
At the Right to Information Commission of Sri Lanka

Mohommed Hanifa Seiydhu Umar v District Secretariat, Batticaloa

RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing)/[572]/[2018]- Order adopted as part of the formal meeting

of the Commission on 10/06/2018.

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

Procedure)

Chairperson: Mr. Mahinda Gammampila

Commission Member: Mr. S.G. Punchihewa

Commission Member: Dr. Selvy Thiruchandran

Commission Member: Justice Rohini Walgama

Appellant: M.H. Seiyadhu Umar

Notice issued to: District Secretary, District Secretariat, Batticaloa

Appearance/ Represented by:

Appellant – Mr M. H. Umar

PA – Mrs K. Easparan, District Land Officer

RTI Request filed on 18/04/2018

IO responded on 01/05/2018

First Appeal to DO filed on 14/05/2018

DO responded on 18/05/2018

Appeal to RTIC filed on 20/07/2018

Brief Factual Background:

The Appellant by information request dated 18/04/2018 requested the following information.

1. A copy of the complaint made on 01/10/2014
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2. As per the above complaint, a group comprising of the Land Commissioner together with

some officers formed a group and inspected my land. Provide the report with the

suggestions compiled consequent to this inspection.

The IO on 01/05/2018 responded providing a copy of the complaint. As the second item was not

provided, dissatisfied with the response of the IO the Appellant on 14/05/2018 lodged an appeal

with the DO. The DO responded on 18/05/2018 stating that the information requested should be

kept confidential in the maintenance of their official duties. Dissatisfied with the response of the

DO the Appellant preferred an appeal to the Commission on 20/07/2018.

Matters Arising During the Course of the Hearing:

The Commission discussed that there was an allegation that the said Appellant had encroached

on state land. The Appellant has applied for a permit. The PA stated that the preliminary inquiry

was held, but the land kacheri wasn’t held yet, because of which the permit wasn’t given. The

PA stated that they had obtained a report from the Divisional Secretary and expressed their

willingness to provide this report. The PA further stated that although the IO had denied the

investigation report, it was willing to provide it.

Order:

The PA is directed to provide the requested information.

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.
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