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Commission Member: Dr. Selvy Thiruchandran

Appellant: A.M. Ahamed

Notice issued to: District Secretary, District Secretariat Mannar

Appearance/ Represented by:

Appellant – A.M. Ahamed
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RTI Request filed on 21.05.2018

IO responded on No response

First Appeal to DO filed on 17.08.2018

DO responded on No response

Appeal to RTIC filed on 26.10.2018

Brief Factual Background:

The Appellant by information request dated 21.05.2018 requested the following information.

1) The reason as to why the public hall constructed in 2016 wasn’t handed over to the Public

even after the completion of its construction.
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2) Why was the said public hall constructed within the premises of Kurishankulam,

Amparavel Temple?

3) Was the public opinion inquired before the said public hall was constructed?

As the Information Officer failed to respond within the time period stipulated under the Act, the

Appellant on17.08.2018 lodged an appeal with the Designated Officer. As the Designated

Officer too failed to respond within the time period stipulated under the Act, the Appellant

preferred an appeal to the Commission on 26.10.2018.

Matters Arising During the Course of the Hearing:

The Appellant submitted that the said public hall was constructed without seeking the opinion of

the public. The Appellant further stated that the public hall, constructed within the premises of a

Hindu temple, was constructed without taking into consideration the religious sensitivities of

other ethnic groups.

The Public Authority submitted that they have provided responses to the queries of the Appellant.

Order:

The Commission observes that the Public Authority had provided relevant responses to the

requested information and to the satisfaction of the Appellant. Further, the Commission has no

mandate to inquire into the grievance of the Appellant.

The Appeal is concluded.

Order is hereby 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).
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