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1.  T. Rusiripala v People’s 
Bank 1 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.06.2018 
requested information 
relating to the total 
expenditure incurred 
from 2015-2018 in 
connection with the 
Banks digitalization (IT) 
project and, information 
relating to salaries, 
allowances, other related 
payments/expenses of 
contract employees from 
2000 to 2018 including 
several details relating to 
their positions held. The 
PA responded by 
rejecting the provision of 
information under 
section 5(1)(a), (d) and (f) 
of the RTI Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the requested 
information to the 
appellant. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 
 

K. Parthiban v Divisional 
Secretariat, Vavuniya2 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 01.08.2018 
requested information 
with regard to granting of 
permits for the felling of 
trees, beneficiaries for 
housing plans since one 
Mr Udayarasa took office 
as Divisional Secretary, 
and several other 
information with regard 
to lands under Omanthai 
Governmental Housing 
Scheme. The PA 
responded stating several 
items of the information 
request were unclear 
whereas the rest of the 
information requested 
could be obtained from 
the National Housing 
Authority. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the Appellant 
informed the Commission 
via a phone conversation 
that he had received the 
information from the PA. 
The appeal was 
concluded. 
 

Selvasothy Sellathurai v 
Divisional Secretariat 
Uduvil3 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.11.2018 
requested information on 
several complaints made 
by the Appellant 3 years 
back regarding an 
electricity connection 
given to private land in 
violation of the conferred 
powers on the PA, certain 
information relating to 
lands under a housing 
scheme, and several other 
information such as an 
unreasonable license 
transfer, use of a pathway 
to a housing scheme 
subsequent to the 
demolition of Appellant’s 
fences. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
sufficiently provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 
 
 

R. Manikkavasagar v 
District Land Reform 
Board 4 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
23.05.2019 requested a 
document related to the 
true owner of a land which 
the appellant alleges to 
have lived for more than 
100 years from his parents 
onwards, to which the 
management of 
Wanarajah Estate had 
sued against the appellant 
to evict from stated land. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated time, 
he preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA stipulated it is 
unascertainable as of now 
whether the plot that the 
Appellant is querying 
about is in fact a state 
land. RTIC directed the PA 
to undertake all1879 
measures necessary to 
survey the land in 
question, and ascertain 
whether the plot lot in 
question is a state land or 
not, and inform the 
Appellant of the same. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

M. N. Farouk v South 
Asian Institute of 
Technology and Medicine 
Ltd (SAITM)5 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.10.2018 
requested a certified copy 
of the Medical Student’s 
Transcript covering the 
period September 2014 to 
June 2018 in a format 
acceptable to the General 
Sir John Kotalewala 
Defence University 
(KDU). Dissatisfied with 
the PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC was 
cognizant of procedural 
irregularities indicated in 
the process of filing the 
request and appeal 
therein; In these 
circumstances, RTIC 
concluded the hearing 
and the Appeal was 
dismissed. 

K. S. Kumara v. District 
Office of the Director of 
Health Services, Galle 6 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.11.2019 
requested all treatment 
notes for admission no. 
17593/2019 from 
06.05.2019 to 11.05.2019. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the PA to release the 
information after 
confirming that the 
appellant is the husband 
of the person whose 
information is sought. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Ministry of Sports7 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.05.2019 
requested certain 
information on particular 
expenditures, costs, 
sponsorships, 
retirement/allowances 
details relating to the Sri 
Lankan Cricket team. The 
IO transferred the request 
to the Sri Lanka Cricket 
Board, with a copy to the 
Appellant, but no 
response was received. 
Dissatisfied with the lack 
of response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the PA has 
made a transfer of the 
information request of 
the Appellant in terms of 
Regulation No. 4 (6) 
promulgated under the 
RTI Act (Gazette No. 
2004/66, 03.02.2017). 
The PA was directed to 
communicate the 
response of the relevant 
Public Authority to the 
Appellant in due course. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

A.K.W. Wijayasekara 
v. Pulathisipura 
National College of 
Education8 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.09.2019 
requested the tender 
papers for bids 
submitted by two 
institutions for the 
purchase of 400 plastic 
chairs for a Restaurant 
and information 
regarding the amount 
of money received for 
the National Cadet 
Training Program 
which was held from 
12.12.2018 to 
17.12.2018 and the 
manner it was spent. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, PA 
informed that as there 
is an ongoing inquiry at 
the Commission to 
Investigate Bribery or 
Corruption regarding 
the matter of 
purchasing chairs, any 
related documents 
could not be released. 
PA further stated that 
regarding the training 
program, any related 
information could be 

S. Mathanakumar V. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Vavuniya North 9 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.06.2019 
requested certain 
information regarding 
state forests (boundary 
stones have been 
constructed) located 
near Vavuniya/Arasa 
Tamil Kalavan School 
which has been included 
in the 2019 Model 
Village scheme by the 
Nedunkeni Divisional 
Secretariat. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. 
At the appeal hearing, it 
was evidenced that the 
requested information is 
not within the 
'possession custody or 
control’ of the PA as 
envisaged under Section 
3(1) of the RTI Act. As 
such, the decision of the 
PA was affirmed, and 
the Appeal was 
concluded.    

Arjuna 
Karunanayake v. 
District Secretariat 
Office, Kalutara 10 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.12.2019 
requested a copy of 
the response received 
from the Divisional 
Secretary-Panadura 
on a complaint made 
against the DS by the 
appellant, and an 
explanation as to 
how the PA received 
a copy of the Plaint of 
Case No. 2725/L 
which is filed against 
the appellant in the 
District Court of 
Panadura. 
Dissatisfied with the 
PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was 
observed that PA had 
provided item 1 of the 
information 
requested. PA denied 
the other item of the 
information under 
Section 43. RTIC 
upheld the decision 
of the PA. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2416:r-manikkavasagar-v-district-land-reform-board-app-no-1800-2019&catid=60&lang=en&Itemid=101
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obtained from the 
National Cadet Camps 
who conducted these 
programs. RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA, and as the 
PA had sufficiently 
responded moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

2.  A. A. A. Latheef v 
Ministry of Public 
Administration11 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding his eligibility 
for an exception for 
English subject under the 
SLTES gazette 
notification 1925/37, as 
he was appointed as a 
Business (Tamil) Lecturer 
of the National College of 
Education and given a 
language promotion 
allowance. PA responded 
stating that the 
information requested is 
not within the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA and that it can be 
availed from the Ministry 
of Education. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA was directed 
to transfer the 
information request to 
the relevant PA. As such, 
the Appeal was 
concluded.   

W. B. Samarakoon v. 
Kaduwela Municipal 
Council12 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.06.2019 
requested information 
regarding a proposed 
development project on 
the construction of a 
drainage system and a 
footpath across it, which 
was passed by the MC 
and, details with regard to 
the estimated costs of the 
said project. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was clear that 
the information 
requested was in relation 
to an invalidated 
industry. Therefore, RTIC 
was of the view that there 
is no information 
available at this time 
regarding the request. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and the 
appeal was concluded 
 

T.Thayalingam  V 
Pradeshiya Sabha 
Sammanthurai13 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.11.2019 
requested information on 
maintaining streetlamps 
in Samanthurai division 
from year 2016-2019. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such, RTIC 
concluded the appeal as 
the information 
requested has been 
already released. 
 

R. Kulatunga v. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Ratmalana 14 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.01.2019 
requested certain 
documents submitted by 
2 individuals including 
the application made to 
the Grama Niladhari 
regarding felling of a Jack 
tree found in particular 2 
lands and the order 
regarding such request. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA as 
they had provided all 
possible information to 
the appellant. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

Devaka Sucheta 
Weerasinghe v 
University of Sri 
Jayawardanapura15 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.07.2019 
requested a certified copy 
of the mark sheet of both 
examiners, and the 
Appellant’s marked 
examination paper of the 
subject Track and 
Measurement held at the 
3rd year 2nd semester 
Examination 2017 at the 
university. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, PA 
provided the mark sheets 
of the examiners. RTIC 
further directed the PA to 
allow the appellant to 
inspect his marked 
examination paper along 
with markings. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 

W.A. Ramyalatha v. 
Medical Officer of Health 
Office 
Angunakolapelessa16 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.07.2019 
requested certified copies 
of letters sent to relevant 
officials requesting for a 
renovation or 
construction of the MOH 
office of Thalawa-South. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant through a letter 
dated 25.11.2019. 
Affirming the decision of 
the PA, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 
 

K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Ministry of Women and 
Child Affairs17 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 02.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to sexual 
exploitation, sexual 
violence, and sexual 
harassment against 
children, women; 
domestic violence, and 
violence at the workplace 
which included 
information about related 
complaints, actions taken 
on it, programs/projects 
undertaken against this 
violence, fund allocation 
and certain information 
regarding widowed 
women registered across 
Sri Lanka. PA responded 
stating that the 
information requested 
can be found from the 
official website of the PA 
including departments 
and authorities 
functioning under the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the information 
requested or, deny the 
same indicating the exact 

S. S. Wijesinghe v 
Ministry of Defense18 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.03.2020, 
requested certified 
copies in relation to the 
tender for the supply of 
11, 000 s camouflage 
kits for commandos 
and Special Forces, 
tender reference: - 
dos/2019/1214 test 
report of Sri Lanka 
Institute of textile and 
apparel 
record/recommendati
on of the technical 
evaluation committee. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested information 
redacting part of the 
information that is 
exempted under 
Section 5 (1) (i) of the 
RTI Act and concluded 
the appeal.  
 

C. Jayananda 
v.Geological Survey 
and Mines Bureau19 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding the 
instructions and orders 
to the Municipal 
Council issued by the 
Excavation Engineer of 
Matara Regional Office 
on inspecting a site at 
Wakwella Road, Galle 
in accordance with an 
OIC's letter. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, as the PA had 
provided the requested 
information and the 
Appellant was satisfied 
with the same, RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 
 
 

W.M.D. Abablaratne 
v. Ministry of 
Agriculture20 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.12.2019 
requested a 
document containing 
information such as 
the designation, 
name, address, email 
ID, contact number 
of several officials 
including Chairman, 
Executive Director, 
Secretary for 
litigation purpose to 
be included in a 
Fundamental Rights 
case which is already 
filed in Courts. 
Dissatisfied with the 
PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to 
release the requested 
information. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 
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exemption relied upon. 
Also, RTIC held that 
several points of 
information requested 
does not amount to 
information under 
Sections 43 or 24 (5) (a) of 
the Act. As such, the 
appeal was concluded.  
 

3.  W.A.J. Ariyaratne v. 
Ministry of Education 21 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.10.2018 
requested a copy of the 
report on 
recommendations of 
Ministers on removing 
the service anomalies 
faced by officers under 
Class III of the Sri Lanka 
Education 
Administration Service. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the report 
requested was not in the 
possession or control of 
the PA as per Section 3(1). 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

D.L.H. Gunasekara v. 
Galle Municipal 
Council22 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to an approved 
building plan No. 
BA/401/2015. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
as this information is 
relevant to the building 
plans of a third party, and 
the party has not 
consented to disclose the 
relevant information. As 
the release of information 
does not safeguard a 
greater public interest, 
RTIC refused the 
provision of information 
under section 5(1)(a) of 
the Act and concluded the 
appeal. 

K.Ahilendrarajah V 
Pradeshiya Sabha 
Sammanthurai23 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.11.2019 
requested information on 
maintaining streetlamps 
in Samanthurai division 
from year 2016-2019. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
theAppellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such, RTIC 
concluded the appeal as 
the information 
requested has been 
already released. 
 

M. A. M. Z. Aboobucker v 
Agrarian Service Centre, 
Neelawanai 24 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.09.2019 
requested information as 
to how a particular land 
become the property of 
the Department of 
Agrarian Development; 
and several details 
pertaining to whether the 
Commissioner General of 
Agrarian Development 
has any power or 
authority to transfer or 
dispose to any person or 
Government body any 
Land in the possession or 
under the control or care 
of the Department. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA that 
it had provided the 
requested information. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 

K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Zonal Education Office, 
Hatton25 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.10.2019 
requested several items of 
information regarding 
Tamil medium schools in 
Hatton educational zone 
including number of 
students who have passed 
G.C.E (O/L), (A/L) etc. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
information. Affirming 
this, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

L. M. Meemanage v 
Ministry of Health26 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 16.01.2019 
requesting the reports of 
the Provincial Health 
Director, Special 
Committee appointed by 
the Private Health 
Regulatory Council and 
Special Committee 
appointed by the 
Secretary to the Ministry 
of Health in relation to 
the death of Mr. 
Meemanage Harold 
Fernando caused by 
medical negligence at a 
private hospital. The 
information and 
designated officers failed 
to respond. Upon Appeal 
to the RTIC, although the 
Appellant initially 
withdrew the application 
as the information has 
been provided to her 
brother in a different 
Appeal, she raised the 
matter as two annexures 
in the reports provided 
were absent. The two 
annexures were released 
upon order of the 
Commission. 

R.J.M.G.G.Y.B.Jayaseka
ra V  Ministry of City 
Planning and Water 
Supply 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.03 
requested the certified 
copy of the report of an 
appeal inquiry of the PA. 
The PA denied the 
information on the 
ground that it cannot 
release the report as the 
inquiry was conducted by 
the members of the 
appeal committee. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. During the appeal 
consideration, the RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the requested 
information as the ground 
used by the PA to deny the 
release of the information 
does not fall under 
Section 5(1) of the Act. 
The appeal was 
concluded.27 

T.R. Siriwardena v 
Urban Development 
Authority28 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.06.2019 
requested several 
items of information 
relating to the 
construction of ‘Egoda 
Uyana’ in Galle road 
using public money. 
This included 
information relating to 
the total cost of 
expenditure for the 
repairs in the second 
phase, information 
relating to the tender 
process, tax collection 
and so on. As the PA 
failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
time period, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing it 
was noted that the PA 
had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. 
As such RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

N. W. C. P. Lanka v 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau29 
 
 
 The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 27.09.2018, 
requesting for  inquiry 
reports, final decision (if 
any) and relevant details 
under the 
Environmental and 
Mahaweli Development 
Ministry in relation to 
the large-scale disaster 
that occurred as a result 
of excavations in the 
Gampaha district (as 
identified within the 
information request).  
As the information and 
designated officers 
failed to respond, the 
Appellant appealed to 
the Commission. When 
the PA raised the 
objection at the first 
hearing that the 
information requested 
for pertains to a third 
party, the PA was 
ordered by the 
Commission to follow 
the third party 
procedure set out in S. 
29 to release or refuse 
the information. At the 
subsequent hearing, the 

I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe v. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha30 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.06.2019 
requested several 
information 
regarding the letters 
dated 2019.03.14 and 
2019.05.06 sent by 
the IO of the said PA 
in response to a RTI 
01 request. As the PA 
failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
time period, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the requested 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2418:app-no-1804-2019&catid=63&lang=si&Itemid=101
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information was 
provided to the 
Appellant by the PA. 

4.  M. K. N. Fernando v. 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau 31 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.09.2019 
requested information 
and documents relating to 
the application, interview 
and recruitment for the 
post of AssistantDirector 
(Legal). As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was observed 
that the PA had provided 
part of the information. 
RTIC ordered the PA to 
release the rest of the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

P. Abeygunawardena v. 
Road Development 
Authority32 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.02.2020 
requested information 
relating to the 
construction of the 
Expressway through the  
Kadawadduwa Uduwa-
Kaduduwa road and 
certain information 
regarding compensation. 
PA responded stating that 
the DO is not in a position 
to provide to a private 
party the copies of the 
Agreement relating to the 
information requested, in 
accordance with the 
Institutional Laws. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
sufficiently responded to 
part of the request. RTIC 
ordered that the rest of 
the items of information 
requested be provided to 
the Appellant, and as 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 

R.S. Hettiarachchi v. 
Ministry of Health33 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
22.10.2019 requested 
several items of 
information relating to the 
process of chemical waste 
disposal in the hospitals 
run by the Ministry of 
Justice. This included 
information relating to the 
company who has 
undertaken to destroy the 
chemical waste, the 
process in which such 
chemical waste is 
destroyed and such other 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested information 
to the Appellant 
concluded the appeal. 

P. Susantha de Silva v. 
Survey Department of Sri 
Lanka34 
 
Appellant by information 
request dated 31.12.2018 
requested details of the 
action taken by the Survey 
Department of Sri Lanka 
so far in relation to the 
written complaint made 
by the Appellant to the 
Survey Department on 
15.09.2018. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that the Land Survey 
Council was the relevant 
PA and that the RTIC 
order dated 15.07.2020 to 
release the information 
has been forwarded to the 
council. Affirming the 
PA’s decision, RTIC 
concluded the appeal. 
 

T. M. T. P. Tennakoon v. 
Department of 
Examinations 35 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.05.2019 
requested information 
regarding his GCE A/L-
2018 papers to verify 
answer sheets by 
comparing handwriting, 
to ensure answer sheets 
are not misplaced, to 
confirm whether marks 
are given accurately, and 
to obtain photocopies of 
his answer sheets. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to allow the 
appellant to inspect the 3 
answer sheets for a period 
of one hour on a specified 
date. As such, the appeal 
was concluded. 

Janaka Mathias 
Meemanage v  Ministry 
of Health and Indigenous 
Medicine36 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.01.2020 
requested information as 
to how an unqualified 
radiologist was employed 
at Durdens hospital in 
contravention to the law, 
who authorized this 
radiologist to conduct 
testing on Memanage 
Haraold and such related 
information.  As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the required time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At The 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the requested 
information 

Shermal Hemaka 
Jayasuriya v National 
Olympic Committee of Sri 
Lanka 37 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 13.08.2018 
requested several lists of 
athletes for Asian Games 
2018, Correspondences 
made/received to Asian 
Games 2018 organizing 
committees to include a 
particular athlete as a 
member of the Sri Lanka 
Tennis team to Asian 
Games 2018. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA provided 
the requested 
information to the 
Appellant as ordered by 
the RTIC. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

Rahul Samantha 
Hettiarachchi v 
Minstry of Health38 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 13.08.2019, 
which pertained to the 
purchase of micro cabs 
by the PA. The 
Appellant made a 12-
point information 
request, which related 
to aspects like the 
number of vehicles 
purchased, price, 
tender procedure, 
warranty, technical 
report, and 
maintenance of the 
vehicles. The 
Information and 
Designated Officers 
failed to respond and 
the Appellant appealed 
to the Commission. At 
the second hearing, the 
PA stated that the 
information requested 
for has been issued to 
the Appellant on 
30.12.2019. In view of 
the release of 
information, the RTIC 
concluded this Appeal. 

D. D. J. L. Priyalal v 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau39 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 15.01.2019 
requesting information 
in relation to the 
approvals and licensing 
of sand excavation and 
transportation which 
has caused a massive 
environmental hazard to 
a nearby waterway 
(identified within the 
information request). 
While the information 
and designated officers 
failed to respond, at the 
hearing before the 
Commission, it 
transpired that the PA 
has provided 
information relating to 
the first Point of 
Information, and made 
information relating to 
the second, available on 
its website. The Appeal 
was concluded as the 
information has been 
provided. 

I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe v. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha40 
 
Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.06.2019 
requested from the 
PA the response 
given to appeal 
RTI/UNU PS/31. As 
the PA rejected the 
provision of 
information, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the 
requested 
information to the 
Appellant. 
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5.  H. S. I. de Fonseka v. 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau41 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.09.2019 
requested the document 
approved by the 
Management Service 
Department on the post 
of Assistant Director 
(Legal), its application 
process, marking scheme 
at the interview and the 
final decision of the 
interview board relating 
the same. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was observed 
that the PA had provided 
part of the information. 
RTIC ordered the PA to 
release the rest of the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

S.A.J. Wijesinghe v. 
Boralesgamuwa Urban 
Council42 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.08.2019 
requested information in 
relation to whether one 
Sunil Silva or one 
Champa Malkanthi who 
were residents under the 
limits of the PA had 
tendered any application 
for a proposed 
development activity. PA 
denied the request under 
Section 5(1) stating that 
the third party had not 
consented for the 
provision of information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA to deny the 
provision of information 
as the third party had 
denied consent as per 
Section 29(1). As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

A.W.M. Ikram a. 
Department of Local 
Government, Southern 
Province43 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
29.06.2020 requested 
information relating to the 
installation of water 
pumps, and the amount of 
money allocated for such 
installation, and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the requested 
information was with a 
different PA. As such, 
RTIC directed the PA to 
forward the information 
request to the relevant PA.  

C.J. Karunaratne v 
Kandy Municipal 
Council44 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding Lot 2 of the 
Land belonging to one 
Gunadasa Pieris which 
was accepted as a part of 
land obliged for the 
payment of Assessment 
Tax. Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
Appeal. 

D.K. Keerthi Tissa v. 
Zonal Education Office, 
(Kandy)45 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.10.2019 
requested several 
information with regard 
to fruit stalls held by 
schools under the ‘Pura 
Naguma’ project. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA as the PA had 
sufficiently responded to 
the information request 
on the basis of the records 
in its custody. Appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

VBS Swarna Padma 
Weerakoon v.General 
Hospital, Ranawella46 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.10.2019 
requested a copy of the 
medical reports of his 
brother who died after 
being admitted to the 
hospital on 25.08.2019. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 

I. A. D. Nandana 
Karunasinghe v. 
Pradeshiya Sabha - 
Udubeddawa 47 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2019 
requested the Audit 
report of 2018. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
observed that the PA had 
already provided the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

Native Way (Pvt) Ltd 
v. National Savings 
Bank 48 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 27.09.2018 and 
15.10.2018 requested 
details pertaining to 
whether certain 
tenders relating to 
supply of generators 
are already awarded 
and if not, before 
awarding the tenders 
to notify the decision to 
the Appellant as the 
company has 
participated in the 
above-mentioned 
tenders. Further, the 
basis on which these 
tenders were evaluated 
and a copy of the 
evaluation report were 
also requested. PA 
provided part of the 
information, and 
decided to withhold 
part of the requested 
information on the 
basis that it is 
considered as 
exempted information 
under the Section 5 (1) 
(d). The evaluation 
report was not 
provided by the PA as it 
may harm the 
competitive position of 
other bidders. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
upon perusal of the 
said evaluation report 
the RTIC was of the 
view that the same 
could be released to the 

Nalin Peiris v 
Department of Wildlife 
Conservation49 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.05.2018 
requested several 
information with regard 
to the technique of the 
trench / bund method 
implemented in 
peripheral areas of 
Kahalla Sanctuary and 
Lunugamwehera 
including details of 
drawbacks in 
maintenance and costs. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the 
information requested 
has been provided to the 
Appellant RTIC 
affirmed the response of 
the PA and moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

A. Elanko v Northern 
Provincial Council – 
Ministry of 
Education, Cultural 
Affairs, Sports and 
Youth Affairs50 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.01.2020 
requested several 
information with 
regards to the letter 
No. 
NP/3/2/RTI/Gen/2
020 dated 
20.01.2020 sent by 
the IO of Ministry of 
Education Sport and 
South Affairs of the 
Northern Provincial 
Council regarding 
asking of permission 
from witnesses to 
disclose requested 
information. PA had 
provided a late 
response stating that 
the Appellant can 
obtain the requested 
information after the 
payment of a fee of 
Rs.116. Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA that it had 
satisfactorily 
responded to the 
information request 
of the Appellant. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
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Appellant given that it 
clearly reflects the 
basis on which the PA 
has awarded the tender 
and demonstrates that 
proper process has 
been followed in 
awarding the tender. 
The PA accordingly 
provided a copy of the 
same to the Appellant. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
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6.  M. D. P. Piyumi v. 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau51 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.09.2019 
requested certain 
documents regarding the 
recruitment process for 
the post of Assistant 
Director (Legal) and the 
final decision of the 
interview board and 
Management Board. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was observed 
that the PA had provided 
part of the information. 
RTIC ordered the PA to 
release the rest of the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

T.Thayalingam vs 
Pradeshiya Sabha, 
Naviththanvely 52 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.10.2019 
requested several 
information regarding 
renovation of roads and 
maintenance of street 
lamps including certified 
copies of reports 
pertaining to the 
allocation of funds and 
expenditure for the same, 
copies of the complaints 
received pertaining to the 
same by the PA. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

Nishan Fonseka vs.  
Urban Development 
Authority53 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
08.08.2018 requested 
information relating to the 
total/aggregate of water 
units consumed per 
month by each of the 
housing complexes in 
several areas for January 
to July 2018 as indicated 
by water meters installed 
by the UDA. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA informed 
that the information had 
already been sent to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

W.M.P.H. Holdings v. 
Urban Development 
Authority54 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.06.2019 
requested information 
with regard to an 
allocation and 
cancellation of land to a 
Korean company and 
subsequently reallocation 
of the said land to Ananda 
College, Maradana. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the Appellant had 
informed the Commission 
via a phone conversation 
that he had received the 
information requested 
from the PA. As such, 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

Kamalasiri Bandara v. 
Ministry of Education55 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to an incident of 
collecting money for 
uniforms for girl guiding 
for primary school 
students. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

H.R.B. Hindeniya v The 
Medical Officer of Health, 
Eheliyadda56 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.10.2020 
requested information 
relating to the officers 
who conducted an 
inspection relating to the 
presences of dengue 
mosquitos, the date in 
which the inspection was 
undertaken, notes taken 
during the inspection  as 
such other related 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing the PA provided 
part of the information 
request and refused to 
provide the remaining as 
there is court case 
pending on the same. As 
such this falls under 
exempted information 
laid out in Section 5 (1) (j) 
of the RTIC Act. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
conclude the appeal.  

