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This Appeal was considered as a documentary proceeding. The parties were

directed to file written submissions and the matter was considered based on the said

submissions by the parties. In the information request submitted to the Information

Officer (IO) dated 05.06.2017 the Appellant had requested the following:

1. Is the Canal through which rainwater flows that is situated in the North- East

border of my land under the control of the DS? If yes, please remove the obstacles in

the canal and remove unauthorized structures. Also is there a path of way near the

said canal?

2. Were land permits provided to Senior Gunasingham Subathra Devi and Kandiah

Balendran (who bought the land from her) who have illegally grabbed my land (land

which is rightfully mine) If provided, how?

He received a reply from the IO on 13.06.2017 stating that no one else had been

provided permits for the 40 perches of land in Ananthapuram which had been

granted to him. He had then appealed to the Designated Officer (DO) on 27.06.2017

and having received an acknowledgement but no response he proceeded to appeal

to the Commission on 02.08.2017.

By letter dated 16.09.2017, the Secretary of the Pradeshiya Sabha of Karaichi had

pointed out to the Grama Sevaka of Ananthapuram, that even though it had been

decided to stop transport via the temporary bridge built over the canal by the

Appellant’s house as alternative options were available, the Grama Sevaka Office

was acting in contradiction to that decision and that steps should be taken to cease

all such action immediately. This letter had been copied to the Appellant.
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Further, the DO (DS Karachchi) responding to the notice of the Commission stated

by letter dated 28.12.2017 that the land claimed by the Appellant was an un-

surveyed plot of State Land in extent of 1 Acre. There were three persons living in

the said land Gunasingham Subathira Devi, Balendran Sumathi, and the Appellant.

The Appellant had complained that he wanted to be in possession of the whole piece

of land. This was taken up by a mobile land disputes unit on 11.07.2014. At the

hearing the Appellant could not produce any documents to prove that the land had

been maintained by his father as he claimed. As he could not prove his right over the

land, the land was considered State Land and it was decided to provide him with 40

perches of the land (maximum amount allowed to for residential purposes on State

Land). He was therefore provided a permit for the said 40 perches.

The DO stated in his written submissions that the Appellant had refused to accept

the permit and complained to the ‘Nilamehawera’ Mobile Service held on 24.04.2017.

The same decision as mentioned above was taken by this mobile service. He

submitted that a permit for the 40 perches had been prepared and waiting for

collection but the Appellant had refused to collect it and was demanding that permit

be provided for the whole 1 acre. He also submitted that even though a house had

been allocated to the Appellant under the housing scheme, the Appellant had

refused to accept it until the whole extent of land was provided to him.

Documentation regarding the decisions taken by the land mobile units and letters

addressed to the PA from the Provincial Land Commissioner’s Department attesting

to the same had been attached to the written submissions.

Order

It is evident from the submissions of both parties that this relates to a lengthy land

dispute. The Appellant has already been sent copies of letter dated 16.09.2017 from

Secretary of the Pradeshiya Sabha of Karaichi to the Grama Sevaka of

Ananthapuram and the Designated Officer’s written submissions to the Commission

dated 28.12.2017. Having considered the two documents before us, we are of

opinion that that the information requested has been adequately responded to by

these documents.
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However it is noted that the failure of the Designated Officer to respond formally to

the appeal of the Appellant under Section 31 of the RTI Act is in contravention of that

Section. The Public Authority is advised to strictly adhere to the provisions of the Act.

The Appeal is concluded.

*****


