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Order of the Commission

Factual Background
By Information Request dated 02.08.2021, the Appellant requested the below information;

“1.Appointemet letter of Mr Aruna Jayathilaka as a visiting lecturer (POS 21543/POS
21643) at the Department of Public Policy



2.A description of payments made to Mr Aruna Jayathilaka for his visiting lecturers (POS
21543/POS 21643) at the Department of Public Policy

Period — July — August 2020~

The Information Officer on 01/10/2021 responded as mentioned below;

“@a 885 9o &P 020290 (Bwreséed gom 92 ¢ @00mo; gwcd®spnan OdxY)
@20D0; NBe® ¢BH0EmE ES8de smen’ swm wewr @O 7B odnd @»
g eds o ¢ PO YOS

2016 goz 12 ¢ozd @m02d ¢3@B0® @E8HNnEw® 8¢ smex’ 5(1) (¢) dozldw
o0 @) S8 9o &1 g D EOO @202 DO ¢2Y0r E58.”

Dissatisfied with the above response, the Appellant lodged an appeal to the Designated
Officer on 13/10/2021.

Dissatisfied with the above response, the Appellant preferred the above Appeal to the
Commission on 08.02.2022. As the Designated Officer failed to respond with the time period
stipulated under the Act the Appellant preferred an appeal to the Commission on 12/11/2021.

The Public Authority (PA) has submitted a letter dated 22.06.2022 to the Commission stating
that,

‘o o OPsY @ @O (8 @0020; @O @20 Onewsy e®8 eFdm @) E&O
@208 DO OO @¢z0d0wmes &) a0 @ dyewsy EI»O &eE cssdedeew tcws
(2020 &3 - 2020 govden) &8 e0m00n0; P & @IV S8 w0 9@z v
00888 0O» ¢V DO ¢zY0) E58.

©200290; 8202 6202 8s80OGBHO @090z 0¢dr B0 Hodz wiwd EEDCO
@90 Sodsewsy &8 woeg wewsy wom E8ed ¢Y0) wd» PO ©0; eICs® @O
¢oYO 838.”

Consideration

We carefully considered the said information request of the Appellant dated 02.08.2021 and
the said submission made by the Public Authority dated 22.06.2022. We are not in agreement
with the said submission of the Public Authority since the requested information does not fall
within the meaning of Section 5 (1) (a) as pleaded by the Public Authority.

The appointment letter and description of payments which are the subject matter of the said
information request cannot be held as third party information since said information generates
from the said Public Authority.

Although, the Public Authority is absent and unrepresented at the inquiry we had the
opportunity of perusing their letter dated 22.06.2022 which consists of their position which
would be taken up at the inquiry. Though they have moved for a date for inquiry, we are of
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the view that the matter before us does not warrant their participation in order to arrive at a
correct decision since the question before us does not attract any further submission or any
wider consideration upon the position taken up by the Public Authority.

Considering the circumstances, we hold that the Public Authority should release the said
information to the Appellant before 25.07.2022, with copies to the Commission.

The Commission further decides that, if the Public Authority fails to comply with the said
decision of the Commission before the said date, the Information Officer and the Public
Authority shall be prosecuted before the relevant Magistrate’s Court under Section 39 of the
Right to Information Act No.12 of 2016.

The Director General is directed to convey the decision to the Appellant, the Information
Officer and the Public Authority.

Appeal concluded.