Tharindu Jayawardena 
v. Ministry of Industry 
and Commerce 57 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.07.2018 
requested details 
regarding the vehicles 
owned under the 
Ministry, who utilizes 
these vehicles, details of 
the designated drivers, 
fuel cost and maintenance 
cost, and details of 
vehicles provided to the 
Minister. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s responses, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
decided that the PA has 
not committed an offence 
under the RTI Act as per 
Sections 39 (1) (a) and 39 
(2) amounting for 
litigation as it was 
observed that the 
discrepancies of 
information provided at 
various times by the PA 
were not intentional but 
due to an administrative 
confusion. As such, the 
appeal was concluded.  

W.V.D.S. 

Pushpakumara v. 

Valuation 

Department58 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 10.12.2019 

requested information 

on a valuation done by 

the PA with reference 

to the Appellant. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, it 

was revealed that the 

Appellant has filed 

another Appeal on the 

same matter and 

requesting the same 

information items. 

Accordingly, under 

that Appeal the PA has 

submitted a sufficient 

report disclosing 

information requested 

by the Appellant. As 

such, based on the 

decision of the appeal 

no 1602/2019 RTIC 

concluded the Appeal. 

 

Rahul Samantha 
Hettiarachchi VS. 
Department of 
Wildlife 
Conservation59 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.24 
requested the 
information as to how 
many identified 
Elephant Passes were 
there across the 
Southern-Expressway 
from Matara to 
Hambantota and to 
Mattala?, how many 
lands have been 
allocated in the year 
2015 for the proposed 
Wild Elephant 
Management Reserve 
in Hambantota? and 
such other related 
information. As the IO 
and DO failed to 
respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
information in its 
possession, custody 
and control to the 
Appellant. Subject to 
the direction of the 
RTIC, the Appeal was 
concluded. 
 

D.S.S. Mendis v. 
Cooperative 
Development 
Department60 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.05.2019 
requested a certified 
photocopy of the 
letter given by one 
Mr. Sugath 
Medagedara to the 
North Western Co-
operative 
Commissioner to be 
issued, and the 
source from which 
details of the 
appellant’s service 
period were 
obtained. As the PA 
failed to respond to 
the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, 
he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to 
release the second 
item of information 
and accepted the 
reasoning given by 
the PA regarding the 
1st item of 
information. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 
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7.  G. Suminda Jayasiri v. 
Mulatiyana Pradeshiya 
Sabha 61 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.01.2020 
requested the document 
containing markings at 
the interview for the post 
of ‘Ayurvedha Sanyojaka’ 
at the PA, and for 
certificates including 
educational and 
professional 
qualifications pertaining 
to the highest rankers at 
the interview. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to release part of 
the information (the 
marking documents). 
The rest (certificates of 
candidates) were denied 
as it affects the privacy of 
the candidates. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

Kollambage v. Valuation 
Department62 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.03.2019 
requested information on 
the valuation methods, 
charts and etc. for the 
widening of the roads for 
the development project 
of the Walasmulla town. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the   
Public   Authority was 
agreeable to allow the   
Appellant   to peruse   the   
necessary   documents   at   
their   Office.  As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 

Ajith Gunawardena v 
Ceylon Electricity Board63 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
03.12.2018 requested 
several items of 
information relating to 
electricity supply to his 
place in Godaduwa. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
observed that after several 
hearings the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

U.M.K.N. Udagedera v. 
Department of the Land 
Commissioner General64 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
03.05.2019 requested 
several items of 
information with regard to 
a circular No.2018/3 on a 
program to issue State 
Land Grants.  As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that part of the 
information was already 
provided by the PA. RTIC 
affirmed this and further 
directed the PA to provide 
the rest of the information 
to the Appellant. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 
 

H.P.D.C.R. Kumara v. 
Ministry of Education65 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.08.2018 
requested information on 
admission to Grade 1 in 
the year 2015. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

Rahul Samantha 
Hettiarachchi VS. 
Ministry of health, 
nutrition and indigenous 
medicine66 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.23 
requested the 
information as to whether 
there is any letter stating 
that Chapter XXX in the 
Establishment Code is not 
applicable to the medical 
officers in the 
government service and 
other related information 
and how much has 
incurred as a loss to the 
Government by providing 
vehicle permits to doctors 
during the period from 
2015 to July 30, 2019. As 
the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time. The Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the information in its 
possession, custody and 
control to the Appellant. 
Subject to the direction of 
the RTIC, the Appeal was 
concluded. 
 

A. S. M. Jayaratne - 
Ministry of Power and 
Renewable Energy 67 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.10.2018 
requested a report made 
by the independent 
inquiry committee 
appointed by the Minister 
of Power and Renewable 
Energy to investigate the 
frauds and corruption 
taking place at the Lanka 
Electricity Company (Pvt) 
Ltd. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the Appellant with a 
summary inquiry report 
omitting third party 
names with such 
omissions marked in red. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

 Asela Niroshan 
Dharmadasa VS. 
Provincial 
Environmental 
Authority (North 
Western)68 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.12.24 
requested as to whether 
the relevant approval 
has been obtained from 
the Provincial 
Environmental 
Authority for the 
construction of a 
poultry farm in the 
second part 
(Udugodagama) of 
Gurugodawatta in the 
Ibbagamuwa 
Pradeshiya Sabha area 
by the Pussalla Meat 
Producers (PVT) LTD 
Gurugodawatta, 
Udugodagama 
Nikadalupotha. Head 
Office - Pelawatta, 
Battaramulla and as 
such other related 
information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had provided the 
requested information 
to the Appellant. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal.  
 

G. A. J. Weerasinghe 
v. Ministry of 
Education 69 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.04.2019 
requested 
information on the 
action taken on order 
letter OMP / P / 
2/10/1333  dated 
14.03.2019 
(Operation of the 
letter of the 
Ombudsman). As the 
PA failed to respond 
to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
observed that the PA 
had provided the 
requested 
information to the 
Appellant. Affirming 
this, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2419:app-no-1864-2019&catid=63&lang=si&Itemid=101
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8.  P. K. J. G. Niriella v. 
Water Resources Board 
70 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 24.11.2017, 
18.01.2018, 20.01.2018 
requested 29 items of 
information including 
copies of letters, reports 
regarding various 
employment-related 
matters concerning 
different individuals, 
manual of procedures 
approved by the Board of 
Directors, several other 
files and documents. PA 
provided part of the 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

B.N.D. Kumara Vs.  

Urban Development 

Authority71 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.11.2019 
requested information on 
the proposed 
Bandaragama town 
development project. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was   
observed that   the   PA   
had   answered   the   
issues   raised by   the   
appellant, but not   
adhering   to   the   correct   
format.   Thus, the   RTIC, 
directed the PA to issue 
the document in the 
manner requested the 
appellant. As such the 
RTIC concluded the 
appeal. 
 

MWD Wijethilaka v 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board72 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
11.02.2020 requested 
several items of 
information relating to a 
water project in 
Mamudella, Marapana 
including the progress of 
the report, the 
appointment of office 
bearers to the project and 
so on. Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 

G.D. Dayananda v. 
Provincial Land 
Commissioner's Office73 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to a letter dated 
15.08.2018 sent by the 
Appellant to the PA 
regarding a permit of a 
land. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that part of the 
information was provided 
to the Appellant and that 
the rest of the information 
was not within the 
possession, custody, 
control of the PA. As the 
rest of the information 
were in the possession of 
the Divisional Secretary, 
the request was 
forwarded to the 
Divisional Secretary. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and the 
appeal was concluded. 

P.A.J. Weerasinghe v. 
Ministry of Education74 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.08.2019 
requested information on 
proceedings related to the 
letter submitted to the 
Minister of Education on 
07.05.2019. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  The PA made 
written submissions to 
the RTIC informing that 
they do not have the 
information requested in 
their possession. As such 
at the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

W. P. I. T. Weerasinghe A. 
Ministry of Health75 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 12.11.2018 
requested information as 
to whether medical 
administrative grade 
medical officers such as 
Director and Deputy 
Director of Teaching 
Hospitals, Director of 
Regional Health Services, 
Deputy Provincial 
Director of Health 
Services, Deputy Director 
of Regional Health 
Services have a legal right 
to employ in private 
medical practice and, if 
no such legal right 
existed, a copy of the 
circular or document 
where such law is 
mentioned.  As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated period, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

T.K. Premathilake v. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Office, Matara76 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.09.2018 
requested a detailed 
report on the 
assistance/funds 
disbursed to officers of 
the District Secretariat 
living in the flood-
affected areas, and 
officers of the Divisional 
Secretariat including the 
Divisional Secretary, 
Grama Niladharis, 
Economic Development 
Officers and other 
officers. PA rejected the 
request as it pertains to 
personal information 
under Section 5 (1). 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC reverted 
the PA’s decision and 
ordered the release of 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  C. J. 
Wijayawardhana v 
Sri Lanka Telecom 77 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.10.2019 
requested complete 
details of the 
management review 
process applicable to 
the issuance of 
identity cards to 
retired officers of Sri 
Lanka Telecom PLC 
(SLT) and, to 
elaborate why the 
appellant’s 
application was 
rejected on the basis 
of his past conduct. 
Dissatisfied with the 
PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted 
that the PA had 
provided one item of 
information to the 
appellant. RTIC 
affirmed this and 
held that the other 
item of information 
was in the form of a 
question and not an 
‘information’ 
requested as per 
Section 43. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2420:app-no-1348-2019&catid=63&lang=si&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2420:app-no-1348-2019&catid=63&lang=si&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2421:aapp-no-901-2019&catid=60&lang=si&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2422:aapp-no-901-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2422:aapp-no-901-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
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9.  M.G. Harischandraratne 
v Sri Lanka Ports 
Authority78 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.10.2018 
requested the 
Investigation report 
relating to a disciplinary 
action relevant to the 
letter dated 06.10.2016 
bearing reference ප්රධාන  
ක්රි. ක ාපන ( .ව. ක.). ක  

ක්රි. ක.ාන. ක./. ක. . කව. ක . ක.2791. 
The PA responded stating 
that the relevant 
disciplinary inquiry file 
has been misplaced and 
that the relevant officials 
have been instructed to 
take necessary steps to 
locate the same. 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that the file could not be 
found. RTIC ordered the 
PA to provide the 
Appellant with the report 
and letters on 
‘misplacement of the 
disciplinary inquiry file’ 
which was previously 
send to the RTIC 
following an inquiry held 
on the said 
misplacement. 

Saman Kariyawasam v. 
Road Development 
Authority79 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.10.2019 
requested certified copies 
of the unauthorized 
notices sent to a specified 
owner of the building 
where two enterprises are 
located. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, the PA was 
directed to release the 
information and as such 
the appeal was concluded.  

 

Nilan Chathuranga Loku 
Hettige v  
Office of the Assistant 
Commissioner of Local 
Government - Gampaha80 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
23.05.1019 requested 
several items of 
information relating to 
reanimating of a road in 
the Mahara Pradeshiya 
Saba area and several 
documents relating to it. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

Don Premachandra 
Cohomban v. Uluvitike 
(N) Thrift and Credit Co-
operative Society 
Limited81 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.02.2020 
requested several items of 
information relating to a 
purchase of a land with a 
two-storied building on it 
by the PA. As the PA failed 
to respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the release of all 
information except one 
item of the request which 
was considered a question 
and not falling within the 
definition of 
‘information’. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 

P.A.J. Weerasinghe v. 
Ministry of Education82 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.07.2019 
requested information on 
actions taken in relation 
to the letter dated 
10.08.2018 from the 
Secretary of the 
Education Services 
Committee of the Public 
Service Commission. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  
The PA made written 
submissions to the RTIC 
informing that they do 
not have the information 
requested in their 
possession. As such at the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
affirmed the PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal. 
 

H.V. Amarajeewa v. 

Office of the District 

Director of Health 

Services, Galle83 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 08.05.2018 

requested certified copies 

of two letters addressed to 

the District Director of 

Health Services, Galle. 

The PA denied the 

information citing 

Section 5(1) of the Act. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the RTIC 

directed the PA to release 

the documents as they do 

not fall within the 

exceptions provided 

under section 5.  

 

Verité Research v. 
Comptroller General’s 
Office, Ministry of 
Finance 84 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.08.2018 
requested the complete 
list of vehicles owned by 
the Government of Sri 
Lanka as recorded in the 
central assets register as 
at the latest available 
date. PA responded by 
providing a summary 
report of the vehicles 
owned by the government 
categorized under 
vehicles in running 
condition. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, taking 
into consideration the 
voluminous nature of the 
information sought in the 
information request and 
the administrative 
limitations of the PA, with 
the consent of both 
parties RTIC directed the 
PA to provide only certain 
categories of information. 
RTIC further directed the 
release of information in 
stages to ease the burden 
of the PA. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  W.P.I.T. 
Weerasinghe v. 
Southern Province 
Chief Ministry 85 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.09.2019 
requested a CD with 
the footage 
recordings of CCTV 
cameras installed at 
the Chief Ministry of 
the Southern 
Province, from the 
date of its installation 
to the date of 
providing the 
information related 
to the request of the 
appellant. PA 
responded denying 
the request stating 
the cameras were for 
security purposes 
thus footages could 
not be provided. 
Dissatisfied with the 
PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the opinion 
of the PA and moved 
to conclude this 
appeal on the ground 
that the information 
requested by the 
appellant is 
indefinite and 
belongs to a long 
period of time as 
well. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2423:app-no-1113-2019&catid=60&lang=si&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2424:app-no-2079-2020&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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10.  H.D.E Gunasekara v. 
University of Sri 
Jayewardenepura 86 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.07.2019 
requested information 
pertaining to an 
interview conducted for 
the recruitment of 
Trainee Lecturers for 
Mass Communication to 
the University including 
assessment criteria, 
details of top 10 ranked in 
the interview and several 
other information 
regarding the Appellant’s 
scores at the interview. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC observed 
that the PA had provided 
information satisfying 
Section 3(1) except to one 
item. RTIC decided that 
the rest item of 
information was not a 
proper request as per 
Section 43. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

A.M.Ahamed v Divisional 
Secretariat Puttalam87 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.11.2019 
requested information on 
reconstructing the library 
in Mohdeen City Village, 
606 Grama Niladhari 
Division, Manal Island in 
a privately owned land. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
Appeal hearing, it was 
evident that PA has 
answered all 7 questions 
above responding to the 
appellant’s request by 
letter dated 19.12.2019. 
As such the RTIC 
concluded the Appeal as 
the information 
requested has been duly 
answered by the Public 
Authority.  
Also relevant under Land 
and Agriculture  
 

 P.J.Isabella Nonis v 
Divisional Secretariat, 
Wanathavilluwa88 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding officers who 
were in charge of a 
particular licensed deed 
of land since 1990, details 
of those who have applied 
for a license for the 
ownership of the land and 
copies of the withdrawal 
notice sent by the PA to 
leave the unauthorized 
occupation of the land. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 

Indika Umayangani 
Senadheere v. Seethadevi 
Girls School89 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 11.03.2019 and 
30.05.2019 requested 
information on admitting 
students for grade 1. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 

 Shermal Hemaka 
Jayasuriya v National 
Selection Committee, 
Ministry of Provincial 
Councils, Local 
Government and Sports 
90 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2018 
requested minutes of the 
meetings held by the 
National Selection 
Committee to select 
athletes for the Asian 
Games 2018 from 15th 
June 2018 to 15th August 
2018, and for final lists of 
Squash players and 
Kabaddi players selected 
for the Asian Games 2018 
and the date list approved 
by the National Selection 
Committee. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was observed 
part of the information 
was provided to the 
appellant. The Appeal was 
concluded as the 
remaining information 
under the point of 
information no. 1 
(minutes) has not been 
shown to be within the 
“possession, custody or 
control” of the PA under 
and in terms of Section 3 
(1) of the Act. 

  V. Gunawardena v. 
Human Rights 
Commission of Sri 
Lanka91 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.12.2019 
requested a reply to 
the letter he sent on 
05/11/2019 
regarding a 
complaint against 
rejecting a complaint 
made to the Matara 
Human Rights 
Coordinating Officer 
on the grounds that 
the time has expired 
without considering 
the facts of the 
complaint. As the PA 
failed to respond to 
the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, 
he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC held 
that the requested 
information did not 
fall under Section 43. 
As such, the appeal 
was concluded. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2425:app-no-1762-2019&catid=63&lang=si&Itemid=101
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11.  Ariyaratnam Kanisto v 
Department of Posts92 
 
Appellant by information 
request dated 15.05.2018 
requested information 
relating to the action 
taken in response to the 
letter dated 02.02.2017 
sent by registered post 
addressed to the 
Postmaster General 
Colombo, through the 
Postmaster General 
Jaffna relating to the 
reasons as to why the 
Appellant’s salary 
increment was not given 
to him. Although the 
registered number of the 
letter was provided on 
request of the PA, the PA 
failed to respond within 
the time period stipulated 
under the Act. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the 
Commission. At the 
hearing, it was held that 
the Appellant had 
sufficiently identified in 
his information request, 
the matter regarding as to 
why his increment was 
not given and the details 
of the inquiry on the 
same. RTIC directed the 
PA to inform the 
Appellant on the progress 
of the inquiry if such has 
been conducted and to 
provide the Appellant 
with any available 
information of the said 
inquiry procedure. 

P.Abojithan V Divisional 
Secretariat, Mullaittivu93 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.12.2019 
requested copies of 
documents pertaining to 
funding through the 
Gambareliya project for 
Development of the 
Christian temple 
Neeravipitty East, under 
the Divisional Secretariat 
Division Maritimepattu, 
Mullaitivu District 2018-
2019. As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was informed 
that the appellant has 
been already informed to 
receive the requested 
information. As the PA 
has agreed to release the 
information subjected to 
the payments, RTIC 
affirmed the PA’s decision 
and directed the appellant 
to receive the information 
as instructed by the PA. 

 

R.S. Hettiarachchi v. 
Ministry of Health94

 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
07.11.2019 requested 
several items of 
information regarding the 
availability of certain 
equipment’s for the 
disposal of waste in the 
Matara General Hospital. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. As the 
overriding public interest 
in this Appeal warranted 
the disclosure of the 
information, and that the 
exemptions pleaded by the 
PA were untenable at the 
time of the appeal hearing 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the requested 
information.  
 

O.V. Kulasena v. 
Department of Agrarian 
Development95 
 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.09.2018 
requested information 
relating to actions taken 
by the Commissioner-
General of the Agrarian 
Development with regard 
to a letter sent to the 
Minister on filling part of 
the main canal that runs 
through a paddy field and 
using it as a road and 
preparation of documents 
that there is a land (filled 
land) in a paddy field area 
near the canal by  the 
Appellant. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the requested 
information is not in the 
possession of the PA. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
the PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

A.M.S.A.K. Attanayake v. 
Educational Department 
– Central Province96 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.01.2020 
requested details on 
National Student 
Information System. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the Appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that 
information requested 
under item no 1 is 
provided and information 
under item 2 is relevant to 
third party information. 
As such the RTIC directed 
the PA to obtain third 
party consent under 
section 29 of the Act and 
act accordingly. 

 R.J.R. Wimal Perera. v. 
Commission to 
Investigate Allegations of 
Bribery or Corruption97 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.06.2019 
requested certain 
information regarding a 
complaint he made to the 
PA including names of 
respondents whose 
statements were taken, 
certified copies of 
relevant statements, Case 
number if it has been 
reported to the court. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the PA provided the 
requested information in 
accordance with the 
provisions of the law 
established by the PA. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

  S.A.S.S. Perera v. Sri 
Lanka Police 98 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.11.2019 
requested a certified 
copy of the letter sent 
by the Padukka 
Police to the 
Seethawaka 
Pradeshiya Sabha on 
20-09-2019 
regarding a 
complaint made by 
the appellant. 
(2019/08/20  
237/67). As the PA 
failed to respond to 
the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, 
he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
release the 
information 
requested depending 
on the nature of the 
information request. 
and also, that the 
said information is 
such that can be 
legitimately released 
under and in terms of 
the RTI Act. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

12.  T.S. Narangoda v. Sri 
Lanka Insurance 
Corporation99 
 

P.Abojithan V Divisional 
Secretariat, 
Mullaittivu100 
 

M. Asokan v Sri Lanka 
Railway Department101 
 

T.M. Thillakaratne v. 
Pradeshiya Sabha – 
Polgahawela102 

 

K. Prasannakumar v 
University Grants 

 S. Piyathilaka v. Ministry 
of Agriculture, Rural 
Economic Affairs, 
Irrigation and Fisheries 

  A.M.M. Weerakoon 
Bandara v. National 
Housing 
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The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.09.2019 
requested details of 
minimum 
qualifications/requireme
nts that are not fulfilled 
by the appellant to be 
entitled to a promotion in 
2014-2015. PA denied the 
provision of information. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
information to the 
appellant. Affirming this, 
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.12.2019 
requested pertaining to 
funding through the 
Gambareliya project for 
Development of the 
Christian temple 
Neeravipitty East, under 
the Divisional Secretariat 
Division Maritimepattu, 
Mullaitivu District 2018-
2019. As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
Appellant has requested 
the same information 
from the PA through 
several information 
requests. As such, the 
RTIC affirmed the PA 
decision in responding to 
the RTIC Appeal number 
2307/2020 as the 
information requested 
are similar and directed 
the Appellant to receive 
the information by paying 
the prescribed fee as 
instructed by the PA.  
 
 
 
 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.11.2019  
requested information as 
to why reservations of 146 
seats were blocked by the 
top management on the 
1345Hrs Jaffna — 
Colombo Intercity train of 
1st of September as at on 
the reservation opening 
date of 2.8.2019 (If not 
how many seats, the 
names of the top 
management and the 
reasons for blocking such 
seats and such connected 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested information.  
 

