft, no prior notice, and no prior consultation, the inference of mala fide intent is not merely permissible but necessary.

15.   How these Rules cause nuisance to citizens and promote corruption and obstruct transparency and accountability by obstructing of vital and mandatory information. 
The complainant submits that an honest and objective analysis of each impugned rule reveals a consistent and unmistakable pattern: every rule makes it harder for citizens to seek information and easier for public servants to deny it. This is not coincidence. It is design. The specific analysis is as follows:
i. Rule 7 - Single subject and 150 words: A citizen exposing corruption in a government project needs information about the tender, the contractor, the cost, the payment, the inspection, and the beneficiary. Under Rule 7, she or he must file six separate applications, pay six application fees, wait six separate 30-day periods, file six first appeals if denied, and file six second appeals if the FAA fails. The cost and time involved will deter most citizens from pursuing accountability. The corrupt official benefits from this deterrence. The honest citizen is penalised. 
The PIO and FAA consider the issues raised in one subject as different subject. 
ii.  Rule 9 - Identity proof: A citizen who exposes corruption by a local official through an RTI application will now have her or his identity, photograph, and address on record in that official's office. The potential for intimidation, harassment, and retaliation is direct and immediate. It is well known and documented that RTI applicants in Maharashtra and across India have faced threats, physical assault, and worse at the hands of public servants and their associates whose corruption has been exposed through RTI. Rule 9 arms the corrupt with the information they need to identify and locate their accusers. Honest citizens are endangered. The corrupt are protected.
The PIO, FAA and SIC and SCIC should first disclose their own proof of citizenship. The details of documents which proves citizenship has been not been disclosed. 
iii. Rule 10 - Disposal of repeated requests: A corrupt official who has denied information once can now deny it again by simply referring to the earlier denial. The applicant who knows the information has changed, or who needs a fresh certified copy, or who was given incomplete information earlier, has no remedy under Rule 10 except to file another application and go through the entire process again, which will again be rejected as repetitive. The corrupt official is shielded from persistent accountability. The honest citizen is exhausted into submission. 
iv. Rule 13 - Burden on applicant for personal information exemption: A corrupt official can characterise any information about his conduct as personal information and claim exemption. Under the RTI Act and binding Supreme Court precedent, the burden of establishing the exemption is on the official. Under Rule 13, the burden is reversed onto the citizen. The citizen must now prove why she or he needs information about the corrupt official's conduct. The corrupt official sits in judgment over whether the citizen has made that case. This is precisely the situation the RTI Act was designed to prevent. Rule 13 re-creates the very evil the Act was designed to cure. 
v. Rules 3 and 4 - Unreasonable fees: Higher fees deter applications. Fewer applications mean fewer exposures of corruption. Government offices that are most corrupt generate the most RTI applications because citizens seek to hold them accountable. Higher fees reduce this accountability pressure. The corrupt benefit directly from reduced RTI activity. The honest citizen pays more to exercise a fundamental right.
vi. Annexure A i.e. the RTI application: 
para 5: purpose, para 6: subject matter and 150 words, para 10: proof of identity these are absolutely not permitted in RTI act.   
The cumulative picture presented by Rules 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, and 13 of the Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 is therefore one of a deliberate, systematic, and coordinated legislative exercise designed to protect public servant accountability from citizen scrutiny, disguised as routine rule-making under Section 28 of the RTI Act. This is not the making of rules "to carry out the provisions of the Act" within Section 28(1). It is the making of rules to defeat the provisions of the Act. It is not official duty. It is abuse of office. 
Defeating the main purpose to create an informed citizenry and transparency of information which are vital to its functioning and also to conatin corruption and to hold Governments and their instrumematalities accountable to the governed  
2 J: right to information means the right to information accessible under this act which is held by or under the control of any public authority and includes right to-
i. Inspection of work, documents, records
ii. Taking notes, extracts or certified copies of documents or records
iii. Taking certified samples of materails
iv. Obtaining information in the form of diskettes, floppies, tapes, video cassettes or in any other electronic mode or through printouts where such information is stored in a computer or in any other device 
15A. Rule 2(K) – Personal Information – Expansion of Secrecy and Reduction of Transparency. Violates the section 2F, 8(j) 8(2), 

