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Order under Section 32 (1) of the Right to Information Act, No. 12 of 2016 and Record of

Proceedings under Rule 28 of the Right to Information Rules of 2017 (Fees and Appeal
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Appellant: A. L. M. Aslam
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Appearance/ Represented by:

Appellant – A.L.M. Aslam, Assistant Director Planning

PA – A. R. M. Zulfi, Legal Officer

RTI Request filed on 14.09.2018

IO responded on 21.09.2018 (acknowledgement)

First Appeal to DO filed on 01.10.2018

DO responded on 04.10.2018

Appeal to RTIC filed on 11.10.2018

Brief Factual Background:
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The Appellant by information request dated 14.09.2018 requested a certified copy of the

shortlisted candidates who had applied for the post of ‘Lecturer- Economics’, in response to the

newspaper advertisement.

The IO on21.09.2018acknowledged the receipt of the request however no information was

provided. Dissatisfied with the response of the IO the Appellant lodged an appeal with the DO

on 01.10.2018. The DO responded on 04.10.2018 denying the information request under

Sections 5 (1)(a) & (l) of the Right to Information Act No. 12 of 2016. Dissatisfied with the

response of the DO the Appellant preferred an appeal to the Commission on11.10.2018.

Matters Arising During the Course of the Hearing:

The PA stated that it refused the information under S5(1)(l) because the disclosure of the

information would harm the integrity of an examination being conducted. The PA stated that at

the time the information request was filed, the interviews were still being conducted. Therefore

disclosing the shortlisted candidates would have harmed the integrity of the interview. However

since the interview was now over, the PA expressed its willingness to disclose the information, if

a fresh application was made.

The Commission stated that it was not necessary for the Appellant to file a fresh application. The

PA stated that the Appellant had filed 2 writ applications and a fundamental rights application in

Court. Therefore the PA submitted that it feared any allegationto the effect that it had

unreasonably denied information and therefore requested that a fresh RTI application be made.

The Commission emphasized that there would not be any negative consequences for the PA in

disclosing the information at the present stage.

Appellant stated that the information requested by him was not merely a typed list of candidates

but should include the signatures of the people who had approved of it. Commission stated that

new information cannot be requested, but as per the information request, a certified copy of the

shortlisted candidates can be provided.

Order:

The Commission directed the PA to provide the information requested within 2 weeks through

registered post, with a copy to the Commission.
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Order is conveyed to both parties in terms of Rule 27 (3) of the Commission's Rules on Fees and

Appeal Procedures (Gazette No. 2004/66, 03.02.2017).

The Appeal is concluded.

*****