The Appellant, by 
information request, 
requested information on 
copies of deed No. 739 
and Plan No. 1078. The 
PA denied the 
information citing 
Section 5(1) (a) of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 

Commission103 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.04.2019 
requested details 
regarding the number of 
children of the estate 
workers from Kandy, 
Nuwara-Eliya, Badulla, 
Kegalle, Rathnapura who 
have been selected to the 
university entrance 
during 2014- 2019. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that the Public 
Authority has by letter 
dated 09.10.2020 
provided documents 
pertaining to the 
information requested by 
the Appellant. As the 
Public Authority has 
satisfactorily responded 
to the information 
request made by the 
Appellant the RTIC 
concluded the Appeal.  
 

and Aquatic Resources 
Development 104 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.06.2019 
requested letters sent by 
the Office of the President 
and the Prime Minister's 
Office to him in 
correspondence to a letter 
he sent previously, certain 
documents related to the 
inquiries held by the PA 
on receipt of these letters 
including Cabinet 
Decision Letter 
containing the decision of 
the Cabinet of Ministers 
regarding the Cabinet 
Memorandum and 
certain information 
regarding appointments 
to certain posts in the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA sufficiently 
responded and provided 
the information. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 

Development 
Authority105 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.07.2019 
requested 
information 
regarding a Case No. 
M/857/19. 
Photocopies of all the 
documents 
submitted by the 
Appellant for the 
relevant loan file, 
circular or gazette 
notification for 
issuance of tribute 
loan to a public 
officer, photocopy of 
the indictment filed 
against the Appellant 
in the Hon. District 
Court, Mahiyangana 
under the said case 
were requested. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had provided part of 
the information. PA 
informed that certain 
documents were not 
available with the 
information. PA 
informed that a 
particular document 
was not available 
with them, but could 
be obtained from the 
Mahiyanganaya 
Courts as a copy was 
available in the case 
record. RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA and moved 
to conclude the 
appeal. 
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13.  H.C.S. De Zoysa 
Siriwardena v. National 
Savings Bank106 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.02.2019 
requested certain 
information regarding the 
cancellation of the 
Appellant’s bank account 
by the Sri Lanka Army. 
The appellant was serving 
as a Legal Officer in the 
Sri Lanka Army. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the PA had already 
provided the appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
District Secretariat 
Ampara107 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.03.2019 
requested details 
regarding houses 
constructed in 
Nuraicholai and 
Marudhamunai-
Mettuvattai in 2006 for 
the victims of the 
tsunami. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. In the Appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that the two 
Tsunami housing 
schemes in question were 
initiated and 
implemented by the 
National Housing 
Development Authority 
under the guidance of the 
Ministry of Finance, 
whereby measures have 
been undertaken to 
obtain the said requested 
information from the 
Ministry of Finance and 
the National Housing 
Development Authority 
 
 
 

I.K.G. Samantha .Vs. 
National Water Supply 
And Drainage Board108 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 29.10.2018 
requested for the basis on 
which a water supply 
connection was provided 
to the resident of a house, 
without the permission of 
the titleholder of the 
property. As the 
Information and 
Designated Officers failed 
to respond, the Appellant 
appealed to the 
Commission. At the 
hearing, where the 
Appellant was absent, the 
PA submitted that the 
information pertains to a 
third party, who has 
declined to provide the 
information, and further 
that title details are not 
considered when 
providing a water supply. 
The RTIC upheld the 
decision of the PA on the 
basis of S. 29 of the Act.   
 

Bawa Samsudeen v. 
Land Reforms 
Commission109 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.10.2019 
requested information on 
actions taken on 
mentioned letters 
addressed to the 
Chairman of the Land 
Reforms Commission, 
and copies of letters 
exchanged in relation to. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

K. Prasanna Kumar v 
University Grants 
Commission110 
 
The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.09.2019 

requested information on 

how many Government 

Universities which were 

started as Government 

University campuses, 

have been upgraded as 

Government Universities 

and other information on 

government universities 

and campuses. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA has 

responded to the 

Appellant referring to 

web-links as containing 

the information sought by 

the Appellant. As such, 

the RTIC concluded the 

Appeal as the PA has 

satisfactorily responded 

to the information 

request made by the 

Appellant.  

 

 K. Parthiban v Divisional 
Secretariat, Vavuniya111 
 
Appellant by information 
request dated 29.08.2018 
requested information 
with regard to a 
permission letter given by 
the Provincial Land 
Commissioner to the 
Land Kachcheri and 
details with regard to a 
list of beneficiaries who 
were registered under the 
Land Kachcheri. PA failed 
to respond within the 
stipulated time and the 
Appellant preferred an 
Appeal to RTIC. However, 
at the hearing, the 
Commission was notified 
by the Appellant that he 
received the requested 
information from PA. 
Appeal was concluded 

  P. H. Ruwansiri v. 
District Secretariat 
Office, Weligama 112 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.09.2019 
requested certain 
information 
regarding a copy of a 
ledger. Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
did not possess the 
requested 
information. RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA and moved 
to conclude the 
appeal. 
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14.  N.G.A.P. Ranasinghe v. 
Regional Development 
Bank 113 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2019 
requested certain 
information relating to 
deductions made from 
the Appellant’s salary as 
per Order DR 379/03 
given in respect of a loan 
on collection of paddy 
stocks obtained in the 
year 2000 under Account 
No. 20558 and, certain 
related information on 
reliefs granted if any or 
reasons for not granting 
the same in accordance 
with circulars issued by 
the Government in 2005 
and 2008. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. 
As such RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 
 
 

M. Ashiq Hassim v 
Colombo Municipal 
Council114 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.03.2019 
requested information of 
a certified copy of the 
Approved Building Plan 
issued by the Council in 
respect of No 16, Dr. 
Lester Pieris Mawatha 
(Dickman’s Road), 
Colombo 05). the PA 
denied the information 
citing Section 5 (1) (d) of 
the Act.  Dissatisfied with 
the response by the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the course of appeal 
hearing, the Commission 
was cognizant of the 
difficulty faced by the PA 
in providing a copy of the 
approved building plan 
due to third party 
concerns. The PA was 
queried as to whether it 
could allow the Appellant 
to inspect the said 
document.  The parties 
are directed to copy the 
Commission in all 
correspondence made to 
this end. Upon providing 
the Appellant and his 
expert the opportunity to 
peruse the building plan 
in order to assess its 
conformance with the 
relevant laws and/or 
guidelines it is deemed 
that the requested 
information has been 
provided by the PA. As 
such the Appeal was 
Concluded. 

Wimal de Soyza v 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board115 
 
Appellant made an 
information request dated 
08.05.2019, requesting 
details pertaining to water 
supply connections 
provided within the 
Balapitiya region during 
January - August in 2017, 
2018 and 2019. He 
requested details in 
relation to (i) the 
registration numbers of 
the water supply 
connections applied for, 
(ii) the dates of such 
application, (iii) the dates 
on which such supply was 
provided and certified 
copies of relevant 
documentation. While the 
information officer failed 
to respond, the designated 
officer provided two out of 
the three points of 
information requested. 
Upon appeal to the RTIC, 
the Commission ordered 
the perusal of relevant 
information in relation to 
the third point of 
information. 

K.C.K. Perera v. 
Agrarian Services Office 
– Bokundara, 
Piliyandala116 

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.10.2019 
requested information on 
an excerpt regarding the 
“Piliyandala Kahapola 
Kanda Kapapu Landa or 
Ovita”. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the information to 
the Appellant. As such, 
the appeal was concluded.  

 

K.V. Ramesh Gayan v. 

Mihinda College, Galle117 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 05.08.2019 

requested copies of the 

marks given at the 

interview and the 

certificates submitted by 

them in relation to the 

students who appeared 

from the interview 

numbers bearing the 

above numbers in the 

interview held in the year 

2018 for the admission of 

students to the Grade 1 of 

G / Mahinda College, 

2019. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the PA, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the Appeal hearing it was 

submitted that 

certificates submitted by 

the interviewees include 

birth certificates and 

other confidential 

information of third 

parties. Accordingly, the 

PA is directed to provide 

the marks given at the 

interview in respect of the 

students who appeared in 

the relevant interview 

numbers requested by the 

Appellant. However, as 

the certificates submitted 

by them, falls under 

Section 5 (1) (a) of the Act 

RTIC emphasized to the 

Appellant that the 

information could not be 

 P. G. C. P. Gajadeera v. 
People's Bank 118 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.08.2019 
requested details as to 
whether the bank has the 
power to enforce a 
Standing Order even after 
the expiry of the relevant 
60-month limit which 
was agreed with the 
appellant, and if so, the 
basis for such legal claim. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the 
information request was 
similar to the request in 
RTIC Appeal 1927/2020. 
RTIC moved to conclude 
this appeal after drawing 
the attention of the 
Appellant towards the 
Order of RTIC Appeal 
1927/2020. 

  P.A.J. Weerasinghe 
v. Ministry of 
Education119 

 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.08.2018 
requested 
information on 
actions taken on the 
PMO / 1 / R / PVC / 
2019 and PMO / 
10/14 / SEP / 
41/2019 letters sent 
by the Prime 
Minister's Office. As 
the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC.  The PA 
made written 
submissions to the 
RTIC informing that 
they do not have the 
information 
requested at their 
possession. As such 
at the appeal hearing, 
the RTIC affirmed 
the PA’s decision and 
concluded the 
appeal. 
 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2414:m-ashiq-hassim-v-colombo-municipal-council-app-no-1925-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2414:m-ashiq-hassim-v-colombo-municipal-council-app-no-1925-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2414:m-ashiq-hassim-v-colombo-municipal-council-app-no-1925-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2415:app-no-1931-2020&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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provided because it was 

sensitive information 

related to privacy. As 

such, the RTIC concluded 

this Appeal.  

 

15.  A. K. P.  Mahinda v. Sri 
Lanka Transport Board 
120 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.07.2018 
requested what was the 
amount he should receive 
out of the amount of 
money spent on granting 
the expected relief as per 
the recommendations 
regarding political 
revenge in accordance 
with the decision of the 
Cabinet of Ministers of 
Sri Lanka.  As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, since the 
information requested 
were about 15 years old, 
RTIC upheld the position 
of the PA that the 
information could not be 
provided on the grounds 
stated by the PA. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

R. Jeyaraj V 
Agrapathana Police 
Station121 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to the road leads 
to Agrapathana 
Divisional Hospital from 
Pelmoral Estate which 
was closed by the Police 
and Hospital 
management in April due 
to the bomb blast. Thus, a 
certified copy of lawful 
documents or minutes of 
meeting regarding the 
closure of the road and 
the nature of the closure 
(temporary or 
permanent). As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated timeline, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
Commission observed 
that the PA has 
communicated the 
information requested to 
the Appellant in prior 
writings. As the PA has 
given a status update at 
the given point of time, 
based on the information 
being provided by the PA, 
the appeal was concluded. 

M.M. Selvaratnam v 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board122 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
15.03.2019 requested 
several documents 
contained in the 
application of one Miss 
Seetha Devi Chelliah filed 
at the NWS&DB to obtain 
illegal domestic water 
service to her 
condominium parcel. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and refused the 
disclosure of information 
under Section 5(1)(a). As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

Thirimadura Dinesh 
Buddhika v. Mahaweli 
Authority of Sri Lanka123 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.02.2019 
requested information 
querying whether a 
particular land slot is 
administered by the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal 

Dr. (Mrs.) Bahirathy 
Rasanen V Ministry of 
Education124 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to the 
educational background, 
appointment, private 
branch approval and 
registration dates of 
teachers at Jaffna College, 
a copy of 1951 regulation 
applicable to private 
unaided government-
approved Schools and 
such other information. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated timeline, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, 
responding to the notice 
of the Commission, PA 
explained the information 
inquiry procedure and 
available information. As 
the PA has satisfactorily 
responded to the 
information request 
made by the Appellant, 
the appeal is concluded.  
 
 

 Pulasthi Hewamanna v 
University of Ruhuna 125 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.08.2019 
requested information 
regarding the Anti-
Ragging Committees 
(ARC) formed under 
Circular No. 919; certain 
details about student 
counsellors, information 
relating to ragging in the 
University. PA responded 
denying the request 
under and in terms of 
Section 5 (1). Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, PA 
was directed to release the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

  N.W.M.Rajanayake 
Bandara V Ministry 
of Agriculture126 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.04.05 
requested 
information 
pertaining to a 
specific clause of the 
contract number 
CE/2/2/1/12/2016 
and a copy of the 
contract. Since the 
PA failed to respond 
within the specific 
time frame stipulated 
in the Act, the 
appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. Considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
observed that there 
was no barrier to 
release the requested 
information and 
therefore, directed 
the PA to release the 
requested 
information to the 
appellant. 
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16.  G.B. Wijesinghe v. 
Commission to 
Investigate Allegations of 
Bribery or Corruption 127 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.01.2020 
requested a certified copy 
of the complete file 
including the letter dated 
23.08.2018 sent by one 
G.B. Wijesinghe in 
connection with the 
complaint No. BC / 
2426/2018, statements 
of complaints received, 
investigation reports and 
discussion notes of the 
PA.  PA rejected the 
request citing Section 
5(1)(h) of the RTI Act and 
Section 17 of the 
Commission to 
Investigate Bribery or 
Corruption Act. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA to 
deny the provision of 
information under 
section 17 of the 
Commission to 
Investigate Bribery or 
Corruption Act. As such, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

A.S.M Firdawus V Urban 
Council Kinniya128 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.01.2019 
requested information 
regarding the approval 
given to a building being 
built in a land near “Nuha 
Karawala” shop situated 
in the Madakalapuwa 
Road Kinniya-03. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the information request 
within the stipulated 
timeline, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the Commission 
observed that the PA has 
failed to adhere to the 
time periods stipulated 
under the Act when 
responding to the 
Appellant. The PA 
informed the Commission 
that it can provide the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. The 
Commission directed the 
PA to provide the 
requested information 
within one month of the 
receipt of the order with a 
covering letter to the 
Commission. As such, the 
appeal was concluded 

M.W.D. Wijethilaka VS. 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board129 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
2019.04.30 requested the 
information regarding 
Praja Jala Abhimani 
program and it benefits to 
the Appellant’s residential 
area and Copies of the 
circulars, orders or 
advertisement issued by 
the Department stating 
that the chlorinator 
provided free of charge 
should be charged 
thereafter and such other 
related information. As 
the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated time. 
The Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

M. S. M. Fasan Rismi v 
Agrarian Service 
Centre130 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
19.10.2018 requested 
information regarding the 
letter dated 17.08.2018 
sent by the PA, details of 
the official actions taken 
against the residential 
construction activities on 
the agricultural lands near 
the Salvattiyan Canal, 
details of the Police 
actions taken against the 
builders on the 
agricultural lands near the 
Salvattiyan Canal and 
such other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response by PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA has 
drawn the attention of the 
Commission to the 
communication made 
with the Appellant. 
Accordingly, PA has 
provided part of the 
information requested 
and with regards to the 
other information PA has 
stated that no 
communication made by 
the PA with regards to that 
matter.  As the PA has 
satisfactorily responded to 
the request made by the 
Appellant, the Appeal is 
concluded. 
 

K. Prasanna Kumar V 
Chief Ministry and 
Ministry of Education 
Central Provincial131 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to number of 
students drop out and 
admitted Tamil medium 
schools in the Central 
Province (annually) 
within the years of 2015-
2018 and as such other 
information relating to 
G.C.E (O/L), G.C.E(A/L), 
Scholarship examinations 
from Tamil medium 
schools in the Central 
province. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the hearing, the 
Commission observed 
that, the PA has provided 
some information to the 
Appellant according to 
the request and other 
information to be 
provided by another PA. 
The Commission directed 
the PA to transfer the 
information request to 
the relevant PA. 
Accordingly, the appeal 
was concluded. 

 S.A.S.S. Perera v. 
Judicial Service 
Commission132 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.12.2019 
requested the testimonies 
of the relevant police 
officer and the 
Superintendent of 
Electricity who testified in 
the case No. 22063 held 
in the Avissawella 
Magistrate's Court on 
12.12.2019 be given free of 
charge for the first 4 
pages as per the relevant 
Act and Orders. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC held that 
the requested 
information was not in 
the possession, custody, 
control of the PA as 
required under Section 
3(1). As such, the appeal 
was concluded. 

  K. Sidhambaram v 
Sri Lanka Insurance 
Corporation133 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.12.2019 
requested the 
reasons for the delay 
in providing the 
accident insurance 
payment for the Car 
(specified no) which 
is fully insured for 
accidents. As the PA 
failed to respond to 
the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was submitted by the 
PA that the PA has 
decided to settle the 
Appellant’s motor 
insurance claim 
forming the subject 
matter of this Appeal. 
As such, RTIC 
concluded this 
Appeal.  
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17.  H.D.E Gunasekara v. 
University of Sri 
Jayewardenepura 134 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.06.2019 
requested several 
documents pertaining to 
an interview conducted 
on 18.06.2019 for the 
recruitment of Trainee 
Lecturers for Mass 
Communication to the 
University. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that PA provided 
information except for 
one item (item 04). PA 
agreed to provide a 
summary of the 
information pertaining to 
item 04, namely, the 
certified copy of the final 
result sheet. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

BMSK Balasuriya v 
Divisional Secretariat, 
Mahawawa135 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.06.2018 
requested several 
information relating to 
the construction of 
washrooms and 
renovation of a school in 
2015. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC  affirmed  PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal 

Sri Jayawardenapura 

Praja Sanwardhana 

Kendraya v. Road 

Development 

Authority136 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 03.09.2019 

inquired whether a 

particular road, sidewalk 

and drainage comes 

under the purview of the 

RDA and if so whether the 

RDA has a duty to purify 

and maintain the same 

and few other questions. 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

B.B.U. Kumarasiri VS. 
Government Valuation 
Department137 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
2019.06.17 requested the 
information pertaining to 
09 plots of land 1901, 
1907, 1911, 2088, 2001, 
2003, 2021, 279, 285 
mentioned in the letter PD 
/ MO / LAND / VALU / 
PROB / 01 and dated 
2018.01.23 of the Director 
Morana Reservoir Project 
and as such other related 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the IO had provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Education, 
Sabaragamuwa 
Province138 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to the number of 
students drop outa and 
admissions to  Tamil 
medium schools in the 
Sabaragamuwa Province 
(annually) within the 
years of 2015-2018 and as 
such other information 
relating to G.C.E (O/L), 
G.C.E(A/L), Scholarship 
examinations from Tamil 
medium schools in the 
Sabaragamuwa province. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission observed 
that the PA has failed to 
perform the statutory 
duty under the RTI Act. 
The PA is directed to 
release the information 
requested by the 
Appellant or, if the PA is 
unable to provide the 
information as the 
information falls within 
an exemption laid down 
in Section 5 of the Act, to 
deny the same indicating 
the exact exemption 
relied upon. The 
Commission noted that 
the PA has satisfactorily 
provided some 
information relating to 
the request as per the 
order of the Commission. 
The PA was directed to 
transfer the information 
request to the relevant PA 
for the remaining 

 M.I.M. Sadhath v Zonal 
Education Office, 
Kalmunai 139 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.12.2019 
requested certain details 
regarding the 
establishment of the new 
Executive Development 
Committee of Kalmunai 
Mahmud Ladies College, 
certain reports, 
documents relating to 
general meetings held 
and several other related 
information. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
evident that the PA had 
fulfilled its statutory 
obligation to make a 
transfer of the 
information request to 
the relevant PA. The 
Principal of Mahmud 
Ladies College, Kalmunai 
also appeared to have 
provided the information 
requested. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

  U.P. Perera v Sri 
Lanka Police140 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated  22.06.2018 
relating to a certified 
copy of the complaint 
he made to the  
Assistant 
Superintendent 
regarding the 
inaction of his 
complaint dated 
28.05.2018 filed in 
the Rathnapura 
Police station. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
information to the 
Appellant.  
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information. Accordingly, 
the appeal was concluded. 

18.  B. A. Anura Senaratne 
Balasuriya v Bank of 
Ceylon141 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.09.2018 
requested information 
relating to several 
averments in the internal 
disciplinary inquiry 
conducted against the 
Appellant. PA rejected 
the information request 
citing Section 5(1)(f) and 
3(1). Dissatisfied with the 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. The appeal 
was concluded. 
 

Rajendra S Wijesinghe v 
Urban Development 
Authority District Office 
– Kaluthara142 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.02.2019 
requested information 
relating to the Survey 
Plan No. 5085 and the 
subsequent actions were 
taken by the Deputy 
Director (Planning) 
regarding the same. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
opportunity to inspect the 
requested files.  
 

G.B.Wijesinghe V 
Department of 
Government Printing.143 
                                                     
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
2019.12.26 requested 
information pertaining to 
the printing of postal 
cards including whether 
the postal cards are 
printed by the 
Department of 
Government Printing and 
the last date when the 
postal cards were printed 
and such other details. 
The PA responded 
requesting the appellant 
to request the information 
from the Department of 
Postal since the requested 
information was in 
relation with the 
Department of Postal. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, the 
appellant informed the 
RTIC that the PA has 
provided the requested 
information. The appeal 
was concluded 

W. K. Ariyapala v  Land 
Commissioner's 
Department South 
Southern Province 144 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.08.2020 
requested a copy of the 
letter that was submitted 
to the Department in 
connection with 
obtaining a deed for 
residential land. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
stated that part of the 
information can be 
released, however, the 
remaining information 
concerns a third party and 
therefore as per section 
5(1) (i) of the Act. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Education145 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the 3888 
sports trainers 
determined by the 
Ministry of Education, 
including the details of 
the Gazette notification 
issued by the Ministry of 
Education regarding the 
recruitment of sports 
trainers, a number of 
sports trainers recruited 
to the districts of Nuwara-
Eliya, Badulla, Kandy, 
Ratnapura and Kegalle 
and such other 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
timeline, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the Commission 
directed the PA to release 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant or, if the Public 
Authority is unable to 
provide the information 
as the requested 
information falls under 
any exemption laid down 
in Section 5 of the Act, to 
deny the same indicating 
the exact exemption 
relied upon. Consequent 
to the Order made by the 
Commission, it has been 
brought belatedly to the 
attention of this 
Commission that the PA 

 M. Srinavarathnarajah v 
Mahaweli Authority of 
Sri Lanka 146 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.11.2018 
requested a copy of the 
Act, Gazette notification 
or Board Decision about 
charge levy under which 
the PA has informed the 
appellant that it is 
compelled to change a 
levy of some amount as 
catchment management 
fee from the developer 
(percentage of the income 
generated off the project) 
for the use of land and 
water. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal as the PA had 
released the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. 
 
 

  WPIT Weerasinghe 
Police 
Headquarters147 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.08.2020 
requested a Certified 
copy of the 
investigation report 
bearing 
SIV/142/1017 that 
was a result of an 
investigation 
conducted by the 
Superintendent of 
Police in Apitiya. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the 
requested 
information.  
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had provided the 
requested information on 
two different occasions. 
The Commission noted 
that it is evident that the 
Public Authority has 
satisfactorily responded 
to the information 
request made by the 
Appellant. The appeal was 
therefore concluded. 
 

19.  Kumudinie Mudalige v 
Sri Lanka Export 
Development Board148 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.07.2019 
requested certain 
information in relation to 
the interview held on 
04.07.2019 for the post of 
Director Policy and 
Strategic planning (HM1-
1). Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, as it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant, the Appeal 
was concluded. 