i. Rule 2(K) defines "personal information" in an extremely wide manner and is capable of being used to deny information relating to public servants, public property, public funds, allotments, tenders, contracts, licenses, beneficiaries of Government schemes and public decision-making.
ii. Fraud, corruption, misuse of public property, illegal allotments, irregular appointments, favoritism and abuse of public office, failure to discharge duty and several illegal acts frequently come to light only through RTI applications.
iii. Information relating to public property, public funds and discharge of public functions cannot ordinarily be treated as purely personal information.
Information regarding compliance of mandatory laws, and criteria of appointment which prescribes particular education, physical fitness, mental alertness, physically handicapped are public documents and likely to be denied on wrongful grounds. 
iv. The combined effect of Rule 2(K) and Rule 13 is to increase secrecy in the working of public servants and public authorities, reduce / destroy transparency and make it easier for public authorities to deny information relating to fraud, corruption, irregularities and misuse of public resources, failure to discharge official duties.
v. The Rule therefore frustrates / destroys the basic and mandatory spirit, object and purpose of the RTI Act which seeks disclosure, transparency and accountability in public administration.
15B. Rule 8 – Inspection of Records, violation of section 2(J)(i) 
Rule 8 makes inspection dependent upon the satisfaction and discretion of the Public Information Officer.
It converts the right into discretionary powers of the PIO & FAA ( who mostly if not all are absolutely incapable, untrained, and have no intention to discharge their official duty and act as per the oath taken while joining the duty as public servant)  
i. Inspection of records is one of the most important rights available to a citizen under the RTI Act.
ii. Citizens frequently discover missing pages, altered records, suppressed documents, interpolations and irregularities only through inspection of records.
iii. A statutory right cannot be converted into a discretionary privilege.
iv. The Rule creates avoidable procedural barriers and increases the possibility of arbitrary denial of inspection.
v. The Rule therefore does not carry out the provisions of the RTI Act but restricts the effective exercise of rights granted under the Act.
15C. Rule 12 – Information Available on Website. Violation of section 2F and 2 J (iv) 
i. Rule 12 permits denial of information merely because the information is available on a website.
ii. The RTI Act does not create separate classes of citizens based on digital literacy.
iii. Senior citizens, poor citizens, rural citizens and persons not conversant with computers may not be able to effectively access information through websites.
iv. Citizens frequently require certified copies for production before Courts, Tribunals, Statutory Authorities and Government Departments.
v. Website availability cannot be used as a substitute for the statutory obligation to provide information.
vi. The Rule adversely affects elderly citizens, economically weaker citizens and digitally illiterate citizens and therefore defeats the object of making citizens informed and knowledgeable.
Most of the government and public authority websites are not updated and recent information is not uploaded, it is not user friendly to enter the website and locate the information required, the information are misleading incomplete.

15D. Rule 15 – First Appeal (violates preamble of the RTI act section 2, and section 8(2)
No study provided to increase the fees to Rs. 50 and what is the larger public interest in increasing the fees except to create obstruction to get information.
RTI is not  money looting machine but a social cause to educate citizens. 
i. Rule 15 imposes an appeal fee of Rs.50 for filing First Appeal.
ii. The RTI Act was enacted to make information accessible to citizens and not to create financial barriers in accessing appellate remedies.
iii. The First Appeal is a statutory safeguard against arbitrary action of Public Information Officers.
iv. Imposition of appeal fees discourages citizens from challenging illegal denials of information.
v. The Rule therefore protects erring officials while burdening citizens.

15E. Rule 16 – Second Appeal
i. Rule 16 imposes a fee of Rs.100 for filing Second Appeal, and 3 set of copies. 
ii. Rule 16 further requires multiple sets of documents and additional procedural compliances. Kindly refer to 
b) 8 E: whether Annexure-A is given to Assistnt Public Information officer:
c) 8 F: date of receipt of application by the Assistant Public Information officer 
d) 8 G: date of Receipt of application by Public Information officer:
e)  9 C : whether First Appeal ( Annexure-B) is given to assistant Public information officer: Yes / No 
iii. Citizens are required to incur substantial expenditure towards photocopies, printing, typing, paper, stationery cost and compilation of documents, postal expenses.
iv. The Maharashtra State Information Commission already suffers from substantial backlog and delays.
v. Additional financial and procedural burdens further discourage citizens from pursuing their statutory remedies.
vi. The cumulative effect is denial of effective access to justice under the RTI framework.
vii. the verification clause: what is the significance. Creating fear of penalty and punishment 
viii. in fact such verification clause and administration of oath should be added to 
a) the reply by PIO
b) the order issued by FAA
c) the order issued by SIC 
to protect the innocent common man from being exploited and harassed
15F. Rules 17 and 18 – Technical Rejection and Procedural Barriers
i. Rules 17 and 18 permit return of appeals and complaints for procedural deficiencies.
ii. Citizens are not trained lawyers and many RTI applicants belong to economically weaker sections of society and senior citizens, unqualified citizens. Till now 21 years there was no difficulty. There is no study to show the benefits if such barriers. This against the spirit and purpose of RTI act. 
iii. Appeals should ordinarily be decided on merits rather than rejected or returned on technical grounds. These proceedings are not high stake proceedings to put verification clause and other unwanted compliances, when in fact the RTI act purpose is to provide information which should be given free of cost.
iv. The Rules create additional procedural barriers not contemplated by Parliament, which defeats the purpose of RTI act.
v. The Rules increase delay, complexity and hardship and therefore fail the test under Section 28 of the RTI Act.
15G. Rule 21 – Disposal for Absence
i. Rule 21 permits dismissal of appeals and complaints for absence.
ii. RTI proceedings are intended to secure transparency and accountability in public administration.
iii. Appeals should ordinarily be decided on records, written submissions and merits.
iv. Senior citizens, disabled persons, economically weaker citizens and persons residing outside Mumbai may not always be able to remain personally present.
v. Transparency cannot be made dependent upon physical attendance.
vi. Rule 21 therefore defeats the purpose of the RTI Act and increases the likelihood of information being denied without adjudication on merits.

15H. No Additional Accountability of PIO, FAA and State Information Commission
i. Every impugned Rule imposes obligations, restrictions, costs and procedural burdens upon citizens.
ii. No corresponding accountability is imposed upon Public Information Officers.
iii. No corresponding accountability is imposed upon First Appellate Authorities.
iv. No corresponding accountability is imposed upon officers of the State Information Commission.
v. No additional safeguards are introduced against false information, misleading information, incomplete information, suppression of records, delay or wrongful denial.
vi. No additional responsibility is imposed upon authorities who fail to discharge their statutory duties.
vii. The Rules increase burdens upon citizens while providing no meaningful enhancement of accountability of public authorities.
viii. The cumulative effect of Rules 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18 and 21 is to deny the RTI information and create heavy barriers to deny information, increase secrecy in working of the Public servants, increase costs, increase procedural barriers, reduce transparency, reduce accountability and frustrate the object, purpose and spirit of the RTI Act which was enacted to create informed and knowledgeable citizens capable of holding public authorities accountable.
ix. Rule 16(3) requiring multiple sets of appeal papers: imposes substantial financial burden upon citizens. The PIO and FAA already possess the RTI application, replies, appeal papers and records in their own files. Citizens are therefore compelled to incur expenditure merely to supply copies of documents already available with the respondents. No such requirement is prescribed in the RTI Act and no study has been disclosed showing any public benefit arising therefrom.
x. The impugned Rules therefore do not carry out the provisions of the RTI Act but substantially defeat, dilute and frustrate the very rights which Parliament intended to protect.
The Rules impose additional burdens on citizens but do not impose a single additional obligation on Public Information Officers, First Appellate Authorities or the State Information Commission 
a. to provide timely, accurate and complete information, which can avoid first appeal and 2nd appeal. 
b. There is no liability fixed on PIO, FAA and SIC who deny information on wrongful grounds, give incomplete and misleading information. 
c. That the hearing shall be taken in open hall in full view of the public and under live video recording. 
d. The order shall be declared immediately and reasoned order be given
x. rule 21(1) : is violating section 19(5) and 7(8)(i): it puts the responsibility on the applicant and citizens.
16. OFFENCES COMMITTED BY THE ACCUSED.