T. H. P. Rajiv v Road 
Development 
Authority149 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.02.2019 
requested certified copies 
of a letter relating to a 
complaint he made on the 
renovations done in  L 
2217- SRI Baddadagama 
Nithena Road. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
observed that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

 MMA Dissanayake v  
Department of Provincial 
Land Commissioner- 
North Central 
Province150 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.08.2017 
requested the survey plan 
of the Thammanapura 
lake situated in Grama 
Niladari division no 240. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
stated that they are not in 
possession, custody or 
control of such survey 
plan. As such the RTIC 
affirmed PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal 

K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Education151 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the number of 
estate schools in Nuwara-
Eliya, Badulla, Kandy, 
Rathnapura, Kegalle and 
Kalutara districts in 
which the Ministry of 
Education has initiated 
the free food distribution 
project, number of estate 
schools in said districts in 
which the Ministry of 
Education provides milk 
packets to primary 
students and such other 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated timeline, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. In 
the appeal hearing, PA is 
directed to release the 
information requested by 
the Appellant or, if the 
Public Authority is unable 
to provide the 
information as the said 
information falls under 

 J. M. Jesil v Zonal 
Education Office, 
Muttur152 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 30.07.2019 
requested certain 
information regarding a 
complaint he filed about 
the principal of T/Muttur 
Central College on 
29.07.2019. Dissatisfied 
with the PA’s response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, the PA 
was directed to issue the 
acknowledgement of 
receipt of the Appellant’s 
complaint, and in relation 
to item no. 3 of the 
information request, the 
PA was directed to 
apprise of consequent 
steps taken in relation to 
the same, as can be 
evidenced in writing. 
Furthermore, the 
attention of the Appellant 
was drawn to the 
definition of ‘information’ 
in Section 43 of the Act. 
As such, RTIC envisaged 
that the Appellant’s 

  A.A.M. Asheek v. 
Department of 
Immigration and 
Emigration153 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.10.2018 
requested a Certified 
copy of the passport 
application of the 
appellant’s daughter. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
commission 
observed that the 
requested 
information is 
exempted under 
section 5(1)(a) of the 
Act.  
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any exemption laid down 
in Section 5 of the Act, to 
deny the same indicating 
the exact exemption 
relied upon. Consequent 
to the first hearing, it has 
been brought belatedly to 
the attention of this 
Commission that the PA 
had provided the 
information requested on 
two different occasions. 
As the PA satisfactorily 
responded to the 
information request 
made by the Appellant, 
the appeal was concluded. 
 
 

information request 
should consist of that 
which falls within this 
definition and not in the 
nature of questions per se. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

20.  K.M.G.D.N.Dias v 
Department of 
Irrigation154 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.09.2019 
requested certified copies 
of evidence given by 
certain members of the 
PA against the Appellant. 
PA denied the request 
under Section 5(1)(f) of 
the RTI Act. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC upheld the 
decision of the PA that 
the information 
requested falls under 
Section 5 (1) (f) of the RTI 
Act. As such, the appeal 
was concluded. 

Dulindra Weerasuriya v 
Municipal Council, 
Colombo 155 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to a development 
permit and a building 
plan, including the copy 
of the application and 
details provided by the 
developer to obtain the 
permit. The PA rejected 
the information under 
Section 5 of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that information 
requested under this 
appeal was released in a 
connected matter, as such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision and concluded 
the appeal.  

 P.K. Harischandra v 
Land Title Settlement 
Department156 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.07.2018 
requested information 
relating to a cadastral 
map of a land in 
Bandaramulla, 
Weligama. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 

K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Ministry of Education157 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to the 
implemented activities 
and allocated budget of 
the ‘Nearest School is the 
best school project’, 
project implementation 
details in Maskeliya 
Bloomfield Tamil Maha 
Vidyalaya, reasons for not 
completing the project in 
the said school and such 
other information. As the 
PA failed to response 
within the stipulated 
timeline, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, Commission 
noted that in responding 
to the Commission’s 
notice, PA provided all 
the requested 
information. As the PA 
satisfactorily responded 
to the information 
request of the Appellant, 
the appeal was concluded.   

 R.M. Ratnayake v 
Cooperative 
Development 
Department, Western 
Province158 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.06.2019 
requested information 
with regard to financial 
statements, audit reports, 
by-laws, details of 
personals served as 
Chairman of the Board of 
Directors and General 
Manager; Assistant 
Commissioner of Co-
operatives of Thrift and 
Credit Co-operative 
Society Limited in 
Gampaha District. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered majority of the 
requested information to 
be provided to the 
Appellant 

  KCD Thushara v. 
Divisional 
Secretariat – 
Hingurakgoda159 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.12.2019 had 
requested copies of 
the affidavits given 
by the appellant 
party mentioned in 
the letter submitted 
by the appellant 
along with the 
appeal, and 
information 
regarding the actions 
taken on the letter 
submitted by the 
appellant's mother to 
a particular officer. 
PA rejected the 
request stating the 
said information was 
not in their 
possession. 
Dissatisfied witht the 
PA's response, the 
appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA  that the PA 
did not possess the 
said information as 
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per Section 3 (1) of 
the Act. As such the 
appeal was 
concluded. 

21.  R. M. Sarath Ratnayake 
v. National Water 
Supply and Drainage 
Board160 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.05.2019 
requested for a detailed 
documentation of newly 
recruited office 
employees (After 
26.05.2015). 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the information that were 
in their possession. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

I.A.D.N.  Karunasinghe 
.Vs.  Udubaddawa   
Prdesiya   Sabaha161 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.07.2019 
requested The   
application   of   the   
conformity   certificate   
applicable   to   the   
approved   plan   No. 
2007/72. The PA in 
response stated that as 
the application is made by 
a third party it cannot be 
released. Dissatisfied 
with this response the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and rejected the 
information under and in 
terms of Section 5(1) (a) 
of the Act. 
 
 

 KBG Somawansa v 
District Secretariat 
Office, 
Kadamanhandiya162 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.01.2019 
requested several items of 
information including 
survey plans, no of 
hectares, acquisition and 
payment of compensation 
relating to a land situated 
in Katunaya 
Thonduwawattha 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA noted 
that the requested 
information is not their 
possession, custody or 
control. As such the RTIC 
affirmed  PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal. 

S Nagularajah V 
Ramanathan Hindu 
Ladies Collage / Ministry 
of Education163 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.02.2019 
requested information 
relating to the criteria of 
the Prefect Selection, 
Miss N. Mahaski’s 
(Appellant’s daughter) 
prefect selection marks 
based on the criteria and 
the marks of the selected 
Prefects. Dissatisfied with 
the response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. In the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission observed 
that the Appellant 
informed the commission 
that he is satisfied with 
the information provided 
by the PA. As the 
Appellant is satisfied with 

 M. G. S. Shyamali v. 
University of Ruhuna 164 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.08.2019 
requested details on how 
marks were given to the 
participants in the 
Statistics Officer Grade ii 
interview held on 
09/04/2019 and the 
criteria taken into 
consideration and if 
recruitment has been 
done, how it has been 
done. PA denied the 
request citing section 5 
(1). Dissatisfied with the 
PA’s response, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the requested 
information was provided 
by the PA. Affirming the 
decision of the PA, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe v 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha, 
165 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06.2019 
requested a copy of 
the response given by 
the PA for his letter 
dated 11.03.2019. 
The PA responding 
stated that they are 
not in possession of 
such a document. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
PA agreed to provide 
the requested 
information after 
conducting 
investigations 



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

23 
 

                                                           
166 RTIC Appeal (In-Person/)/1969/2020, RTIC Minute of 19.01.2021 
167 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1545/2019, RTIC Minute of 25.11.2019 
168 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1377/2019, RTIC Minute of 03.02.2020. 
169 RTIC Appeal (In-Person)1782/2019, RTIC Minute of 11.03.20219 
170 RTIC Appeal (Documentary)/1964/2020, RTIC Minute of 02.09.2020 
171 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1795/2019, RTIC Minute of 08.06.2020. 
172 RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings)/1990/2020, RTIC Minute of 20.10.2020 
173 RTIC (In person hearing) 1538/2019, RTIC Minute of 07.01.2020 
174RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1384/2019, RTIC Minute of 03.02.2020. 
175RTIC Appeal (In-Person)/1349/2019, RTIC Minute of 21.11.2019. 
176 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1796/2020, RTIC Minute of 03.03 2020. 
177 RTIC Appeal (In person)/1432/2019, RTIC Minute of 02.02.2021 
178RTIC Appeal (In-person)/ 2103/2020, RTIC Minute of 06.10.2020 

the provided information, 
the appeal was concluded. 

related to the same. 
As such, RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA and 
concluded the 
appeal.  

22.  M. C. Doss v University 
of Colombo166 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.05.2019 
requested information 
relating reports 
submitted by the 
Preliminary 
Investigation Committee 
relating certain Academic 
personals, details 
regarding recruitment of 
lecturers and several 
other related 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the requested 
information to be 
released to the Appellant. 
 
 

S.M.M.  Fahir  .Vs.    
Urban   Development   
Authority 167 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.03.2019 
requested information 
relating to a construction 
done at Wimalasurendra 
Mawatha in Galle 
contrary to the approved 
plan and steps regarding 
the illegal construction. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

 D. G.S. Muhandiram v 
Divisional Secretariat 
Bulathkohupitiya168 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.01.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to a 
land that was acquired by 
the state. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 

. A Somalatha Perera v 
Department of 
Examinations169 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.06.2019 
requested questions and 
answers and the marking 
scheme of the Office 
Management exams. The 
PA rejected the 
information request 
stating that answer 
scripts of examinations 
conducted by the Depart 
of Examinations is 
considered confidential. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA as 
the information is 
exempted under Section 5 
(1) (l) and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

 H.D. Sarath Jayasinghe 
v. Department of Labor 
170 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.08.2019 
requested certain details 
of the institution 
mentioned in the 
Employees Provident 
Fund No. 25277/1 
including whether it is a 
private company, full 
name of the owner, 
address where this 
company is registered, 
number of employees 
registered for the EPF, 
date of registration of the 
institution. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the PA had already 
provided the appellant 
with the requested 
information. Affirming 
the decision of the PA, 
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 

  K. Samarajeewa 
U.S. National Gem 
and Jewellery 
Authority171 
 
The Appellant, by 
information 
requested dated 
21.02.2019 requested 
several items of 
information relating 
to file no 
EH/02/12852 
relating to gem 
permit issued to one 
Wijesundra. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had released some of 
the requested 
information. As such. 
RTIC directed the PA 
to release the 
remaining 
information to the 
Appellant.  

23.  S.A.I. Somaratne v 
University Grants 
Commission172 
 

Nandiya Wakkumbura v 
Road development 
Authority173 
 

 W. A Gamini Wansapura 
v Divisional Secretariat 
Mallawapitiya174 
 

M.N. Asokan vs.  
Ministry of Education175 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 

 K. D. C. P. Siriwardena v. 
Judicial Service 
Commission 176177 
 

  M.M. Imthiyaz v. 

National Water 

Supply and 

Drainage Board178 
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The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.10.2019 
requested information 
with regard to the post of 
Deputy Registrar 
(.ේාඛනධිානරී , including 
details as to its 
recruitment, selection 
criteria, available 
vacancies to the aforesaid 
post. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, as the 
PA sufficiently provided 
the requested 
information, RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 27.03.2019 
requested several items of 
information regarding to 
the construction of the 
Rathanapura 
Wewallwatha (B 391) 
road development 
project. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, as the 
PA provided an answer 
regarding the questions 
the Appellant had asked, 
the RTIC such 
information satisfactory 
and concluded the appeal. 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.10.2018 
requested all documents 
relating to the acquisition 
of Land on which the 
Thabalthagoda Kanda 
Vidyalaya is situated. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted by the PA that the 
particular document 
requested by the 
Appellant is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control as per section 3 of 
the Act. As such the RTIC 
affirmed  PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal 

dated 14.03.2018 
requested information 
relating to the admission 
of students who obtained 
marks below the cut off 
marks to Jaffna Hindu 
College in 2014 and such 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.  At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
handed over the 
requested information. As 
such the RTIC affirmed  
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.10.2018 
requested several items 
of information regarding 
ongoing civil law cases for 
over 10 years, several 
details in relation to 
Circular JSC / SEC / CIR 
/ 2016-391 which relates 
to concluding civil cases 
which are over 10 years 
old. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the 
information request was 
similar to the request in 
RTIC Appeal 1213/2019 
02.02.2021. RTIC moved 
to conclude this appeal 
after drawing the 
attention of the Appellant 
towards the Order of 
RTIC Appeal 1213/2019 
02.02.2021. 

 

The Appellant, by 

information requests 

dated 31.02.2019 and 

01.02.2019 

requested 

information on steps 

taken with regard to 

Mrs. Anthony 

Shriyalatha. As the 

PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was revealed that 

three other appeals 

have been filed on 

the same matters and 

that 2103/2020 is 

still an ongoing 

appeal. As such, 

RTIC directed the PA 

to release part of the 

information items 

that were requested 

and concluded the 

Appeal.  
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24.  H.V. Amarajeewa v. 
Galle District Office of 
the Director of Health 
Services179 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.05.2018 
requested certified copies 
of the attendance register 
of junior and senior 
officers of Thasim 
Institute for specific 
dates and details 
regarding travel expenses 
paid for certain 
individuals. The PA 
denied the request under 
Section 5(1). Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA refused the 
information requested 
under Section 5 (1) (a) of 
the Act. RTIC ordered the 
PA to release the 
requested information. 
 

K.A.C. Padma  v. 
Colombo Municipal 
Council180 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 29.07.2019 
requested the building 
permit of No. 18/174, 
Evergreen Park, 1st Cross 
Street, Dabare Mawatha, 
Colombo 05. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the requested 
information concerns a 
connected court case and 
as such falls within the 
exemption under section 
5 (1) (j) of the RTI Act. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

 P. K. Harischandra v  
Land Title Settlement 
Department181 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.04.2020 
requested progress 
reports relating to matter 
connected to Cadastral 
Map no 820081 situated 
in Weligama and several 
other information 
regarding the said 
land.Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 

A M Mohamed Nafees v 
University of 
Peradeniya182 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to the meaning of 
the term ‘effective date of 
postgraduate diploma 
Course work/taught 
based Programme’, how 
such date is decided and 
such other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing it was 
observed that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

 K. Prasannakumar v Sri 
Lanka Air Force183 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding camps in the 
Northern Province, 
details of land acquisition 
and release of land for 
such camps, details 
regarding the income, 
expenses of these camps 
established in the 
Northern Province. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. It was 
noted at the hearing that 
the PA had provided all 
information except to one 
item which was denied 
under Section 5 (1) (b). 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe A. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha184 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06. 2019 
requested a copy of 
the letter sent to the 
Appellant in 
response to his letter 
dated 28.02.2019 
that was sent to the 
head of the unit. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
RTIC ordered the PA 
to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information and 
concluded the 
appeal. 
 

25.  M.W. Menaka Sanjeewa 
v. National Youth 
Services Council185 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.07.2019 
requested certain 
information regarding an 
interview held on 
29.12.2016 for the 
recruitment for the post 
of "Publicity Officer" of 
the National Youth 
Services Council. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 

R. Karupudyan v 
Colombo, Municipal 
Council186 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.06.2018, 
requested several 
certified copies of various 
documentation. This 
included certified copies 
of preliminary planning 
clearance certificate, 
development permits, 
surveyed ground plan for 
the condominium 
property and so on.  

 GA Kumar Pranadu v. 
Moratuwa Municipal 
Council187 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.03.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
survey plan 585 in the 
custody of the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 

A M Mohamed Nafees v 
University Grants 
Commission188 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to the meaning of 
the term ‘effective date of 
“Effective date of 
postgraduate diploma 
Course work/taught 
based Programme”, how 
such date is decided and 
such other information. 
As the PA failed to 

 D.S.S. Mendis v. 
Department of 
Commerce189 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.11.2019 
requested certified copies 
of all letters and 
documents tendered by 
several Corporative 
Societies to the Director 
General of Commerce 
requesting him to declare 
their corporative societies 
as legitimate financial 
institutions under the 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe A. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha190 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.07.2019 
requested the 
investigation report 
relating to the plan 
2007/72 dated 
23.05. 
2019.Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
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period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA informed 
that it had provided to the 
Appellant all relevant 
information that was 
available with the PA. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
part of the information, as 
part of the information 
was refused on the 
ground that the third 
party refused to provide 
consent for such release 
per section 5 (1) (i). The 
objection raised by the PA 
was upheld in relation to 
the information that 
contained third party 
information. As such 
RTIC concluded the 
appeal hearing.  

provided part of the 
information. As such 
RTIC directed the PA to 
provide the remaining 
information and 
concluded the appeal.  

respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
stated that the requested 
information was sent to 
the Appellant.  As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

Mortgage Act No. 06 of 
1949 and the Trust 
income Act No. 47 of 
1947. The PA denied the 
request under Section 29 
as such information could 
not be provided as it has 
been requested not to be 
disclosed by the relevant 
third party.Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA contended 
that certain information 
were not in the possession 
of the PA. Several other 
requested information 
were rejected under 
Section 29(1) as the 
relevant third party had 
refused to give consent on 
the disclosure of 
information. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and the appeal was 
concluded. 

to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to 
provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information and 
concluded the 
appeal. 
 

26.  S. E. Mendis v. National 
Institute of Social 
Development191 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.08.2019 
requested certified copies 
of the final score report of 
the interview held on 
04.07.2019 regarding the 
recruitment of Internal 
Officers for the post of 
Research Assistant III 
and for certified copies of 
the letter or documents 
stating the decision of not 
selecting the Appellant 
for the said post. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the PA had sufficiently 
responded to the 
Appellant. Affirming the 

M.G. Sarath v. Municipal 
Council Kandy192 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.11.2018 
requested certain 
information relating to a 
road marked in a 
particular approved plan 
being a public or a private 
road. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant as per confines 
of RTI Act. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

 KGNPHI Mohammed V 
Land Commissioner 
Generals Department193 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.05.2019  
requested several items of 
information relating 
several correspondences 
the Appellant had with 
the PA in previous 
instances. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 

W. R. Kularatne v 
Ministry of Education, 
Southern Province194 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.05.2019 
requested several items of 
information concerning 
recruitment of teachers to 
schools in the Southern 
Province. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had already 
provided the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 
 

 RPMP Rajapaksa v. 
Dambadeniya 
Multipurpose Co-
operative Society 
Limited195 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.10.2019 
requested information 
regarding how the PA 
acted with regard to the 
excavation of soil for 
several specified 
purposes.  This included 
information such as who 
gave permission for the 
excavation, parties with 
whom agreements were 
entered into, quantity of 
gravel soil removed; 
details regarding 
excavation for a 
playground, details of 
moneys received by the 
PA from the Government, 
manner of expending 
such monies etc. PA 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe A. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha196 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.06.2019 
requested the 
document containing 
details of rejections 
since February 2017. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
RTIC ordered the PA 
to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information and 
concluded the 
appeal. 
 



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

27 
 

                                                           
197 RTIC Appeal (In-Person/ Documentary proceedings)/1896/2020, RTIC Minute of 16.06.2020 
198 RTIC Appeal (Documentary Proceeding) 2143/2020, RTIC Minute of 20.10.2020 
199 RTIC Appeal (In-person)/1808/2019, RTIC Minute of 08.06.2020 
200 RTIC (in person hearing) 1596/2019, RTIC Minute of 22.10.2019 
201 RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings)/2072/2020, RTIC Minute of 18.08.2020 
202 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1820/2019, RTIC Minute of 10.03.2020 

decision of the PA, the 
appeal was concluded. 

responded stating that 
the society did not fall 
within Section 43(g). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
brought to the attention 
that RTIC had on several 
previous occasions 
considered various 
service Co-operative 
Societies as to falling 
within the definition of a 
Public Authority under 
Section 43. Due to the 
public interest concerned, 
RTIC ordered the release 
of the information. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

27.  Deepal Peththawadu v. 
Ministry of Education197 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.01.2019 
requested a certified copy 
of the inquiry report of an 
inquiry held on alleged 
irregularities said to have 
happened at SLAS Grade 
III examinations held on 
08.10.2017 and 
14.10.2017. The PA 
denied the requested 
information under and in 
terms of Section 5 (1) (l) 
of the Act. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC came to 
conclusion that the 
information came under 
Section 5 (1) (l) of the RTI 
Act. As such, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
 
 
 
 

N.P.W.P. Amarasinghe v. 
Kandy Municipal 
Council198 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to the 
construction of the house 
situated in 47/2 
watarathana, Kandy. He 
requested information 
such as copy of the survey 
plan, street lines, 
pathways and such other 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA noted 
that the information 
concerns personal 
information of an 
individual therefore falls 
under the exemption 
mentioned in section 5 (1) 
(a) of the RTI Act. The 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

 T.R. Sasolanga Arachchi 
v. Colombo Municipal 
Council199 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.05.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the land bearing 
assessment number 151/3 
situated in Siri dhamma 
Mawatha Colombo 10., 
including copies of survey 
plans. and certified copies 
of the construction plan. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
released part of the 
information and rejected 
the rest as it falls under 
the exception in Section 5 
(1) (a) of the Act. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

W.W. K. B. N. Parami A 
Department of 
Examinations, Sri 
Lanka200 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.10.2019 
requested the re-
correction of the 
Appellant’s sons’ grade 5 
scholarship exam marks. 
The PA responded stating 
that the Appellant’s 
request cannot be fulfilled 
as answer scripts of any 
exams held by the 
Department of 
Examination are 
considered confidential 
and that if the Appellant 
is not satisfied with the 
marks of the exam’s 
opportunity had been 
provided for papers to be 
recorrected. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
an opportunity to the 
Appellant to examine the 

 W.V.D. Sudath Pushpa 
Kumara A. Human 
Rights Commission of Sri 
Lanka201 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.12.2019 
requested information 
with regard to a case file 
numbered 
HRC/3506/2016 and 
details as to the progress 
of the inquiry conducted 
under that complaint. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC refused an 
item of the request under 
Section 5(1)(a) and 
another part of the 
request was rejected on 
the ground that it did not 
amount to an Information 
as per Section 43 of the 
RTI Act. RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the rest 
of the requested 
information which were 
within their possession, 
custody and control. As 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe A. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha202 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06.2019 
requested a response 
to the Appellant's 
letter dated 
15.10.2018. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had already provided 
the Appellant with 
the requested 
information. As such, 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal. 
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answer scripts. As such 
RTIC concluded the 
appeal.  

such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

28.  K.H. Ajith Mangala v. 
Department of Buddhist 
Affairs203 
 
Appellant by information 
request dated 21.05.2019 
requested information 
with regard to several 
documents marked with 
regard to irregularities 
committed by one 
Disenthuwahandi Sarath 
who was appointed as the 
caretaker/custodian of 
Seenigama Dewalaya. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

  N. Selvathayala Roopan 
v Muncipal Council, 
Jaffna204 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.03.2019  
requested information as 
to whether when a land 
matter is pending in court 
the MC grants permission 
for the construction of a 
building in such lands, 
number of such 
constructions that were 
permitted between the 
years 2015-2019 and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

Berty Dias Weerasinghe 
v University Grants 
Commission205 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.03.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the admission of students 
who are visually and 
physical impaired to the 
University in 2015-2016. 
This included 
information such as the 
names of the students, z 
scores, the degree they 
obtained and the number 
of students who had left 
the degree midway. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to release the 
information to the 
Appellant and concluded 
the appeal.   

 W. K. W. Deshapriya v. 
Central Bank of Sri 
Lanka206 
 
The Appellant requested 
details relating to the 
mobile-based 
transactions of e-money 
during the third quarter 
of 2018. The Information 
and Designated Officers 
refused the information 
on the basis of Section 5 
(1) (i), that third parties 
had supplied the 
information in confidence 
to the PA, and that the 
third parties have 
objected to the disclosure 
of the information. Upon 
appeal to the 
Commission, at the 
hearing before the 
Commission, the PA 
submitted that it is the 
statutorily appointed 
regulatory authority 
which oversees the 
subject matter of this 
Appeal in terms of its 
statutory regulatory 
functions. The PA further 
submitted that the third 
parties who have supplied 
this information in 
confidence to the PA have 
objected to its disclosure. 
The Commission upheld 
the decision of the PA in 
view of the applicability of 
Section 5 (1) (i), and the 
absence of an overriding 
public interest in terms of 
Section 5 (4).  
 

  I.A.D.N. 
Karunasinghe A. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha207 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06.2019 
requested a response 
to the Appellant's 
letter dated 
28.02.1019 that was 
sent to the technical 
officer of the 
Pradeshiya Sabha. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information. 
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29.  K.B. Vinola v. 
Department of Excise, 
Sri Lanka208 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.12.2018 
requested information 
relating to the 
recruitment for the post 
of Excise Controller 
including name lists of 
recruits called for 
interviews from the 
Competitive 
Examination held, marks 
received, criteria of 
marking and selection at 
the interview, name list 
and marks of the recruits. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the Appellant 
had requested vast 
amount of documents 
and they contained 
information affecting the 
privacy of a third party.  
RTIC directed the PA to 
provide the requested 
information by only 
providing access to the 
Appellant to inspect the 
relevant documents 
without compromising 
the privacy of the other 
parties. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

Udeni Chandrasiri v 
Construction Industrial 
Development 
Authority209 
 
The Appellant requested 
for the agreement 
between Tower Hall 
Theater and the 
Construction Industrial 
Development Authority 
pertaining to the 
"Sausiripaya" Building for 
the next 30 years. At the 
hearing before the 
Commission, the PA 
submitted that the 
relevant agreement has 
been forwarded to the 
Cabinet for consideration, 
and refused the 
information in terms of 
Section 5 (1) (m). The 
Commission pointed out 
that the exemption in 
Section 5 (1) (m) applied 
to a Cabinet 
memorandum “in 
relation to which a 
decision has not been 
taken”. The PA was 
directed to revert on 
whether a conclusion has 
been reached by the 
Cabinet in this regard. 
Upon the PA failing to do 
so at the next hearing, the 
Commission directed the 
release of the 
information.  
 

  
 

G.A.J. Weerasinghe VS. 
Ministry of Education210 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
2019.01.05 requested the 
certified copies of 
documents or reports 
related to the answers to 
the appeal letter dated 
30.07.2018 and No. 
අධායන/අමන/05/විවිධා/547. 
As the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated time. 
The Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC noted that the PA 
had provided the 
information that it had in 
its possession, custody 
and control at the time of 
the hearing of this Appeal. 
As such the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

 J.O. Dharmasena v. Sri 
Lanka Police 211 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.03.2019 
requested information 
relating to a search done 
by the STF on a house 
owned by the then 
Western Provincial 
Minister for illegal 
activity. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
requested information to 
the appellant. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 

  Lal Weerasuriya v 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs212 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.06.2019 
requested 
information relating 
to a copy of the email 
message received by 
the Sri Lankan 
Embassy in 
Washington D.C 
from US Department 
of State. Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had provided all the 
information in its 
possession, custody 
and control in terms 
of Section 3(1) of the 
Act. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision 
of the PA and 
concluded the 
appeal. 

30.  A.G. Udari Wasanthi v. 
University of 
ColomboInstitute 
ofAgricultural and Rural 
Sciences213 

  IWMK Wickramathilaka 
v. Divisional Secretariat, 
Walallawita214 
 

D.C.P Kaluaarachchi VS. 
Examination 
Department215 
 

 A. L. M. Mukthar v. South 
Eastern University of Sri 
Lanka216 
The Appellant, by 
information request 

  W.D. Galgodella v. 
Department of 
Registration of 
Persons217 
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The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.04.2019 
requested certified copies 
of all information and 
oral evidence relevant to 
a disciplinary inquiry, 
and certified photocopies 
of notes submitted to the 
Board of Management 
regarding negligence of 
duty. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA, as the 
preliminary disciplinary 
inquiry was concluded by 
then, to provide the 
requested information to 
the appellant without 
disclosing the names and 
addresses of the relevant 
witnesses. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.01.2020 
requested information 
regarding all the lands 
that have been acquired 
by the government so far 
in the village of Pelawatta 
(AGP 112) under the 
guidance of your 
institution. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the PA to provide the 
Appellant with the 
request information.  

  The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.14 
requested a copy of the 
Inquiry Report on 
Examination 
Irregularities conducted 
by theExcise 
Department with regard 
to the Excise 
Superintendent 
Competitive 
Examination, 2012. As 
the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time. The Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted 
that the Appellant 
requested an 
investigation report. 
However the PA 
informed that there is no 
investigation report in 
this regard. But the PA 
has an observation 
report in relation to the 
same. The observation 
report was released 
instead. Thus the appeal 
was concluded. 
 

dated 24.04.2019 
requested information 
relating to numbers of the 
approved academic and 
non-academic staffs 
appointed from 2015-
2019 by the UGC unto the 
PA, regarding cases 
prosecuted against the PA 
in the Supreme Court and 
Court of Appeal and 
details on expenditure on 
legal officers, State 
Counsels who appeared 
for the same, and certain 
information regarding 
instances where the 
candidateship of a person 
is annulled who received 
the admission card and 
then sat for their 
examinations whichever 
academic related or 
competitive. PA provided 
part of the information. 
Dissatisfied with this 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
provided other 
information as well. RTIC 
noted of record that the 
information has been 
provided by the PA. As 
such the Appeal is 
concluded. 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.07.2019 
requested several 
items of information 
relating the National 
Identity card of  two 
individuals. The PA 
rejected the 
information citing 5 
(1) (a) of the RTI Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
release the requested 
information.  
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31.  A.J.R. Anura v. 

Employees’ Trust Fund 

Board218 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 24.05.2020 

requested information on 

an audit report that was 

filed against the 

Appellant. The PA denied 

the information citing 

Section 5(1) (g) of the Act. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC.At the 

appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the audit 

report contains 

recommendations for 

disciplinary actions of 4 

other officials. Therefore, 

the RTIC directed the PA 

to severe the parts of 

disciplinary action 

applicable to the other 

four officers and disclose 

the information relevant 

to the Appellant.  

 

  R. ASL Ranasinghe 
Department of 
Valuation219 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 13.02.2019 request 
survey plan, methodology 
adopted for the survey 
plan, the entity who 
undertook the survey, and 
such other details relating 
to the survey of the 
Appellants land. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information.  
 
 

Rahul Samantha 
Hettiarachchi Divisional 
Education Office, 
Embilipitiya220 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to the number of 
teachers employed for 
more than 8 years in the 
Embilipitya Central 
College, names of such 
teachers, number of years 
of service of the teachers 
listed individually and 
such other related 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA informed the 
RTIC that the requested 
information is in the 
possession, custody and 
control of another PA. As 
such RTIC directed the 
PA to forward the said 
information request to 
relevant PA and inform 
the Appellant within 7 
days.  

 Gamage Uditha 
Subhashana Kurugala v. 
Western Provincial 
Public Service 
Commission221 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.05.2019 
requested information  
a copy of the letter issued 
by the Secretary of the PA 
appointing a particular 
individual to the Grade 3-
1 in Sri Lanka Teaching 
Service. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the PA was not in 
possession, custody or 
control of the requested 
information. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

  PGCP Gajadeera v. 
People's Bank (Head 
Office)222 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.07.2019 
requested 
information relating 
to  a deposits made to 
a bank account and a 
housing loan. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
provided part of the 
requested 
information and it 
was stated that the 
PA is not in 
possession control or 
custody of the 
remaining 
information. The 
Appellant was 
directed to section 43 
of the Act. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal. 

32.  Hemapala 
Mahaarachchi v. 
Department of Posts223 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.06.2019 
requested relevant 
documents related to an 
appeal against a 

  Ariyapala Abesinghe .Vs. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Ambalantota224 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 01.04.2019, 
whereby he requested 
information relating to a 
plot of land registered in 

Cyril Shields v. Ministry 
of Education225 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.08.2020 
requested details of an 
offence committed as the 
deputy principle. 
Dissatisfied with the 

 S. N. P Kumara v. Office 
of the Director of Internal 
Audit, Ratnapura226 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 28.02.2018 and 
07.03.2018 requested a 
certified copy of the audit 
report conducted upon 

  W.W. Hemakumara 
v Sampath Bank 
PLC227 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.07.2019 
requested all the 
document relating to 
her jewelry auction 
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http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2458:app-no-2150-2020&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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disciplinary order issued 
to the Appellant. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
was directed to provide 
the Appellant an 
opportunity to inspect the 
relevant documents.  
 

the land registry. The 
information requested 
included the original 
ownership, who has 
consented to the transfer 
of the land, and whether 
land inspections were 
carried out before such 
transfer. By a separate 
information request 
dated 24.04.2019, the 
Appellant requested 
details about the transfer 
of land to Mr. Sirisena 
Abeysinghe, and an 
ensuing land inspection 
and land inquiry. The 
Information and 
Designated Officers failed 
to respond within the 
stipulated timeframes in 
the Act. However, the 
information requested for 
on both dates had been 
provided to the Appellant, 
by the date of the hearing, 
except a few documents. 
The RTIC directed that 
the documents not 
released be located and 
released by the PA.  
 

response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the requested 
information does not fall 
within the definition of 
information stipulated 
under Section 43 of the 
RTI Act and concluded 
the appeal.  

the Appellant 
complaining about the 
existing irregularities in 
the accounts of R / 
Higgaswatta Junior 
School Past Pupils 
Association. PA rejected 
the request under Section 
5 (1) (a) and 5 (1)(h). 
Dissatisfied with this 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the requested 
information did not fall 
within the exceptions 
cited by the PA. Thus, 
RTIC directed the PA As 
such, RTIC directed the 
PA to release the 
information in its 
possession and moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

and a copy of the 
newspaper notice 
relating to the 
auction. Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing it was 
revealed that the PA 
had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information. As such 
the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal. 
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33.  R.A.L. Ranasinghe v. 
Land Reforms 
Commission228 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.10.2019 
requested information on 
matters related to his 
employment.  As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

Rahul Samantha 
Hettiarachchi VS. Road 
Development Authority229 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.24 
requested the 
information on how much 
money spent on the 
elephant fence 
constructed along the 
Southern-Expressway 
from Matara to 
Hambantota and to 
Mattala, , how many 
elephant crossings have 
been constructed along 
the Southern Expressway 
from Matara to 
Hambantota and to 
Mattala? What are those 
areas? 
 And other related 
information and what is 
the estimated cost for the 
permanent completion of 
the Southern-Expressway 
from Matara to 
Hambantota and to 
Mattala? As the IO and 
DO failed to respond to 
the Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the information in its 
possession, custody and 
control to the Appellant.  
Subject to the direction of 
the RTIC, the Appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 
 
 

 L. G. Perera v 
Bandaragama 
Pradeshiya Sabha230 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 02.03.2019, 
requesting for 
information related to 
assessment levy in 
relation to a property 
referenced within the 
information request. The 
tax was being levied in the 
name of the Appellant's 
father, deceased 40 years 
ago. The information and 
designated officers failed 
to respond, and the 
Appellant appealed to the 
RTIC. At the hearing 
before the Commission, 
as the PA had already 
provided the information 
to the Appellant at the 
time, the matter was 
concluded.   

A.L.M. Mukthar v 
University Grants 
Commission231 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 25.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to provisions 
contained step 3 of the 
UGC Circular 876 dated 
06.06.2006 the name of 
the candidate who sat for 
competitive 
examinations. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the 
information requested by 
the Appellant does not fall 
under Section 43 of the 
RTI Act. As such RTIC 
informed the Appellant to 
be cognizant of definition 
of “information” when 
filing future information 
request and concluded 
the appeal; 

 J.M.K.G.K. Jayasundera 
v. Department of Animal 
Product and Health 232 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.04.2020 
requested copies of the 
two land deeds handed 
over to the PA in 2013 
along with bonds, copy of 
letter noticing the 
resignation from the post 
on 10.12.2017, certain 
letters forwarded by the 
PA to the Attorney 
General's Department 
regarding letters of 
bondholders, letters 
pertaining to breaches of 
these bonds send from 
and to the Attorney 
General's Department. 
PA provided part of the 
information while 
rejecting the rest under 
Section 5(1)(h). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing PA was of 
the view that the rest of 
the information could not 
be provided under the 
exemptions Sections 
5(1)(h) and 5(1)(f). RTIC 
affirmed the PA’s decision 
and, as the PA had already 
provided the response to 
the Appellant, RTIC 
concluded the appeal. 

  R. Thenabandu V 
Department of 
Buddhist Affairs 233 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.02.20  
requested 
information 
pertaining to 
theDevinuwara Sri 
Vishnu Maha 
Devalaya and the 
certified copies of the 
relevant documents. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
time framework 
stipulated in the Act, 
the appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the RTIC 
was notified by the 
PA that the requested 
information was 
provided to the 
appellant. Therefore, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2452:app-no-1861-2019&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2461:app-no-2361-2020&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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34.  H.G. Lal Gamage v. 
Special Task Force234 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 22.10.2019 and 
27.11.2019 requested 
information regarding 
reasons for his transfer to 
Colombo South division 
and whether there was a 
disciplinary inquiry into 
the reasons for the 
transfer. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had disclosed 
information for his 
request to the RTIC. 
However, as a copy of the 
same was not forwarded 
to the Appellant, the PA 
was directed to send a 
copy of the same to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC concluded the 
appeal. 
 

Terranse Priyantha 
Thirimanne VS. 
Divisional Assistant of 
Agrarian Development - 
Gampaha235 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019/02/28 
requested the 
information as to whether 
the Department has given 
permission to close the 
canal with culverts and to 
build retaining walls 
adjacent to the canal and 
to lay interlocking stones 
in the canal reserve? And 
has the relevant officers 
and the Farmers' 
Organization taken action 
in this regard? As the IO 
and DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
revealed that the PA did 
not have the said 
information as per S. 3 of 
the Act. As such the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 

 J. K. W. V. Jayawardena 
v Land Commissioner 
General's Department236 
 
By information request 
dated 03.09.2019, the 
Appellant requested for 
the below in relation to 
files referenced within the 
information request:- (i) 
correspondence between 
the Eastern Province 
Land Commissioner and 
the Land Commissioner 
General, and (ii) 
annexures in the 
correspondence between 
the Ampara acting Land 
Commissioner and the 
Land Commissioner 
General. The information 
officer declined to issue 
the information, and the 
designated officer failed 
to respond. Upon appeal 
to the RTIC, information 
in relation to (i) was 
provided, whereas (ii) was 
refused on the basis that it 
pertained to a third party. 
The Commission upheld 
the decision of the PA. 

A.A.A. Lathif v University 
of Sri 
Jayawardenapura237 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 10.02.2020 
requested several 
information relating to 
course content and details 
of the post graduate 
diploma management. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
agreed to provide the 
requested information. As 
such RITC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 
 
 

 M. Koralage v. Divisional 
Secretariat – 
Kekirawa238 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2019 
requested information 
regarding the Gam 
Peraliya project. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, as the 
RTIC was of the opinion 
that the information 
requested by the 
Appellant is in the 
possession, control or 
custody oof the PA, the 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the information.  
 
 
 

  P. Yaddehiwatta v. 
District Secretariat 
Office, Galle239 
 
The Appelllant by 
infomration request 
dated 04.10.2019 
requested the 
Petition no 
2013/07/03 
submitted to the 
Galle government 
agent and the 
decision after 
hearing the petition. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant filed an 
appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information and 
concluded the 
appeal.  

35.  W.M.D.B. Amarasekara 
v. Ministry of Finance, 
Economy and Policy240 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.05.2020 
requested information 
regarding Board of 
Directors decision on 
formal disciplinary 
inquiry. Dissatisfied with 

H.K.P.A. Marcus VS. 
Urban Council, Ja-Ela241 
 
The Appellant by 
information request dated 
15.07.2019 request the 
information related to 
development of toilets in 
the premises of Ja-Ela 
Urban Council building, 
development of internal 
road of Suduwella 

 H. M. Sudath Kumara 
Herath v Nikaweratiya 
Pradeshiya Sabha242 
 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 29.04.2019, 
requesting for the report 
of the Sabha dated 
05.03.2019 where his 
business premises were 
discussed. The 

N.P.Shrindran v 
Northern Provincial 
Council –  
Ministry of Education, 
Cultural Affairs, Sports 
and Youth Affairs243 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.02.2020 
requested the copy of the 

 Buddika Sandyapriya 
Vs.  Inland Revenue 
Department - Southern 
Province244 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.11.2019 
requested information on 
appointments made 
under the under the 
Finance Statute No. 7 of 

  G.A.J. Weerasinghe 
v. Ministry of 
Education245 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 28.02.2019 
requested . reply to 
the letter sent  to 
Additional Secretary 
H.U dated 
25.01.2019 to 
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the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the 
requested information is 
not in the possession of 
the PA, yet the PA has 
forwarded the 
information request to 
the relevant PA who 
possesses such 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 

compost yard (Phase 3) 
(Phase II) (Phase I),  
payment for garbage 
disposal at 
Suduwellagarbage 
disposal site at Ja-Ela 
Municipal Council 
(2019.05 to 14.09.2011), 
rehabilitation of part of 
the Shed Canal of Ja-Ela 
Urban Council (Phase 3) 
(Phase II) (Phase I), 
Construction of side wall 
of Bodhirajarama 
Mawatha, Ja Ela (Stage 1), 
cleaning the canal from 
Idapitiya Elapara to 
Diyawara Village. As the 
IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated time. 
The Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

information officer 
declined the information 
request under Section 5 
(without stating an 
exemption), stating that 
releasing the Minutes of 
the meeting may cause 
prejudice to the Sabha. 
The designated officer 
failed to respond. At the 
appeal hearing before the 
RTIC, the PA refused the 
information on the basis 
of S. 5 (1) (h) (ii) and 5 (1) 
(j). Ruling that these 
exemptions do not have 
any applicability to the 
information request, the 
Commission ordered the 
release of the 
information. 

preliminary inquiry 
report regarding the 
complaint made by the 
Northern Province 
Teachers’ Advisers Union 
against the former zonal 
education director of 
Valigamam Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA refused to 
provide the information 
requested under Section 5 
(1) (h) (i) of the Act. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  

1990 at the Southern   
Provincial Revenue 
Department. The PA 
denied the information 
citing Section 5(1) (a) of 
the Act. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
submitted by the PA that   
they   have   responded   to   
the   item, No.1   and   gave   
an   undertaking   to   
release   item   Nos 2   and 
3. It   was also submitted 
that item Nos   4 to   12, 
cannot be   released   as   
the   information   relates   
to personal   information   
of   third   parties. As such, 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal 

Secretary 
Premathilaka, reply 
to the letter sent by 
the Senior Assistant 
Secretary to the 
Institute of 
Educational Services 
and the measures 
taken relating to the 
letters. As the PA 
failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
time period the 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, 
the RTIC directed the 
PA to provide 
information in item 1 
and 2 as they were in 
the custody control 
and possession of the 
PA. As such the RTIC 
concluded the 
appeal. 
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36.  B.I.S.K.T. 
Wijayawardhana v. 
Regional Development 
Bank246 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.03.2017 
requested information of 
total marks obtained by 
applicants at the 
interview for the post of 
Senior Manager (officer 
2) and educational and 
professional 
qualifications of the same. 
The PA denied the 
information citing 
Section 5(1) of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the final mark obtained 
by the applicants and as 
the second information 
item fall under public 
information the PA was 
directed to release that 
too.  
 
 
 
 

  M. Ananda Kumar v Land 
Reform Board 247 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.05.2019 
requested information 
regarding the ownership 
of a land the Appellant 
possesses situated in 
Forest Greek Division 
which was provided by 
the Land Reform 
Commission (LRC) from 
2015 and now disputed 
saying it belongs to 
management. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
requested information to 
the appellant. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

W.M.K. Karunaratne v 
Department of 
Examination248 
 
By information request 
dated 10.10.2019, the 
Appellant requested for a 
brief report of the 
procedure followed in the 
re-scrutiny of the 
Advanced Level Physics 
and Chemistry papers in 
2018-2019, and the 
marking schemes of the 
Biology, Physics and 
Chemistry papers of 
2018. The Information 
officer refused the 
information. Upon appeal 
to the Commission, the 
PA agreed to release 
and/or allow the perusal 
of all points of 
information. 

 Chamara Sampath v 
Parliament of Sri 
Lanka249 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.06.2018 
requested the list of 
names of Members of 
Parliament who have 
handed over their 
respective Declarations of 
Assets and Liabilities in 
2018 and from 2010. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, the 
following matters were 
raised. Is the PA in 
“Possession, Custody or 
Control” of the 
Information Requested as 
envisaged in Section 3 (1) 
of the Act? The 
Applicability of the DALL, 
and RTI Act, and the 
applicability of section 5 
(1) (a) of the RTI Act. As 
such the RTIC has come 
to following conclusions. 
The threshold 
requirement of the PA 
being in possession, 
custody or control of the 
requested information is 
satisfied to the extent that 
the Secretary General 
holds institutional 
possession, custody or 
control over the 
impugned information, 
‘The lists of names’ 
requested by the 
Appellant does not fall 
under DALL but under 
the RTI regime, and 
Section 5(1)(a) does not 
apply to deny the release 
of the information in the 
first instance and that, in 
any event, Section 5(4) 
operates as a public 
interest override to 
enable such release. 
Accordingly, the decision 
of the DO is reversed, and 
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the information 
requested by the 
Appellant is directed to be 
released. 
 

37.  Thuwan Faizal Hajji v 
National Police 
Commission250 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 05.06.2019 and 
24.07.2019 requested 
information regarding the 
promotion of 14 Assistant 
Police Officers of the 
Special Task Force to the 
post of Police Officer 
through the 
correspondences 
identified in the 
information request.. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC decided that the 
first two information 
items are not within the 
purview of the RTIC but 
directed the PA to release 

"Roshaan Ranasinghe v. 
Dehiwala Mount Lavinia 
Municipal Council 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.05 
requested information 
pertaining to the number 
of floors granted to the 
multi-story apartment 
currently being 
constructed at No.19 or 
19A Fairline Road, 
Dehiwala and the copy of 
the latest approved 
building permit. Since the 
PA failed to respond 
within the time frame 
specified in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. The 
RTIC was notified during 
the consideration of 
appeal that the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. 
Therefore, the appeal was 
concluded.251 

 R. Manikkavasagar v 
Road Development 
Authority252 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.05.2019 
requested the document 
related to true ownership 
of appellant’s land of 
which the management of 
Wanarajah has sued 
against the appellant to 
evict him. He also 
requested details as to 
whether he could go for a 
legal action if the said 
land belongs to RDA. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
item No.2 requested did 
not fall under definition 
of Information under 
Section 43. Further, the 
PA had confirmed the 

W.M.K. Karunaratne v 
Department of 
Examination253 
 
By information request 
dated 13.11.2019, the 
Appellant requested a 
certification of the marks 
awarded at the re-
scrutiny of the Advanced 
Level Physics paper by the 
marker, and a certified 
copy of the marks 
awarded for the Physics 
paper upon re-scrutiny. 
As the information and 
designated officers failed 
to respond, the Appellant 
appealed to the 
Commission. At the 
hearing, the PA stated 
that no such information 
in the manner requested 
by the Appellant are 
maintained by the PA. 
The RTIC upheld the 
decision of the PA that the 
information was not with 

 D.S.S. Mendis v. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development254 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.10.2019 
requested copies of 
appointment letters of 
persons appointed as 
Chairmen of Co-operative 
Societies in the North 
Western Province by the 
Commissioner of North 
Western Cooperative 
Development for a 
specified period. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, The RTIC 
ruled that the requested 
information did not fall 
into the category of third-
party information and 
was of general 
importance. Accordingly, 
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the 3rd information item 
and to allow the Appellant 
to inspect documents 
related to information 
item 4 during office 
hours.  
 

land in question is not in 
the PA (RDA) registry and 
does not belong to the 
RDA. Therefore, it was 
evident that the 
information requested 
was not in the PA’s 
custody. Given that the 
PA is only required to 
provide information 
within its possession, 
custody or control the 
response of the PA was 
accepted and noted of 
record. RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

the PA in terms of S. 3 of 
the Act. 

the RTIC directed the PA 
to release the 
information.  