i. Section 61(2) Conspiracy: the accused along with his associates have conspired to prepare illegal wrongful rules which blatantly violates the RTI act. 
ii. Section 198 BNS - Public Servant Knowingly Disobeying Law with Intent to Cause Injury:
a. Public servant: The accused holds the constitutional office of Principal Secretary, GAD, Government of Maharashtra. Established. 
b. Direction of law as to how he should conduct himself: Section 28(1) of the RTI Act directs that rules shall be made only "to carry out the provisions of the Act." This is a direction of law as to how the accused was to conduct himself in framing rules. Articles 141 and 144 of the Constitution are directions of law binding all authorities to act in conformity with binding Supreme Court judgments.
c. Knowingly disobeyed: The accused is a senior IAS officer of decades of service. The violation of Section 6(1), Section 6(2), and Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act by Rules 7, 9, and 13 respectively is so clear and unambiguous that no officer of his seniority could have committed it without knowledge of its illegality. Knowledge is attributed by law to an officer of his position.
d. Knowing it to be likely to cause injury: Every RTI applicant in Maharashtra subjected to these unlawful rules suffers direct injury. A Principal Secretary who notifies such rules must know these consequences will inevitably follow.

iii. Section 199 BNS - Public Servant Disobeying Direction Under Law: 
a. Direction of law disobeyed knowingly: Section 28(1) of the RTI Act directing rules to be made only to carry out the Act, binding Supreme Court judgments under Article 141, and the Constitution itself are directions of law. The accused violated all three simultaneously by notifying Rules 7, 9, 10, 13 and the fee provisions. 
b. Wrongful loss and injury: Every citizen of Maharashtra filing an RTI application after 12 June 2026 and subjected to unlawful conditions suffers wrongful loss of information she or he is legally entitled to and wrongful injury to her or his fundamental right. 
c. Continuing offence: The injury continues every day these unlawful rules remain in force. Limitation runs fresh each day. 

iv. Section 201 BNS - Public Servant Framing an Incorrect Document with Intent to Cause Injury: This is the single most directly applicable provision in the entire BNS to this complaint. 
a. Charged with preparation and signing of a document: The accused, as Principal Secretary GAD, is charged with the preparation of Gazette Notifications and signing the said Gazette / GR / Notification / public document issued by his department. The Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 is a document he was charged with preparing. 
b. Frames it in a manner he knows or believes to be incorrect: Rules 7, 9, 10, and 13 are incorrect as a matter of law. They exceed Section 28, contradict Sections 6(1), 6(2), 7(1), and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, and violate binding Supreme Court precedents. The accused, being a senior IAS officer, knows or must be believed to know that these rules are incorrect.
c. Intent to cause or knowledge that injury will be caused: Established. Every RTI applicant in Maharashtra suffers injury through these incorrect rules. 
d. The Maharashtra Right to Information Rules, 2026 are not merely administrative guidelines but a public document having statutory force and intended to be acted upon by Public Information Officers, First Appellate Authorities, the State Information Commission and citizens throughout Maharashtra.
e. The accused was entrusted under Section 28 of the RTI Act only with the limited authority to make rules for carrying out and facilitating the provisions of the RTI Act. Instead of facilitating the Act, the accused prepared, approved and caused publication of provisions which are contrary to, inconsistent with and destructive of the parent statute itself.
f. Rules 2(K), 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18 and 21 do not merely supplement the RTI Act. They substantially alter, override, restrict, dilute and defeat rights expressly granted by Parliament under Sections 2(f), 2(j), 6(1), 6(2), 7, 8(2) and 19 of the RTI Act. The cumulative effect of the Rules is to reduce transparency, increase secrecy, discourage applicants and protect public authorities from scrutiny.
g. The impugned provisions are not isolated mistakes or drafting errors. Every major amendment operates against citizens and in favour of public authorities. Every major amendment increases cost, delay, procedural barriers, technical objections, identity disclosure requirements or grounds for denial of information. Such uniformity of effect across numerous provisions excludes any possibility of inadvertence and establishes deliberate design.
h. The accused knowingly prepared and caused publication of a document which falsely purports to be a lawful exercise of powers under Section 28 of the RTI Act while in substance overriding and defeating the provisions of the Act itself. The document was thereafter circulated and intended to be acted upon as a genuine statutory instrument despite being contrary to the parent Act and binding judicial precedents.
i. The accused knew or had reason to believe that Public Information Officers, First Appellate Authorities and the State Information Commission would rely upon and act upon the impugned Rules as genuine and valid law for rejecting, restricting and obstructing information sought by citizens. The injury to citizens and corresponding protection to erring public servants was therefore not accidental but the natural and intended consequence of the publication of the said Rules.
j. The preparation, approval and publication of a document which is contrary to the RTI Act, contrary to binding precedents under Articles 141 and 144 of the Constitution and destructive of the object and spirit of the RTI Act amounts to framing an incorrect document by a public servant with knowledge that injury will thereby be caused to citizens. The ingredients of Section 201 BNS are therefore fully attracted.
v. Section 335, 336(1), 336(2) 337, 338 336(3) BNS: The accused acted in furtherance with other unknown accused to frame, prepared, signed, executed and issued incorrect rules blatantly violated the RTI act as well as infringement of RTI act 2005 and used these rules as genuine by printing such rules and making it public to deny the information in violation of spirit and principles of RTI act. Hence these accused have framed, prepared, signed, executed and issued in public domain incorrect documents used the incorrect rules as genuine, for purpose of cheating the public at large.
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And other relevant section