 

38.  P.G.S.P. Kumara v. Road 
Development Authority – 
Southern Province255 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.11.2019 
requested information on 
the Code of Conduct for 
recruitment and 
promotion in the 
Southern Provincial Road 
Development Authority 
and on internal 
promotions. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

P.R Surasinghe Vs 
Pradeshiya Sabha 
Homagama 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.09.09 
requested the copy of the 
plan No. 3115 of the 
auctioned land No. 
BP/20005/801, 
Saranatissa Mawatha, 
Lakdinapura, 
Kahatuduwa and a copy 
of the plan which includes 
the drainage system 
separately. The PA 
requested the Appellant 
to make a fresh 
application for the other 
plan on drainage system, 
if any, with the plan No. 
for the perusal of the 
same. Dissatisfied with 
the response, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA informed 
the RTIC that the 
Appellant was informed 
many times to come to the 
office to sought out the 
issue, but the Appellant 
has failed to do so. 
Considering the above, 
the RTIC ordered that it is 
satisfied that the PA has 
complied with the 
mandatory requirement 
to be followed when an 

 N.A. Jayawickrama Vs. 
Urban Development 
Authority 257 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
22.07.2019 requested a 
vast list of items of 
information including 
information regarding 
acquisition of certain 
lands by the UDA which 
were alleged to be initially 
a free grant by the State to 
the owner who sold it to 
the UDA, the public 
purposes for such 
acquisitions and usage of 
these lands, details of the 
said lands, copies of 
acquisition gazettes and 
plans and certified copies 
of related documents. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
several items of the 
Appellant’s request 
contained questions 
which did not fall within 
the definition of 
information as envisaged 
in Section 43. As such, it 
was held a response could 
not be provided for those 
items. In relation to the 
rest of the items the PA 

"K.A.B.G.Dayaratne V 
Ministry of Education 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.13 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
communications with 
regards to the file no 
ED/01/05/05/07/23 and 
the certified copy of the 
meeting report of the 
discussion held on 
2019.02.28 by the 
Additional Secretary 
R.M.Ratnayaka on 
Teaching Guidelines 
Code. The PA released 
information requested 
under item 1, but did not 
release certified copy of 
the said discussion 
report. Dissatisfied with 
the response, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
Considering the appeal, 
the RTIC directed the PA 
to release the certified 
copy of the said 
discussion report to the 
appellant within two 
weeks of the receipt of 
this order. The appeal was 
concluded.258 

 Chamila Bulathsinghala 
v. Engineering 
Department – North 
Western Province259 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to registration of 
clients of North Western 
Provincial Engineering 
Department and a list of 
clients of the Department 
in the order of financial 
value of the service 
provided for the last three 
financial years. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. The 
PA made written 
submissions to the RTIC 
informing that as they do 
not have information in 
requested order, that 
have provided an 
opportunity for the 
Appellant to inspect the 
relevant documents. At 
the appeal hearing, as the 
PA has already provided 
an opportunity for the 
Appellant to inspect the 
documents the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA, directing the 
Appellant to make an 
appointment an inspect 

  G.A.J. Weerasinghe 
v. Ministry of 
Education260 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.04.2019 
requested 
information on the 
action taken on OMB 
/ P / 2/10/1333 and 
Order Letter dated 
14.03.2019. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the PA 
had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested 
information. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA 
and concluded the 
appeal.  
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application forwarded 
under the Right to 
Information Act. The 
appeal was concluded.256 

provided responses before 
the Commission with 
which the Appellant was 
satisfied. The Appellant 
was directed to inspect the 
documents held with the 
PA in relation to certain 
items of information as 
the copies provided before 
the Commission were 
unclear. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

the relevant documents 
accordingly. 

39.  Nilantha Dimuth 
Liyanagunawardena Vs 
Police Headquarters261 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.07.2019 
requested information on 
the marks obtained for 
the merit of the 
application under 
mentioned criteria or 
certified copies of the 
applications of named 
officers. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA is only in 
possession of the 
information regarding the 
two   officers   as   stated   
therein.Further   it   is   
stated   that   the   
application forms   
tendered   by   the   19   
officers are   not in   their   
personal   files, as   such   
the   RTIC   was   of   the   
view   that   the   PA   
cannot   release   the   
requested   documents as   
those are   not   in   their   
possession. 

K.R.Kanthi V Galle 
Municipal Council 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.17 
requested information 
pertaining to the number 
of stories that have been 
approved to be built by 
the PA in the given 
addresses and such other 
details. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant filed an appeal 
at the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified by 
the PA that the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.262 

 M. Kaluthanthri v. Urban 
Development Authority 
263 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.01.2019 
requested certain 
information relating to 
the decision of the 
Assistand Director to 
subdivide the portion of 
land that’s allocated to the 
road through the 
streetlines depicted on 
the survey plan of 
appellant’s land, and for 
certain other information. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated period, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information and the 
appellant was satisfied 
with the same. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 

I.A.D.N. Karunasinghe V 
Ministry of Education 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.09.23 
requested the certified 
copy of the response sent 
by the PA to the letter 
attached with the 
information request. The 
attached letter was on the 
admission of students to 
Grade 7 in 2019 based on 
their scholarship 
examination marks in 
2017. Since the PA failed 
to respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified that 
the requested 
information was already 
provided to the appellant. 
Therefore, the appeal was 
concluded.264 

 M.K. Francis v. 
Department of Motor 
Traffic265 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding the Practical 
Test for Driving 
Instructors and Assistant 
Instructors conducted by 
the Department of Motor 
Vehicles on 25-05-2009 
and 01-06-2019. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information as 
it did not fall under the 
exceptions mentioned in 
the section 5 of the Act. 
 

  Peter Dias 
Amarasinghe v. 
Election 
Commission266 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 20.02.2017 
requested several 
items of information 
relating letters 
received by the PA 
which responses 
were not provided 
for.  
 
The Appellant 
requested copies of 
such letters and 
responses if any 
provided by the PA to 
the said letters. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to RTIC. At the 
Appeal hearing RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the 
information in its 
possession custody 
and control per 
section 3 of the Act.  
As such PA handed 
over the information 
to the Appellant at 
the hearing. 
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40.  Pemapala Mahaarachchi 
v. Government Services 
Commission267 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.08.2019 
requested information on 
irregularities revealed at 
the Pitigala post office 
and inquiring whether the 
then Establishments 
Code provide for the 
issuance of a single 
disciplinary order under 
the circumstances. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the 
requested information is 
not in the possession of 
the PA. As such the RTIC 
affirmed the PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal. 

K.R.Kanthi V Urban 
Developmen Authority 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.17 
requested information 
pertaining to the number 
of stories that have been 
approved to be built by 
the PA in the given 
addresses and such other 
details. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant filed an appeal 
at the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified by 
the PA that the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.268 

 A.G.Saman Chandana 
Kumara V Pitabeddara 
Divisional Secretariat 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.09.24 
requested the certified 
copy of the letter sent by 
the Pitabeddara 
Divisional Secretary to 
the Land Commissioner 
General with regards to 
the transfer of the 
ownership of the property 
number මාර/5/ප්ර40309 
to the appellant and the 
other relevant documents 
attached with the letter. 
The PA denied to release 
the information under 
Section 5(1)(a) of the Act. 
When considering the 
appeal, the RTIC was 
notified that the 
requested information 
was given to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.269 

R. Muthukumaran v. 
Vembadi High School/ 
Ministry of Education 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.10.12 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
executive members of and 
the activities of the School 
Development Committee 
from 2011 to up to date 
and other relevant details. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA provided 
the requested 
information to the 
appellant before the 
RTIC. The appeal was 
concluded. 270 

 L. Wanigasekara v. 
Department of Motor 
Traffic271 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.06.2019 
requested information 
regarding the Driver 
Instructor Practical Test 
conducted by the 
Department of Motor 
Vehicles on 22nd, 23rd, 
29th, 30th September 
2018 and 20-10-2018. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the information 
relating to information 
item 1,2 and 3 and to 
provide an opportunity 
for the Appellant to 
inspect documents 
relating to information 
item 4,5 and 6.  
 

   
N.S. Leelawathi VS. 
Sri Lanka Army272 
 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 2018.11.10 
requested the 
information 
regarding the 
Appellant’s son who 
went missing on 
1999.06.15 while on 
service Even at the 
time of the hearing, 
the Appellant has not 
been able to find out 
how his son died or 
what happened to 
him. As the IO and 
DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time. The Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
RTIC noted that the 
PA had provided the 
information that it 
had in its possession, 
custody and control 
at the time of the 
hearing of this 
Appeal. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the 
appeal.  
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41.  W.M.D.B. Abeyrathne v. 
Sri Lanka Council for 
Agricultural Research 
Policy273  

 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.04.2020 
requested certified copies 
of newspaper 
advertisements were 
published several times 
for the recruitment of an 
Accountant upon the 
suspension of the 
mentioned applicant. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal as the 
information requested 
has been already released. 
 

I.A.D.N.  Karunasinghe v. 
Pradeshiya Sabha 
Bingiriya274 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 20.01.2019 
requested an approved 
copy of the   building plan 
belonging to the 
appellant. As the PA failed 
to respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
contended that the PA 
was divided in to two and 
the documents   relating   
to Udubaddawa   was   
dispatched   to 
Udabaddawa Pradesiya 
Sabaha. Frther the PA 
stated that PA was 
inundated with floods in 
2007 and most of the 
documents were 
damaged/ destroyed. The   
PA   also   stated   that   
they   had   inquired from 
Udabddawa Prsdesiya 
Sabaha whether the 
requested documents 
were in their   possession, 
but had received a 
negative answer. As the 
PA was not in possession 
of the requested 
information, RTIC 
affirmed the PA's 
reasoning. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

 K.T.Charith Prasanna V 
Ambalanthota Municipal 
Council 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.19 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
ownership details of the 
property number 330 
including the details of 
current and previous tax 
payers of the property. 
The PA requested 
additional time of 14 days 
to respond to the request. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. During the appeal 
consideration, the RTIC 
was notified by the PA 
that the owner of the 
property was died 
recently and his wife did 
not consent to disclose 
the requested 
information. The RTIC 
ordered that since the 
requested information 
related to a personal 
information and falls 
under Section 5(1)(a), the 
information cannot be 
released to the appellant. 
The appeal was 
concluded.275 

R. Muthukumaran v. 
Vembadi High School/ 
Ministry of Education 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.10.12 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
participation of the PA in 
the AAT Sri Lanka Beat 
Annual Reports and 
Accounts Competition of 
National Schools. Since 
the PA failed to respond 
within the specific time 
frame stipulated in the 
Act, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, the 
PA provided the 
requested information to 
the appellant before the 
RTIC. The appeal was 
concluded.276 

 A.L. Farzith v Divisional 
Secretariat, Ampara277 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.02.2019 
requested details 
regarding actions taken in 
consequent to his 
complaint on vandalizing 
his property as a result of 
racial violence. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was 
communicated to the 
Commission that the 
Appellant was no longer a 
resident in Sri Lanka. As 
such, RTIC directed the 
relevant PA in possession 
of the information to 
release the information in 
due course and concluded 
the Appeal. 
 

  J.M. Akila Diwakar 
VS. National 
Authority on 
Tobacco and 
Alcohol278 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.27 
requested 
information as to 
whether the 
Government has 
taken a decision to 
issue licenses to 
manufacture new 
cigarette products 
and to import new 
cigarette products 
and If such a decision 
has been taken, has 
the approval of the 
National Authority 
on Tobacco and 
Alcohol been 
obtained in that 
regard?.  As the IO 
and DO failed to 
respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the 
information in its 
possession, custody 
and control to the 
Appellant. Subject to 
the direction of the 
RTIC, the Appeal was 
concluded. 
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42.  W.M.D.B. Abeyrathne v. 
Sri Lanka Council for 
Agricultural Research 
Policy279  

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.04.2020 
requested a certified copy 
of a statement given by 
the mentioned person to 
the Preliminary 
Investigation Officer. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the information 
request within the 
stipulated time, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal as the 
information requested 
has been already released. 
 

KKTB Kannangara v. 
Urban Development 
Authority280 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 04.06.2019 
requested information on 
the actions taken by the 
PA to remove 
unauthorized 
constructions as 
according to the file 10 / 
kalu / 05 /අ -12/2017 
which was directed by the 
Kalutara District Office of 
the Urban Development 
Authority to the Legal 
Division of the PA on 
18.02.2019. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At a 
subsequent appeal 
hearing, PA submitted 
that it had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. 
Affirming this, the RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

 A. M. Nazeer v Divisional 
Secretariat, Poththuvil 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.31 
requested information 
pertaining to the transfer 
of a state land. Since the 
PA failed to respond 
within the specific time 
frame, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, the 
PA informed that it has 
referred this matter to the 
Provincial Land 
Commissioner and was 
waiting for his response. 
Thereafter, the 
commission was 
informed that the 
requested information 
was provided to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.281 

M.Ruwana V Divisional 
Education Office- 
Puttalam 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.24 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
distribution of shoe 
vouchers at South   Kotte- 
Puttlam. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA informed 
the RTIC that the 
requested information 
was not in the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA and it is in the 
possession of Zonal 
education office. The 
RTIC ordered that the 
requested information 
cannot be released by the 
PA as it is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA as 
envisaged by Section 3 of 
the Act.282 

 K. Prasanna Kumar v 
National Housing and 
Development 
Authority283 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.06.2019 
requested information 
regarding houses to be 
built on the loan scheme 
of the National Housing 
Authority of Balmoral 
Estate, Akkaraipattana 
and the relevant loan 
scheme.As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that the PA has 
provided the requested 
information. As such, the 
RTIC concluded the 
Appeal as the PA has 
disclosed the information 
requested 

   
K.P.R. Dias VS. 
Divisional 
Secretariat - 
Wattala284 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 2019. ක07. ක01 
requested the 
information as to 
what were the 
reasons for not 
completing the 
existing 
shortcomings in 
Palliyawatta, 3rd 
Lane? Dissatisfied 
with the response of 
the PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the 
requested 
information was 
provided to the RTIC 
and not to the 
Appellant. As such, 
the RTIC directed the 
PA to forward the 
relevant letter to the 
Appellant. Subject to 
the direction of the 
RTIC, the appeal was 
concluded. 

43.  W.M.D.B. Abeyrathne v. 
Sri Lanka Council for 
Agricultural Research 
Policy285  
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.01.2020 
requested a certified copy 
of the list of evidence 
relevant to the charge 
sheet issued to him by 
former Secretary / 
Director. As the PA failed 

D.L.H. Gunasekara v. 

Municipal Council – 

Galle286 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 05.09.2019 

requested a copy of the 

building plan BA / 

401/2015 approved by the 

Planning Committee, a 

 U.G.Weerasena De Silva 
V  Road Development 
Authority  
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.19 
requested the certified 
copy of the survey plan of 
train station no 1 
constructed in the 
Northern boundary of the 
village known as 
Waskaduwa or 

R. Muthukumaran v. 
Vembadi High School/ 
Ministry of Education 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.10.12 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
executive members of and 
the activities of the School 
Development Committee 
from 1990 to up to date. 
Since the PA failed to 

 W.M. Ranathunga v. 

Department of Technical 

Training and 

Education289 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 19.03.2019 

requested a copy of the 

investigation report 

regarding the improper 

awarding of foreign 

   
G.A.J. Weerasinghe 
VS. Ministry of 
Education290 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.16 
requested the 
composition of the 
Review Committee 
on Political 
victimzation and the 
list of those who have 
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to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was informed 
that the appellant has 
been already informed to 
receive the requested 
information upon making 
prescribed fees. The RTIC 
ordered to release the 
information to the 
Appellant free of charge.  
 

copy of the Certificate of 

Eligibility approved by 

the Planning Committee 

prior to residence in the 

relevant building and a 

copy of the report by Mrs. 

Vasana Gunaratne, 

Municipal Commissioner, 

GAMA / ME / 12 General 

/ 2018/50 addressed to 

the Divisional Secretary 

Galle. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC.  At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

by the PA that disclosing 

the information would be 

against section 5(1)(a) of 

the Act. As such the RTIC 

affirmed the PA’s decision 

and concluded the appeal. 

 

kudawaskadu, when it 
was acquired by the Sri 
Lanka Railway 
Department (CGR) and 
such other related 
information. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified by 
the PA that the PA has 
provided the information 
which was in its 
possession, custody or 
control and some of the 
requested information is 
not in the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA. The RTIC observed 
that the PA has provided 
the information which 
was in its possession, 
custody or control and 
some of the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA. 
Therefore, the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA in this regard. The 
appeal was concluded.287 

respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA provided 
the requested 
information to the 
appellant before the 
RTIC. The appeal was 
concluded.288 

scholarships by Mr. 

Gunasekera with details 

of the action taken 

according to that 

investigation. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was observed 

by RTIC that as per the 

previous order of the 

RTIC, the PA has 

disclosed the requested 

information RTIC. 

However, a copy of the 

same has not been 

forwarded to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC directed the PA to 

forward the same to the 

Appellant and concluded 

this Appeal.  

 

been reinstated 
(from 2015.03.01). 
As the IO and DO 
failed to respond to 
the Appellant within 
the stipulated time. 
The Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
RTIC noted that the 
PA had provided the 
information that it 
had in its possession, 
custody and control 
at the time of the 
hearing of this 
Appeal. The Appeal 
was concluded. 
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44.  P. M. Anthony v 
Parliament of Sri 
Lanka291 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.03.2019 
requested details 
regarding total sums 
allegedly outstanding 
from the Appellant to the 
Parliament staff thrift 
society as recorded in the 
books and records of the 
parliament of Sri Lanka as 
at the given period. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already provided the 
information to the 
Appellant. Accordingly, it 
is evident that the 
information in the 
possession, custody and 
control of Parliament, 
pertaining to the 
information requested 
has already been provided 
to the Appellant being the 
exact same information 
which is possessed by the 
Parliamentary Staff Thrift 
Society. As such, the RTIC 
concluded the Appeal. 
 

M.H Jahir VS. 

Department of Agrarian 

Development, 

Anuradhapura292 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 15.03.2019 

requested certified 

documents of the proof 

for the road and drainage 

as specified in the 

mentioned letters and a 

certified copy of the 

report that PA has sent as 

the reply for the letter.As 

the PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA had 

already disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC affirmed the PA’s 

decision and concluded 

the appeal. 

 

    D.J.I.K. Siriwardena v. 

Ministry of Health293 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.03.2019 
requested information 
regarding selection for 
Foreign Scholarships in 
the Department of 
National Archives. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. The appeal was 
heard by RTIC at several 
hearings and at the final 
date it was submitted by 
the PA that all items of 
information requested by 
the Appellant was 
disclosed. As such, RTIC 
concluded this Appeal. 

  W.M.Chandana 
Jayathissa VS. Sri 
Lanka Police294 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.18. 
The information 
request was based on 
the fact that CID 
Assistant 
Superintendent of 
Police Roshan 
Amarasinghe has 
sent a letter dated 
31.12.2018 and No. C 
183/14 cm to the 
Appellant stating 
that the investigation 
report under the 
headline 'Attempted 
Murder' has been 
referred to the IGP 
for advice. . As such 
the Appellant 
requested a copy of 
the investigation 
report sent by the 
CID to the Sri Lanka 
Police Headquarters. 
As the IO and DO 
failed to respond to 
the Appellant within 
the stipulated time. 
The Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC.  At the 
appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA 
to provide the 
information in its 
possession, custody 
and control to the 
Appellant. Subject to 
the direction of the 
RTIC, the Appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 
 

45.  M. B. Mursith v Sri Lanka 
Bureau of Foreign 
Employment295 

A.Thiruselvam Vs 

Plantation Development 

Trust296 

 K.L.D.Hemapala V 
Divisional Secretariat-
Akurassa 

  A.M.Ahamed v Divisional 
Secretariat Puttalam298 
 

  S.H.Dayarathna V 
District Secretariat-
Hambanthota 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2445:app-no-1471-2019&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.05.2019 
requested information 
regarding the reason for 
not being paid his 
compensation by the 
Foreign Employment 
Bureau and when he 
could be compensated by 
recommending P 01 - P 10 
documents. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that there are 
deficiencies in the filling 
of the application form as 
the reason for the non-
payment. As such, in view 
of the adequacy of the 
response of the PA, RTIC 
concluded the Appeal.  

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 04.01.2019 

requested information in 

relation to the new 

housing project started by 

Ministry of Hill Country 

New Village 

Infrastructure and 

Community Development 

with Plantation Human 

Development Trust in 

2017. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, the PA submitted 

that they are not in the 

custody, control and 

possession of the 

requested information 

and that the same was 

informed to the Appellant 

via letter. As such, RTIC 

affirmed the PA’s decision 

and concluded the appeal.  

 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.24 
requested the certified 
copies of the letter sent by 
the appellant's mother to 
the divisional secretariat 
and the letter sent by the 
Grama Niladhari to the 
divisional secretariat on 
the ownership of a 
particular property. The 
PA denied to release the 
information on the basis 
that it was provided by the 
third party and without 
their consent the 
information cannot be 
released and the third 
party (the appellant's 
mother) was passed away. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, the 
RTIC observed that the 
appellant has due interest 
on the property in 
question and therefore, 
directed the PA to release 
the copy of the letter sent 
by the appellant's mother 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.297 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.10.2019 
requested information on 
Rural Development 
Societies registered in 
Puttalam Divisional 
Secretariat Division. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
Appeal hearing, it was 
evident that PA has 
answered all 7 questions 
above responding to the 
appellant’s requested by 
letter dated 19.12.2019. 
As such the RTIC 
concluded the Appeal as 
the information 
requested has been duly 
answered by the Public 
Authority.  
 

 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.09.15 
requested the 
certified copy of the 
letter sent by the 
President to the PA in 
response to the letter 
dated 2017.09.18 
sent by the appellant 
to the President. The 
PA released certain 
information related 
to the requested 
information to the 
appellant, however, 
dissatisfied with the 
response, the 
appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. During the 
appeal 
consideration, the PA 
informed the RTIC 
that the requested 
information was not 
in the possession, 
custody or control of 
the PA as the PA did 
not receive any such 
letter from the 
president as the 
appellant says. The 
RTIC ordered that 
the requested 
information cannot 
be released as it is not 
in the possession, 
custody and control 
of the PA as 
envisaged under 
Section 3 of the 
Act.299 

46.  Seythol Abdeen v 
Ministry of Finance300 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.09.2019 
requested information 
regarding appointment of 
Graduate Trainees in 
Tamil Language 
Government Schools in 
the North Eastern 

N Rujica v Divisional 
Secretariat 
Maritimepattu301 
 
The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 10.02.2020 

requested details of Rural 

Development Projects 

that are signed by the 

Rural Development 

 A.Gamini Vangsapura V 
Ministry of Land and 
Parliamentary Reforms 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.05.08 
requested copies of all 
documents pertaining to 
the transfer of the 
ownership of the land on 
which the Beloga Kanda 

W.M.K. Karunaratne v. 
University Grants 
Commission303 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.10.2019 
requested a summary 
report showing the PA's 
role in the event the PA 
plays a part or has any 
connection in the 

 K.AD. Gunathilake v. 

CIABOC304 

 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.06.2019 
requested information 
regarding the actions 
taken upon the complaint 
made by him to the 
CIABOC in form of 
questions. As the PA 

  M. Chandrakumar 
V. District 
Secretariat Ampara 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.04.01 
requested the 
certified copies of the 
documents related to 
the actions taken by 
the District Secretary 
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Province as Program 
Assistants under the 
Scheme for Recruitment 
of Graduates in 
Appropriate Government 
Positions – 2005. (as it is 
required to obtain his 
pension)As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that the 
requested information is 
from the year 2005, and 
that the relevant file 
which is about 15 years 
old had already been 
disposed. As per Section 7 
(3) (a) of the RTI Act, PAs 
are mandatorily required 
to maintain records from 
10 years prior to the 
coming into effect of the 
RTI Act. As such, RTIC 
concluded the Appeal as 
the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA.  
 