17.  WILFUL ACT OF DISOBEDIENCE OF DIRECTION OF LAW 
The mala fide intent behind the Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 is established by the following facts, each of which independently supports the inference:
i. No public consultation was held before notification.
ii. No draft rules were published for comment in a way that the public shall be aware. 
iii. No public awareness through newspaper, social media radio and TV and other sources 
iv. No impact assessment was conducted on common citizens. 
v. No study was published on whether any of the impugned provisions addresses a real administrative problem. 
vi. The notification came into force on the same day it was published, giving citizens no transition time. 
vii. Every single substantive provision in the Rules burdens citizens and benefits public servants and destroys the spirit and purpose of RTI act. 
viii. Not a single provision in the Rules creates any new obligation on public servants, any new right for citizens, any new accountability mechanism, or any new remedy for aggrieved applicants.
ix.  The rules were notified five days after a change in administrative control, suggesting that the notification was rushed through without proper deliberation. 
x. The accused, as the senior-most officer in GAD, is the officer who would oversee any consultative process if one had been held. The absence of consultation is therefore directly attributable to the accused's decisions and omissions.
xi. No public servant and public authority can take decisions without takeing public opinion, providing all study carried out and informing the good and adverse effect on the citizens. 
xii. The stated object of Section 28 of the RTI Act is to make rules to carry out the provisions of the Act. Rules that systematically restrict, burden, and defeat those provisions have no rational nexus with that object. They fail the constitutional test of Article 14 as well.
xiii.  The RTI Act was enacted to create informed citizenry, transparency in governance, accountability of public servants and containment of corruption. The impugned Rules have the exact opposite effect. They increase secrecy, increase costs, increase procedural barriers, increase opportunities for arbitrary rejection of applications and appeals and reduce accountability of public authorities. The destruction of every major object of the RTI Act through a single set of Rules demonstrates legal malice, dishonest intention and conscious abuse of statutory power rather than any bona fide exercise of rule-making authority.
xiv. The fact that no public consultation was held, no impact assessment was conducted, no study was published, no public awareness programme was undertaken and the Rules were brought into force on the very day of publication further establishes that the exercise was intended to protect bureaucracy from scrutiny rather than facilitate access to information for citizens.

NO SANCTION REQUIRED UNDER SECTION 218 BNSS - FIVE INDEPENDENT GROUNDS
18. The complainant specifically and emphatically submits that prior sanction of the State Government under Section 218 BNSS is not required in this case. Five independent and cumulative grounds are set out below, each of which is sufficient by itself:
a. Ultra vires acts are outside official duty: 
Framing rules that contradict, restrict, and defeat the provisions of the Act is a violation of official duty, not its discharge. 

b. Acts contrary to Article 141 are constitutionally outside official duty: 

a. Article 141 of the Constitution declares that the law declared by the Supreme Court shall be binding on all courts and all authorities throughout the territory of India.
b. Article 144 declares that all authorities, civil and judicial, shall act in aid of the Supreme Court. 
c. No official duty of any public servant in India can include acting contrary to binding Supreme Court precedents. What the Constitution forbids cannot be called official duty.
d. The accused framed Rules 7, 9, and 13 in direct violation of binding Supreme Court judgments in CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay and Girish Ramchandra Deshpande. These acts are constitutionally outside his official duty and attract no Section 218 BNSS protection.

c. Framing an incorrect document or issuing rules in contrast with the RTI act can never be official duty: 
The Supreme Court held categorically that offences involving fraud, forgery, and moral turpitude cannot claim Section 197 CrPC protection because no official duty includes the commission of fraud. ii. Section 201 BNS specifically penalises a public servant who prepares an incorrect document. The act penalised by Section 201 BNS is by definition not an act in discharge of official duty.
d. Public nuisance against the public cannot be official duty: 
i. Official duty is owed to the public. An act constituting a public nuisance against the very public to whom duty is owed is a categorical contradiction. No interpretation of official duty can include commission of public nuisance under Section 270 BNS against the public.
e. Binding Supreme Court authority on the specific point:
a. the Supreme Court held that where an act is done under colour of office but is beyond the scope of office, Section 197 protection does not apply. 
b.  the Supreme Court held that Section 197 must not be a shield to protect public servants who commit crimes under the garb of official duty.
c.  iii. The acts complained of here are done under colour of office but are outside the scope of office, involving fraud, forgery, and public nuisance. Section 218 BNSS protection is constitutionally and legally unavailable.

27. The complainant specifically submits that the Police Station has no ground to refuse registration of this FIR, for the following reasons as the complaint is for offences u/s 198, 199, 201, 316(5): 
i. Section 173(1) BNSS is mandatory: Section 173(1) BNSS provides that every information relating to the commission of a cognizable offence shall be reduced to writing by the officer in charge of the police station and shall be signed by the person giving it. The word "shall" makes this mandatory. The Supreme Court in Lalita Kumari v. Government of U.P., (2014) 2 SCC 1 held that registration of an FIR on receiving information about a cognizable offence is mandatory and the police officer has no discretion to refuse. 
ii. The offences complained of include cognizable offences: Sections 198,199, 201, 316(5) BNS are cognizable offences amongst others. The police are therefore obliged to register the FIR, investigate, and take appropriate action.
iii. No prior sanction is required: Section 218 BNSS is inapplicable. No other provision of law requires prior sanction for registration of an FIR. Ramsagar v/s CBI 
iv. The complaint discloses prima facie cognizable offences on its face: The Maharashtra RTI Rules, 2026 are annexed. The RTI Act is available. The contradiction between the rules and the Act is apparent on the face of the document without any inquiry. This is sufficient for registration of an FIR. 
28. Refusal to register the FIR will itself constitute an offence under Section 199 BNS: Any police officer who refuses to register this FIR knowing it discloses a cognizable offence will himself be disobeying a direction under law, namely Section 173(1) BNSS, and will be liable under Section 199 BNS. The complainant places this position on record.
THEREFORE, REQUEST REGISTRATION OF FIR

VERIFICATION
I, Kamlakar Shenoy, the complainant above named, do hereby solemnly verify that the contents of this complaint are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief, that I have not filed any other FIR or complaint before any other police station or court in respect of the same subject matter, and that nothing material has been concealed or suppressed herein.
Verified at Mumbai on this ____ day of June 2026.
Kamlakar Shenoy
Complainant
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