Society and implemented 

in Mulliyawalai South 

Grama Niladari division 

during the last five years. 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

Vidyalaya which has been 
closed. The PA responded 
stating that the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA as the 
said transfer was 
happened in 1953. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, the 
PA informed the RTIC 
that the PA does not have 
the relevant documents 
except a few given by 
Kurunegal Education 
Office, an there are few 
other documents in the 
possession of the Ministry 
of Education and 
Divisional Secretariat. 
The RTIC directed the PA 
to release all information 
related to appellant's 
information request 
which are in the 
possession of PA and 
other relevant PAs to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.302 

selection of medical 
students for the 
Kothalawala Defense 
University. The PA 
responded stating it had 
no intervention on the 
same. However the 
Appellant had made 
another request relevant 
to the same. He requested 
information regarding the 
prevalence of any 
connection of the PA in 
selecting students for the 
Kothalawala Defense 
University, and if so, to 
provide the agreement, 
gazette, Act, or any other 
document under which 
the PA acts so. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated period, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission noted that 
the PA had by letter dated 
2019.10.24 informed that 
PA had no connection in 
selection of selection of 
medical students for the 
Kothalawala Defense 
University and hence the 
Public Authority has met 
the requirements of 
Section 3 of the RTI Act. 
Affirming this, RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 
 

failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the Appeal 
hearing it was observed 
that the PA had failed to 
make responses to the 
RTIC orders. 
Nevertheless, RTIC 
concluded that the 
Appellant’s information 
request does not fall 
under the interpretation 
provided for ‘information’ 
under section 43 of the 
Act. As such, RTIC 
concluded this Appeal. 

in response to the 
following letters sent 
by the Appellant to 
the District 
Secretariat on 
2015.05.18, 
2015.08.04, 
2015.08.31 and 
2015.10.28. PA 
responded stating 
that the requested 
information was not 
in the possession, 
custody or control of 
the PA. Dissatisfied 
with the response, 
the appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. When 
considering the 
appeal, the RTIC was 
informed that the 
requested 
information was 
provided to the 
appellant. The appeal 
was concluded.305 
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47.  Susantha B. 

Kurukulasuriya v. 

Ministry of Education306 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.05.2019 

requested information 

regarding granting of 

Limited Recruitment to 

Grade III of Teacher 

Education Service 2015 

(2016) Professional 

Subject English Medium 

Appointments – re two 

specific numbers. As the 

PA failed to respond to 

the information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the Appeal 

hearing it was submitted 

by the PA that they have 

disclosed information re 

the Appellant’s questions. 

As such RTIC concluded 

the Appeal as the PA has 

responded to the 

questions of the 

Appellant.  

 

N Rujica v Divisional 
Secretariat 
Maritimepattu307 
 
The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 10.02.2020 

requested details of Rural 

Development Projects 

that are signed by the 

Rural Development 

Society and implemented 

in Mulliyawalai South 

Grama Niladari division 

during the last five years. 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

 A.P.A.W. Amarasinghe v. 
Agrarian Development 
Department - Office of the 
Assistant Commissioner 
(Kegalle)308 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.08.2019 
requested land 
information relating to a 
'Purana Kamatha'' in the 
Udugama Division. 
Dissatisfied with the PA's 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the requested 
information was  in their 
posession, custody and 
control of the PA as per 
Section 3(1). Accordingly,  
RTIC ordered the PA to 
release the information. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

Ranjith Premalal v. G / P 
de S Kularatne 
College,Ambalangoda309 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 12.02.2018 
requested information 
regarding the additional 
new class of Grade 3 for 
each year between 2010-
2018 including details of 
calling for applications, 
interviews, students 
selected and rejected for 
the Grade 3 class and, 
several other related 
details. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the requested 
information with a copy 
to the RTIC. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

 P.Abojithan V Divisional 
Secretariat, 
Mullaittivu310 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.11.2019 
requested information on 
Rural Development 
Projects that have been 
signed by the Rural 
Development Society and 
implemented in 
Mullaiyawalai East 
Grama Niladhari division 
during the last five years. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
Appellant has requested 
the same information 
from the PA through 
several information 
requests. As such, the 
RTIC affirmed the PA 
decision in responding to 
the RTIC Appeal number 
2301/2020 as the 
information requested 
are similar and directed 
the Appellant to receive 
the information by paying 
the prescribed fee as 
instructed by the PA.  
 

  K.Saththiyakala V 
Department of 
Motor Traffic 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.15 
requested the 
name(s) of the true 
owner of the vehicle 
numbers of CP LB 
1422 and CP NA 
8143. Since the PA 
failed to respond 
within the specified 
time frame stipulated 
in the Act, the 
appellant preferred 
an appeal to the 
RTIC. The PA 
informed that the 
information cannot 
be provided as it falls 
under exemption 
under Section 5(1)(a). 
The RTIC noted that 
the Register of Motor 
Vehicles is a public 
document and as 
such, there is no 
unwarranted 
invasion of privacy by 
the release of a public 
document. The RTIC  
 directed the PA to 
release the 
information 
requested by the 
Appellant. The 
Appeal was 
concluded.311 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2450:app-no-1831-2019&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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48.  K.U. Dhammika v. Sri 

Lanka Parliament312 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.10.2019 
requested a certified copy 
of the letter sent to the 
Hon. Speaker on 
01.10.2018 by the 
"Employee Welfare 
Association" of Ocean 
View Development Pvt. 
Ltd. Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
Appeal hearing it was 
submitted information 
requested by the 
appellant had not yet 
been reported to the 
Parliament. As such RTIC 
concluded this Appeal, as 
the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA 

P Abojithan v Divisional 

Secretariat Mullaitivu313 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 19.02.2020 

requested details 

concerning the 

Gamperaliya project for 

development of the 

Unnapilavu G.T.M.S 

Playground under the 

Divisional Secretariat 

Division of Mullaitivu 

district during 2018-

2019. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

 H. M. Sunil Weerasekera 
Banda v. Divisional 
Secretariat Office, 
Tamankaduwa314 
 
The Appellant by 
Information requests 
dated 08.07.2019, 
17.07.2019, 12.08.2019, 
13.08.2019, 21.08.2019 
requested for a ledge or 
license bearing no. 112 in 
respect of grant forms 
'. න.ප්ර. 4347' and 
'. න.ප්ර.4348' in the name 
of M. M. Ukku Banda. PA 
responded stating that 
they could not find any 
relevant information in 
the Land department of 
the PA. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the PA is not in 
possession custody or 
control of the requested 
information as stipulated 
in Section 3(1). As such, 
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 

E.Nirmal VS. Zonal 
Education office 
Vavuniya North 
Puliyankulam315 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 02.04.2018 had 
requested relevant 
documents and details of 
teachers working in the 
same schools for more 
than 10 years in 
Vavuniya-North 
Education Zone and for 
information about any 
measures taken to 
transfer them.  
Dissatisfied witht the PA's 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to release the 
information requested by 
the Appellant within two 
weeks from the receipt of 
the order with a covering 
letter to the RTIC.  At the 
final appeal hearing in 
December 2020, the 
Commission noted that 
the PA had already 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested   

information. As such, the 

appeal was concluded. 

 P.Abojithan V Divisional 
Secretariat,Mullaittivu316 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.11.2019 
requested information on 
Rural Development 
Projects that have been 
signed by the Rural 
Development Society and 
implemented in 
Mullaiyawalai East 
Grama Niladhari division 
during the last five 
years.As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was informed 
that the appellant has 
been already informed to 
receive the requested 
information. As the PA 
has agreed to release the 
information subjected to 
the payments, RTIC 
affirmed the PA’s decision 
anddirected the appellant 
to receive the information 
as instructed by the PA. 

 

   

49.  M. Fasly v National 
Insurance Trust Fund317 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 

John Wilson v Municipal 
Council Colombo318 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 

 R.S. G.D. Gamage v 
Divisional Secretariat 
Mahara319 
The Appellant, by 
information request 

A.M.Fawsan v 

Department of 

Examination, Sri 

Lankan320 

 K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Ministry of Internal and 
Home Affairs, Provincial 
Councils and Local 
Government321 

  K. Prasannakumar V 
Colombo Municipal 
Council322 
 

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2444:e-nirmal-vs-zonal-education-office-vavuniya-north-puliyankulam-app-no-1062-2019&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2444:e-nirmal-vs-zonal-education-office-vavuniya-north-puliyankulam-app-no-1062-2019&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2456:p-abojithan-v-divisional-secretariat-mullaittivu-app-no-2301-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2456:p-abojithan-v-divisional-secretariat-mullaittivu-app-no-2301-2020&catid=67&lang=en&Itemid=101
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dated 03.04.2019 
requested information 
regarding the recruitment 
made at National 
Insurance Trust Fund 
based on the competitive 
examination of 
Management Assistance 
Grade III held on 
06.07.2018 and the 
subsequent interview 
held in October. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA has not made 
written submissions to 
the RTIC. The RTIC is of 
the opinion that the 
information requested by 
the Appellant is in the 
nature of institutional 
information which the PA 
is statutorily obliged to 
release on a proactive 
basis, as such the PA is 
directed to respond to the 
Appellant.    
 

dated 31.12.2018 
requested information in 
relation to a particular 
land and building 
(referred to as ‘Sultan 
Building’) including 
certified copies of the 
approved building lease 
plan, Certificate of 
Conformity, Field Notes, 
Sketch Plans and 
Assessment Plans. 
Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
the requested documents 
can be released by the PA 
only upon a request made 
by the title holder/owner 
of the property in 
question. RTIC directed 
the PA to release 
information subject to the 
undertaking of the 
Appellant to provide hard 
copies of a True copy of 
the Power of Attorney and 
a Signed authorization by 
the owner of the property 
requesting the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

dated 22.02.2018 had 
requested information 
relating to arrears of 
payment pertaining to a 
land for the period of 
2010-2018. Dissatisfied 
with the PA's response, 
the appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
revealed that the PA did 
not have the said 
information as per 
Section 3 of the Act. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 12.04.2019 

requested a certified copy 

of the action taken with 

regard to a complaint 

lodged on the assistance 

given to illicitly confirm 

the application for the 

GCE Ordinary Level 

Examination 2018 and 

obtain the permit and an 

attested copy on a related 

document. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, PA submitted 

that information item 1 

cannot be disclosed as the 

inquiry is still ongoing 

however, information 

item 2 was released to the 

Appellant. As such, RTIC 

directed the PA to release 

the information item 1 

within one month’s 

period and concluded the 

appeal.  

 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 16.03.2019 

requested details of the 

Cabinet Memorandum 

and its copy brought in 

1993 to make Kalmunai 

(Tamil) Northern 

Divisional Secretariat a 

complete Divisional 

Secretariat. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

by the Appellant that the 

PA has provided the 

requested information. As 

such, the RTIC concluded 

the Appeal as the PA has 

disclosed the information 

requested.  

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.21  
requested 
information 
pertaining to the 
registration of 
bicycles at Colombo 
Municipal Council 
and other related 
details. Since the PA 
failed to respond 
within the time frame 
stipulated in the Act, 
the appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the RTIC 
was notified that the 
requested 
information was 
provided to the 
appellant. Therefore, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 

50.  R.M. Amarathunga v. 

University of Colombo323 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 24.12.2019 

requested a copy of a 

specified governing body 

report, all documents 

related to the interview 

held for the promotion of 

Vice Chancellor to Grade 

1 stored on the computer 

and any other device and 

the applications that the 

Appellant have submitted 

John Wilson v Municipal 
Council Colombo324 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.02.2019 
requested information in 
relation to a property at 
No. 28 Rosmead Place 
including a certified copy 
of the approved building 
plan and building permit, 
copies of the survey plan, 
traffic inspect 
assessment, preliminary 
planning clearance, 
approvals obtained and 
several other documents. 

 M. Parthiban VS 
Divisional Secretariat 
Vavuniya325 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
04.10.2018 had requested 
certain information 
relating to Lots of land 
which are part of the 
Nochchimoddai Village. 
This included 
beneficiaries name, land 
Permit No, extent, details 
of persons who obtained 
permits for these lands, 
information on providing 
resettlement houses etc. 

K.K. Samantha v. 

Department of 

Examinations326 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 04.01.2020 

inquired how many 

students have applied for 

the Russian language for 

the year 2019, their 

results district vise and 

the number of A passes B 

passes and C passes 

district vise. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

 R. Thenabandu v. 

Department of Buddhist 

Affairs327 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 27.05.2019 

requested certified copies 

of the list of movable and 

immovable property 

document handed over to 

each person at the time of 

assuming duties as the 

Basnayake Nilame of the 

Sri Vishnu Maha 

Devalaya in Devinuwara. 

  M.M.N. Indrarathna 

v Airport and 

Aviation Services (Sri 

Lanka) (Private) 

Limited328 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 24.07.2018 

requested the CCTV 

footage of the 

Immigration and 

Emigration 

Department's airport 

arrival terminal staff 

room. Dissatisfied 
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to the PA regarding the 

promotion of Vice 

Chancellor to Grade 1 and 

such other information. 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the Appeal 

hearing it was observed 

that the PA has disclosed 

information that is in the 

possession, custody and 

control of the PA. As such, 

the RTIC concluded this 

Appeal. 

Dissatisfied with the PA’s 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to forward the 
information request to 
the Urban Development 
Authority. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

IO denied the request 
stating that the request 
included personal details 
of certain individuals 
who, had informed not to 
disclose their personal 
information without their 
consent. and the 
appellant's request lacked 
any public interest. 
Dissatisfied with the PA's 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At a subsequent 
appeal hearing, the PA 
had informed the RTIC 
that they have already 
provided the information 
requested by the 
Appellant by the letter 
dated 22.05.2020 and the 
copy of the Covering letter 
of the said letter has also 
been attached to the RTIC 
for its’ reference. On this 
basis, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, PA submitted 

that they do not possess 

the requested 

information in the form 

requested by the 

Appellant, but has 

disclosed information in 

the form that is in the 

possession of the PA. As 

such, RTIC concluded the 

appeal as the PA has 

disclosed information in 

the form which is in the 

possession, custody and 

control of the PA. 

 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC.At the Appeal 

hearing it was submitted 

by the PA that they do not 

possess this information 

and that it is the 

Divisional Secretariat 

Devinuwara which 

possess this information. 

As such RTIC directed the 

PA to forward the request 

for relevant information 

to the Divisional 

Secretariat, Devinuwara 

in terms of Order 4 (6) of 

Gazette Notification No. 

2004/66 dated 

03.02.2017, which has 

been specified by the 

Department of Buddhist 

Affairs as the competent 

public authority. The 

Appeal is hereby 

concluded.  

 

with the response of 

the PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted by the 

PA that information 

cannot be disclosed 

as it falls under 

section 5(1) (h). As 

such the RTIC 

affirmed the PA’s 

decision and 

concluded the 

appeal. 
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51.  S. Ambihaipahan v 

Northern Provincial 

Council, Ministry of 

Education329 

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.12.2019 
requested information 
regarding whether there 
any barriers to accept a 
diploma holder and a 
teacher who completed a 
2-year institutional based 
course at University 
College as a Trained 
Teacher in accordance 
with the provisions of the 
Teachers' Service Minute. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that the 
requested information 
has already been 
provided. However, the 
Appellant submitted that 
no such response was 
received. As such, the PA 
is directed to forward the 
said information to the 
Appellant with a copy to 
the RTIC.  
 

K.A.R.Gunasekarav.

UrbanDevelopmentA

uthority330 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 02.10.2017 

requested information on 

actions taken on the 

complaint made by the 

Appellant concerning an 

illegal construction. As 

the PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, it was 

the opinion of the RTIC 

that the PA is in 

possession, custody and 

control of the requested 

information. AS such 

RTIC directed the PA to 

disclose the information 

and concluded the appeal.  

 

 Saman Kariyawasam v. 

Divisional Secretariat – 

Gonupila331 

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.07.2019 
requested a certified 
copies of the report 
summoned by the 
Divisional Secretary on 
02.12.2013 from the 
Grama Niladhari of 
Gonupila-West of the files 
regarding the possession 
of the land in respect of 
Lot No. 3857 mentioned 
in the LA-640 complaint 
and of Saman 
Kariyawasam's letter 
dated 15.09.2014 stating 
that the possession of the 
part taken over by the 
government has been 
handed over to the 
government. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the first information 
item was disclosed to the 
PA and that the second 
item falls under section 
5(1) (j) of the Act. As such, 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 
 

  K. Prasanna Kumar V 
Ministry of Hill Country, 
New Villages, 
Infrastructure and 
Community 
Development332 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to the details of 
the complaints lodged at 
Financial Crimes 
Investigation Division 
regarding the financial 
allegations occurred 
through Saumyamoorthi 
Thondaman Memorial 
Foundation, details with 
regards to buildings, 
vehicles, staffs served and 
their salary at 
Saumyamoorthi 
Thondaman Memorial 
Foundation and details 
with regard to the alleged 
monthly salary provided 
to an Indian lady and the 
expenses spent for the 
same. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated timeline, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission directed the 
PA to release the 
information requested by 
the Appellant or deny if 
the requested 
information falls under 
the exemption laid down 
in Section 5 of the Act. In 
the later hearing the 
Commission noted that 
the PA has satisfactorily 
provided all information 
requested by the 
Appellant and therefore 
the appeal is concluded. 

  W.M.D.B. 

Abeyrathne v. 

SLCARP333 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 27.02.2020 

requested a copy of 

the decision issued 

by the Colombo 

Fraud Investigation 

Bureau regarding the 

complaint IR / 

316/01/16 and five 

other related 

information items. 

As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC.  At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted by the 

PA that the 

information which is 

requested by the 

Appellant is not 

clearly mentioned to 

identify the relevant 

information. As such, 

RTIC concluded the 

Appeal directing the 

Appellant to provide 

the PA with sufficient 

details to identify the 

information 

requested.  
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52.  M.T.M. Nijamotheen v 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board334 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.09.2019 
requested the PA to 
provide re-transfer or to 
respond to the re-transfer 
request made by the 
Appellant. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated timeline, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. In 
the appeal hearing, the 
Commission noticed that 
the PA has released the 
information requested by 
the Appellant. Also, the 
Commission observed 
that the information 
request by the Appellant 
does not fall under the 
definition of 
‘Information’ in Section 
43 of the Act. As such it is 
envisaged that the 
Appellant’s information 
request should consist of 
that which falls within the 
definition. The 
Commission concluded 
the appeal. 

P.N.G.S. 

Wickramasinghe v. 

Department of Agrarian 

Development335 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 07.02.2018 queried 

what have you 

recommended with 

regard to a third party 

request for a license to 

construct on a paddy land 

that was illegally filled. As 

the PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, the 

RTIC directed the PA to 

disclose the information 

as the larger public 

interest justifies the 

disclosure of such 

information. Section 5(1) 

(a) read along with 

section 5(4).  

 

 S.R. Athawuda v. 

Housing Development 

Authority – Kandy336 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 05.04.2019 

requested information on 

the playground located in 

Lot No. 06 of plan no 

5081 assigned by the 

Housing Development 

Authority to the 

Kundasale Pradeshiya 

Sabha. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

  K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
State Timber 
Corporation 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.15 
requested information 
pertaining to the revenue 
generated from sales of 
trees and manufacturing 
plants and other related 
details. The PA responded 
stating that some 
information requested 
under the information 
request are not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC was 
notified that the 
requested information 
wasprovided to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.337 

  .Yoosuf V Central 

Ayurveda 

Dispensary, 

Alayadivembu338 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 25.02.2019 

requested the PA to 

provide the reason, 

purpose and 

explanation of the 

mentioned letter 

written by the 

Medical Officer in 

Charge of the 

Pharmacy to the 

Provincial 

Commissioner of 

Ayurveda, 

Department of 

Indigenous 

Medicine, 

Trincomalee and for 

such other 

mentioned letters. As 

the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted that 

the PA had already 

disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed 

the PA’s decision and 

concluded the 

appeal. 

 



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

53 
 

                                                           
339 RTIC Appeal (Documentary)/ 1953 / 2020, RTIC Minute of 21.07.2020 
340RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings)/ 1742/2019, RTIC Minute of 04.11.2019 
341 RTIC Appeal (Documentary)/ 2006 / 2020, RTIC Minute of 22.09.2020 
342RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings)/ 1922/2019, RTIC Minute of 14.12.2020 

53.  G. S. Mayuri P. De Silva V 
Board of Investment of 
Sri Lanka339 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to the interview 
held for the position of 
Director (Legal) on 
11.09.2019 such as score 
sheet of the Appellant and 
the other candidates. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response by PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
course of hearing, 
Commission observed 
that the PA denied the 
information on the basis 
that the provision of the 
same would amount to an 
unwarranted invasion of 
privacy. The Commission 
directed the PA to redact 
the categorization of the 
marks and to provide only 
the final marks received 
by the 2 candidates at the 
interview, within one 
week of the date of 
hearing with a copy of the 
same to the Commission. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

  A.A.Yogarani v 

Department of 

Agriculture Jaffna340 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 19.01.2018 queried 

questions pertaining to 

destructions and issues 

faced by the farmers and 

altogether 10 questions 

were posed. As the PA 

failed to respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, as the PA had 

failed to establish that the 

information requested is 

not in the possession, 

custody or control of the 

PA, RTIC directed the PA 

to release the requested 

information and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

  K. Prasanna Kumar V 
Ministry of Hill Country, 
New Villages, 
Infrastructure and 
Community 
Development341 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.08.2019 
requested information 
falling within the years of 
2015-2019 about the 
vehicles bearing the plate 
numbers of PH 2787 and 
PH 3072 such as, reason 
and other details of hiring 
the vehicles for rental by 
Plantation Human 
Development Trust. Since 
the PA failed to respond 
to the Information 
Request, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA is directed to 
release the information 
requested by the 
Appellant or, if the PA is 
unable to provide the 
information as the said 
information falling under 
an exemption laid down 
in Section 5 of the Act, to 
deny the same indicating 
the exact exemption 
relied upon. In the later 
hearing the Commission 
noted that the PA has 
satisfactorily responded 
to the information 
request made by the 
Appellant. The appeal is 
therefore concluded. 

  M.Nilham Thahir v 

Department of 

Muslim religious & 

Cultural Affairs342 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 31.07.2018 

requested 

information on 

mosques which are 

recognized by wakfs 

board and two other 

relevant information 

items. Dissatisfied 

with the response of 

the PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted that 

the PA had already 

disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed 

the PA’s decision and 

concluded the 

appeal. 
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54.  S.R.S. Udheshi V 
National Salaries and 
Cadre Commission343 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.10.2019 
requested, a certified copy 
of the source of authority, 
which enabled NSCC to 
act superseding the 
Universities Act whereas 
only the UGC has the 
power to decide the 
salaries and salary 
structures paid to the 
different staffs of Higher 
Educational Institutions 
and the UGC, but in 
contradictory to that 
NSCC exercises those 
powers. The Appellant 
lodged an appeal with the 
DO and preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. The 
Appellant has failed to 
recognize the responses 
sent by the IO and DO in 
the appeal to the 
Commission. In the 
appeal hearing, 
Commission was 
informed by the 
Appellant that the PA has 
provided information to 
the Appellant. 
Commission observed 
that all information 
pertaining to the request 
and present in the 
possession, custody and 
control of the PA has been 
provided to the Appellant. 
As such the appeal is 
concluded. 
 

  D.M.G. Wickramarathne 

v. Department of 

Agrarian 

Development344 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.07.2020 

requested 6 information 

items relating to 

complaints lodged by the 

appellant to the 

Commissioner General 

and actions and steps 

taken by the PA. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, PA 

submitted that part of the 

information requested 

was disclosed to the PA. 

As such, RTIC directed to 

release the rest of the 

requested information if 

they are in the custody, 

control or possession of 

the PA and concluded the 

Appeal.  

 

  RM Tikiri Bandara v 
Bank of Ceylon345 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.05.2020 
requested information 
relating information on 
page 15 of the Supreme 
Court Case no 298/99 
filed by the Appellant in 
1992. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted by the RTIC that 
the requested 
information is over 20 
years old, and that the PA 
has by written 
submissions dated 
22.03.2020 explained the 
relevant stance to the 
Appellant. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
he PA and concluded the 
appeal. 

  U.G.S. 

Wimalarathne v. 

Pradeshiya Sabha 

Rathnapura346 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 01.03.2019 

requested 

information related 

to the order letter 

sent by the Chairman 

of the Pradeshiya 

Sabha under the 

Appellant’s name as 

UGS Wimalaratne by 

letter no RPS 

10/07/2018/Ag/75 

dated 17.09.2018. As 

the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted that 

PA had already 

disclosed 

information items 1-

3. As such RTIC 

directed the PA to 

release information 

items 4-10 if they are 

in the possession, 

custody or control of 

the PA.  
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55.  N. Suhaibu V National 
Water Supply and 
Drainage Board347 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.03.2019 
requested information 
regarding the employees 
employed by the National 
Water Supply and 
Drainage board in 
Ampara District including 
names, current and 
previous service stations, 
and service period of the 
officers in the category of 
Management Assistant 
(Human Rights) in all 
grades. Dissatisfied with 
the response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, 
Commission noted that 
PA provided incomplete 
information and the 
payment claim made by 
the PA is contrary to the 
Act. Public Authority is 
directed to respond to all 
the other information 
items of the Appellant’s 
information request. In 
the next hearing it is 
noted that PA has 
released the information 
of the information 
request. Commission 
ordered the Appellant, if 
not satisfied with 
information provided by 
the Public Authority, the 
Appellant, if required can 
make further submissions 
on this matter within two 
weeks of the receipt of the 
Order. As such the appeal 
is concluded. 

  A.M Fowzan Vs. 
Pradeshiya Sabha 
Addalaichenai348 
                                                                                             
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.23 
requested the certified 
copies of the documents 
regarding the actions that 
Pradheshiya Sabha, 
Addalaichenai have taken 
so far related to the letter 
No.EAK/W/ID/VE/180 
dated 12/09/2018 sent by 
Divisional Irrigation 
Engineer for further 
actions on the low lands 
in the areas of Pradeshiya 
Sabha Addalaichenai. The 
PA responded stating that 
the said letter was not 
addressed to the PA, but 
to the Addalaichenai 
Agrarian Service Centre 
and therefore, requested 
the appellant to file the 
information request at 
the Addalaichenai 
Agrarian Service Centre. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
appealed to the RTIC. The 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA. The 
appeal was concluded.  

  M.R.A.D.J.G.M.R.Senaba
ndara V Department of 
Wildlife Conservation 349 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.09.03  
requested information 
pertaining to his 
fundamental right that 
was violated due to the 
acquisition of his private 
land. Since the PA failed 
to respond within the 
time framework 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the RTIC was 
notified by the PA that the 
requested information 
was provided to the 
appellant. Therefore, the 
appeal was concluded. 
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56.  I.R.M Kottegoda V 
Industrial Technology 
Institute350 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to the marks of 
the Appellant and his 
rank among other 
candidates in the 
interview for the posts of 
ADG- R&D [Additional 
Director General 
(Research and 
Development)] and ADG-
TS [Additional Director 
General (Technical 
Service)] on 2019.07.03. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the hearing, the 
Commission noted that 
the PA has already 
provided part of the 
information and the other 
information will be ready 
on a later date. The 
commission directed the 
appellant that the PA 
cannot provide the rank 
of the appellant in the 
ADG interview as the 
information is not in the 
possession, custody, or 
control of the PA. In 
terms of the marks of 
ADG (T&S), the 
Commission directed the 
PA to release the marks to 
the Appellant, with a copy 
to the Commission and in 
terms of the rank of ADG 
(T&S), the PA is directed 
to inform whether the PA 
is in possession, custody 
and control of the 
information under and in 
terms of 3 (1) of the Act 
and if available to provide 
the same to the Appellant 
with a copy to the 
Commission. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  A.M Fowzan Vs. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Addalaichenai351 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.03 
requested the certified 
copies of the letter dated 
12.09.2018 and bearing 
the number 
EAK/W/ID/VE/80 
through which the 
Divisional Irrigation 
Engineer - Akkaraipattu 
addressed the action 
taken so far on the closure 
of low areas within the 
boundaries of 
Addalaichenai Pradeshiya 
Sabha for further action. 
The PA responded stating 
that the said letter was not 
addressed to the PA, but 
to the Addalaichenai 
Agrarian Service Centre 
and therefore, requested 
the appellant to file the 
information request at 
the Addalaichenai 
Agrarian Service Centre. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
appealed to the RTIC. The 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA. The 
appeal was concluded 

  K. Prasanna Kumar V Sri 
Lanka Bureau of Foreign 
Employment352 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.06.2019 
requested information 
relating to the details of 
Migrant workers in Sri 
Lanka between the time 
period of 2014-2019, 
migrant returnees who 
returned after the 
completion of their 
Service Period, migrant 
workers who have not 
returned after completion 
of their service period 
(District wise) and such 
other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the appeal 
hearing, the Commission 
noticed that the Appellant 
has communicated to the 
Commission that he has 
received some items of 
the information 
requested. The 
Commission also 
observed that some 
information requested by 
the Appellant is vague as 
he included the term 
“Details”. As such the 
Appellant is directed to 
clarify the exact details 
required. In the later 
hearing, the Commission 
noted that the Appellant 
has not responded to the 
Commission’s notice 
calling for a clarification 
on the details requested 
despite a directive made 
to such effect by the 
Commission. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  M R Rasheed v. 

Department of 

Inland Revenue353 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 13.09.2017 

requested a certified 

copy of Income Tax 

Notice of Assessment 

for the Year of 

Assessment 

2013/2014. The PA 

denied the 

information citing 

Section 5(1) of the 

Act. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted by the 

PA that they do not 

have the information 

in the manner it is 

requested and has 

provided the 

Appellant with all 

available 

information in 

relation to the same. 

As such the Appeal is 

concluded. 

 



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

57 
 

                                                           
354 RTIC Appeal (Documentary Proceedings) 1943/2019, RTIC Minute of 2020.07.07 
355 RTIC Appeal (Documentary Proceedings) 1907/2020, RTIC Minute of 2020.07.29 
356 RTIC Appeal (Documentary)/ 2001/2020, RTIC Minute of 2020.10.20 
357 RTIC Appeal (Documentary Proceedings) 1906/2020, RTIC Minute of 2020.07.29 
358 RTIC Appeal (Documentary)/ 787 / 2018, RTIC Minute of 06.01.2020 
360RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings)/ 176/2018, RTIC Minute of 23.07.2018 

57.  G Kamalakumar v 
Ministry of Education 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.04.18 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
qualifications and 
appointment process of 
the post of President of 
National College of 
Education and other 
related details. The PA 
provided the information 
to the appellant. 
However, dissatisfied 
with the response, the 
appellant appealed to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
informed the appellant 
that he has requested 
information which do not 
fall under the meaning of 
information under 
Section 43 of the Act. The 
RTIC noted that the PA 
has provided the 
sufficient information to 
the information request 
of the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.354 

  M.A.M Jaafir vs. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Manmunai Pattu355 
                                                                                         
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.04.04 
requested information 
pertaining to the actions 
that have been taken by 
the PA in response to the 
complaint lodged by 
himself with regards to 
his private land. The PA 
responded stating that 
the PA does not have 
powers to take actions 
regarding the private 
lands and advised him to 
take legal actions. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA. The appeal was 
concluded. 
 

  K. Prasannakumar V 
President's Secretariat356 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.24  
requested information 
pertaining to the details 
of the appointment of the 
Presidential committee 
on the salary of 
Plantation Workers and 
other related details. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the time 
frame stipulated in the 
Act, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the hearing, 
the RTIC was notified 
that the requested 
information was not in 
the possession, custory or 
control of the PA. The 
RTIC ordered that the 
requested information 
cannot be disclosed as it 
was not in the possession, 
custory or control of the 
PA as envisaged in 
Section 3 of the Act. 
Therefore, the appeal 
was concluded. 

  A.M Fowzan Vs. 
Department of 
Immigration and 
Emigration357 
                                                                                         
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.19 
requested 
information 
pertaining to the 
whereabouts (in 
which country) of 
two persons during 
20.04.2018 to 
20.05.2018. Since 
the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the timeframe 
stipulated in the Act, 
the appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. When 
considering the 
appeal, the PA 
informed the RTIC 
that it rejected the 
information request 
under Section 
5(1)(b)(1) of the Act. 
The RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the 
PA. The appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

58.  D.N. Liyanage V 
Wayamba University of 
Sri Lanka358 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.08.2018 
requested information 
relating to the 
appointment of former 
Vice Chancellor of 
Wayamba University of 
Sri Lanka (Prof S.J.B.A 
Jayasekara) and his 
resumption of duties after 
completing duties of Vice 
Chancellor of Wayamba 
University of Sri Lanka. 
As the PA failed to 

     T. Prasad V Department 
of Registrar of 
Companies 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.09.18 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
whole plantation 
companies including their 
names, ownership details 
and other related details. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 

  I.G.L. Jayaweera v. 

Provincial Ministry 

of Education - 

Southern Province360 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 20.11.2017 

requested details of 

actions taken by the 

designated officer on 

his information 

request 

applications/appeals

. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 
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respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
timeline, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. During the appeal 
hearing, the Commission 
noted that the Appellant 
informed the Commission 
that he received the 
requested information. As 
the Appellant is in receipt 
of the information, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 
 

considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified that 
the requested 
information was not in 
the possession, custody or 
control of the PA. 
Therefore, the RTIC 
directed the PA to 
transfer the information 
request to the relevant 
institution copying the 
Appellant within two 
weeks of the receipt of 
this order.359 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it 

was submitted by the 

PA that information 

requested is ready to 

be disclosed upon 

payment of the 

specified fee. 

Accordingly, the 

RTIC directed the PA 

to release the 

information and held 

that a fee cannot be 

charged in situations 

where the Appellant 

has come before the 

RTIC.  

 

59.  A.M. Nazoor v Prime 
Minister’s Office361 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.07.2019 
requested information 
such as whether Hon. 
Prime Minister ordered 
Hon. Vajira 
Abeywardena, minister of 
Home Affairs to appoint 
an accountant to 
Kalmunai Assistant 
Divisional Secretariat, in 
violation of the 
Parliamentary Act No.58 
of 1992, under what Act or 
Law such appointment 
was made, and categories 
of duties instructed to the 
appointed accountant. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
timeline, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the course of 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission noted, that 
the PA has responded to 
the information request 
subsequent the appeal to 
the Commission by the 
appellant stating that the 
request has been 

     L.M.M.P. Liyanagedera 
V National Science and 
Technology 
Commission362 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.10.2019 
requested information 
such as copy of the full 
report (including all 
attachments such as 
statements of each 
individual) of the fact-
finding mission on 
administrative issues of 
NASTEC under the 
Chairmanship of Mr. 
Nimal Dissanayake and 
such other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the hearing, 
Commission observed 
that the PA has only 
provided few items of the 
information to the 
Appellant. The PA was 
directed to provide the 
remaining information to 
the Appellant. The IO and 
DO are accordingly 
informed to adhere to the 

  T.A. Premachandra 

v. Attorney General’s 

Department363 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.08.2019 

requested 

information 

regarding a specified 

case file. The PA has 

responded stating 

that a file has not 

been opened with the 

PA under that case 

no. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal 

to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing it was 

submitted that PA is 

not in the possession, 

custody or control of 

such information. As 

such, RTIC affirmed 

the decision of the PA 

and concluded the 

appeal on the basis of 

section 3(1).  
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forwarded to the relevant 
PA. The Commission 
directed the PA that the 
information request 
should be forwarded to 
the PA, which is in 
custody of the said 
information, to attend to 
the matter. As such, the 
appeal is concluded. 

timelines stipulated 
under and in terms of the 
Act when processing 
future information 
requests/ appeals. 
Accordingly, the appeal 
was concluded. 

60.  M.S.Chaminda V 
Department of National 
Archives364 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.25  
requested information 
pertaining to the 
recruitment of foreign 
students to the 
Department of National 
Archives, particularly the 
certified copy of the 
report that was sent to 
the President's Inquiry 
Unit on this and the 
members of the 
committee appointed in 
2018 to recruit the 
foreign students. The PA 
responded stating that 
the certified copy of the 
report can be obtained 
from President's Inquiry 
Unit and no such a 
committee was 
appointed. At the 
hearing, the RTIC 
emphasised that a PA is 
obliged to provide the 
information which is in 
its possession, custory or 
control as envisaged in 
Section 3 of the Act. Since 
the information was 
provided to the appellant 
at the next date of 
hearing, the appeal was 
concluded. 

  S.H. Dayarathne v. 

Divisional Secretariat – 

Angunukolapalassa365 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 05.04.2017 

requested copies of two 

government grants issued 

to two named third 

parties and the plan for 

the division of the land 

called Pingwewa Hena. 

PA responded rejecting 

the information request 

under section 3 (1). 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the PA 

submitted that the 

information is not in their 

possession, custody or 

control but with the 

Mahaweli Authority. As 

such, RTIC directed the 

PA to transfer the 

information request to 

the relevant PA and 

concluded the order.  

 

  S.A.D.G.W.Jayawardena 
V Sri Lanka Police366 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.22  
requested information 
pertaining to the 
investigations conducted 
by Vidura V Wijesinghe, 
the Assistant 
Superintendt of Police in 
terms of the complaints 
IGP/PRC/O/788/2017 
COS/124/2017, TM 
II/S/W.P.S/261/2018,  
COS(6)/316/2018 and 
3. CR/873/2018 and the 
report sent by him on 
these investigations to 
the Senior 
Superintendent of Police. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the time 
framework stipulated in 
the Act, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the hearing, 
the RTIC was notified 
that the requested 
information was 
provided to the appellant 
by the PA. Therefore, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  M.M. Nibras 
Mansoor v Ministry 
of Public Services, 
Provincial Councils 
and Local 
Government367           
    The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.11.2019 
requested a copy of 
the Gazette 
notification 
published regarding 
the establishment of 
the Kalmunai 
Divisional 
Secretariat and a 
copy of the letter 
sent to Government 
Printing Department 
to request the 
publish the same. As 
the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal 
to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it 
was noted that the 
information in 
relation to item 1 was 
provided and RTIC 
directed the PA to 
release the 
information in 
relation to 
information item 2 
and concluded the 
appeal.  
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61.  Prasanna Kumar V 
Labour Department368 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.02.2019 
requested information 
relating to the number of 
the registered Laborers in 
[Rubber/Tea] Estate for 
the period of 2015-2018, 
total number of members 
registered in Ceylon 
Worker’s Congress, 
National Trade Union, 
Upcountry People’s Front 
and Lanka Jathika 
Eastate Workers Union, 
subscription money 
received by such Unions 
and details of expenses 
made by them. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated timeline, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it is 
informed to the 
Commission that the PA 
mistakenly provided 
information related to a 
different Trade Union. 
The Commission directed 
the PA to rectify the 
translation and to provide 
information on the 
correct Trade union. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

  Gemunu Senaka 

Wijewardhane v. 

Ministry of Public 

Enterprise 

Development369 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.11.2017 queried 

whether the Kurunegala 

Plantation Society is in 

possession of a certain 

land and if so whether the 

land belongs to the same 

and to provide the 

relevant deeds and plan 

numbers. Further it was 

queried if the particular 

land does not belong to 

the same who are its 

current legal owners. At 

the appeal hearing, the PA 

submitted that the 

information is not in their 

possession, custody or 

control. As such, RTIC 

directed the PA to 

transfer the information 

request to the relevant PA 

and concluded the order. 

 

  G.G.Roopasinghe V Sri 
Lanka Police370 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.21 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
complaint made by 
himself on or around 14th 
of March 2014 regarding 
the demolition of 
Diyapalagoda Sri 
Chandrarama Viharaya.  
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the time 
framework stipulated in 
the Act, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the hearing, 
the RTIC was notified by 
the PA that the requested 
information was 
formally destroyed in 
2015 as per the order of 
Inspector General of 
Police and therefore, the 
requested information is 
not in the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA. The RTIC ordered 
that the requested 
information cannot be 
released as it is  not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA as 
envisaged in Section 3 of 
the Act. 
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62.  M. Sarvananthan v 
University of Jaffna371 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the application 
of Dr. S. Santhirasegaram 
for the post of Professor of 
Economics such as full list 
of publications (books 
and journal articles) 
which Dr. S. 
Santhirasegaram has 
claimed as his own in the 
application for the post of 
Professor of Economics, 
names, affiliations, and 
credentials of external 
evaluators of the 
application and 
affiliations of all the 
members of the interview 
board. Dissatisfied with 
the response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. In the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission observed 
that the PA has provided 
the requested 
information on four 
different occasions. If the 
Appellant has any 
objection regarding the 
information provided, 
then the Appellant may 
notice the Commission of 
the same within one 
month of the receipt of 
this Order. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

  R.A.R.P. Somasiri v. 

Land Reform 

Commission372 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 30.09.2019 
requested a copy of the 
letter sent by the Director 
dated 01-06-2018 to the 
Director of the Ratnapura 
District Land Reforms 
Authority by No. 29 of Co 
/ 3340. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing it was 
submitted by the PA that 
information is concerning 
an internal letter of a 
third party and that under 
section 5(1)(i) that it 
cannot be disclosed. 
However, RTIC rejected 
this contention as the 
information had not been 
supplied in confidence to 
the public authority 
concerned by a third party 
and therefore would not 
fall under such exception. 
On the next hearing the 
PA submitted that under 
5(1)(g) information could 
not be disclosed 
nevertheless the PA failed 
to substantiate this 
contention and establish 
the same. As such, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
disclose the information 
as RTIC was of the 
opinion that the same 
does not fall under section 
5(1)(g). 

      

63.  T.J. Piyasena v. Ministry 
of Education373 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 06.12.2019 
requested information 
relating to obtaining 
information on the results 
of interviews regarding 
appeals from those who 
have not yet received 
relief for political revenge 
in the period from 1977 to 
1994. The Appellant 
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noted that he participated 
in the said interview 
process that was held in 
2007 and requested the 
recommendation of the 
inquiry committee in 
writing regarding the 
Appellant’s employment. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the information in its 
possession, custody and 
control to the Appellant. 

64.  V.G.S Ubeysekara Vs. 
Ministry of Health and 
Indigenous Medical 
Services 374 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.05.2019 
requested the list of all 
final marks obtained by 
candidates, a breakdown 
of the final marks 
obtained by the Appellant 
with regard to seniority 
and detailed description 
of mark allocations of a 
particular exam. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to 
provide the requested 
information. 
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65.  R. Ananthaseelan v 
Merchant Bank of Sri 
Lanka & Finance PLC375 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.07.2018 
requested certified copies 
of complaint received 
against the Appellant and 
certified copies of 
reference letters received 
from the Appellant’s 
former employer. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
clarified by the PA that 
there is no complaint 
regarding the Appellant.   
As such the RTIC 
affirmed  PA’s decision 
and concluded the 
appeal. 
 
 
 
 
 

         

66.  W.P.I.T. Weerasinghe 
Office of the District 
Director of Health 
Services, Gall376 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.10.2018 
requested information 
relating to a disciplinary 
inquiry that was 
conducted against a 
public health inspector. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     N. Siyana VS 
Department of Muslim 
Religious Cultural 
Affairs377 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.03.2019 
requested information of 
movable and immovable 
assets belonging to 
mosques in Jaffna 
District, list of the 
mosques that submitted 
their details of both 
movables and immovable 
assets to the Department 
of Muslim religious and 
cultural affairs and list of 
the mosques submitted 
their budget for the year 
of 2018 to the 
department. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated timeline, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, the 
Appellant was absent, and 
the PA informed the 
Commission that it had 
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already provided part of 
the information 
requested and the other 
information are not 
within the control or 
custody of the PA. The PA 
is directed to 
communicate the 
information available and 
to inform the Appellant 
that the other items are 
not within the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA as envisaged by 
Section 3 of the RTI Act 
within two weeks of the 
receipt of the order with a 
copy to the Commission. 
As the PA has, in terms of 
Section 3 of the Act, 
provided all available 
information in its 
possession, custody and 
control, to the Appellant, 
the appeal was concluded. 

67.  AR Weerasena v District 
Director of Health 
Services Gampaha.378 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.08.2018 
requested certified copies 
of certain documents to 
prove that the Appellant 
was harassed. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTI.C. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the requested 
information had been 
sent to the Appellant. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal  
 
 
 
 

     K. Prasanna Kumar V 
Telecommunication 
Regulatory 
Commission379 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the blocking of 
Social Media during the 
Kandy –Digana Violence 
and the (Easter Attack) 
bombing of Sri Lanka in 
2019 such as, who gave 
the permission, copies of 
documents related to the 
approval and other 
similar information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the appeal 
hearing, the PA revealed 
that requested 
information is not within 
the possession, custody, 
and control of the PA as 
per Section 3 of the Right 
to Information Act, No. 12 
of 2016. As the requested 
information is not within 
the possession, custody 
and control of the PA, the 
Appeal was concluded. 
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68.  IGL Jayaweera v 
Ministry of Education, 
Southern Province380 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.10.2018 
requested certified copies 
of all logbooks, certified 
copies of employee 
signature book, certified 
copies of holiday 
schedule. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA noted that 
they do not have 
requested information in 
their custody, control, or 
possession in terms of 
section 3 of the Act. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal 

     Capital Alliance 
Securities (Private) Ltd v 
Department of Census 
and Statistics381 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06.2018 
requested information 
relating to the Colombo 
Consumer Price Index 
(Base: 2013=100) such as 
(a) The list of sub-groups 
classified under each of 
the following major 
groups in calculating the 
Colombo Consumer Price 
Index (Base: 2013=100). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
During the hearing, the 
PA contended that some 
of the requested 
information cannot be 
provided as they fall 
under the exemption laid 
down in Section 5(1)(d) of 
the RTI Act. The 
Commission directed the 
PA to justify how the 
information falls within 
Section 5 (1) (d) of the RTI 
Act. At the later hearing, 
PA was not maintaining 
the exemption cited in 
denying the information 
as on the previous 
occasions. PA submitted 
that the requested 
information was 
uploaded to their website. 
PA is directed to provide 
the requested 
information to the 
Appellant, if any of the 
requested information is 
not uploaded to the 
website yet. The appeal 
was concluded on this 
basis. 

   

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2459:capital-alliance-securities-private-ltd-v-department-of-census-and-statistics-appeal-no-543-2018&catid=48&lang=en&Itemid=101
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69.  IGL Jayaweera v Public 
Service Commission, 
Southern Province382 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.11.2018 
requested certified copies 
of documents detailing 
the powers vested in the 
PSC to hear appeals 
regarding Appellant’s 
unlawful termination. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information and 
concluded the appeal.   

     TP Thirimanne  v Office 
of the Assistant 
Commissioner of 
Agrarian 
Development383 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.10.2018 
requested details relating 
to irrigation contracts 
that were granted by the 
PA to certain farmers 
organizations. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 
 
 
 

   

70.  D.K. Keerthitissa v  
Divisional Secretariat, 
Ganga Ihala Korale384 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.08.2018 
requested information 
regarding certain 
payment made by welfare 
society, certified copies of 
the inquiry conducted 
regarding bribery 
allegation against some 
office bearers and such 
other connected 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
ordered the release of the 
part of the information as 
remaining information is 
not in the possession, 
custody or control of the 
PA. 
 
 

     NK Miranda v Ministry 
of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Resources385 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.12.2018 
requested the assets and 
liabilities, employment 
letter and confirmation 
letter of one W Yasar. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA did not 
have the information in 
its possession, custody, or 
control as per section 3 of 
the Act. As such the RTIC 
affirmed  PA’s decision 
and concluded the appeal. 

   



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

67 
 

                                                           
386 RTIC Appeal (In-Person)1181/2019, RTIC Minute of 02.09.2019. 
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71.  K. Navaratnam Vs.  
Provincial Public Service 
Commission- Eastern 
Province 386 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.11.2018 
requested certified copy 
of the steps that have 
been undertaken by the 
Provincial Public Service 
Commission –
Trincomalee in response 
to a letter sent by the 
Secretary of Education 
Ministry of Eastern 
Province regarding the 
Appellant’s employment. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information.  
 

     H.M. Gunathilaka A. Sri 
Lanka Telecom387 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.03.2019 
requested information 
relating to a complaint he 
made on the 16.01.2019 
and the progress of the 
steps taken. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 
 

   

72.  S.A.S. Upendra v Ceylon 
Electricity Board388 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.01.2019 
requested names of 
individuals who were 
selected for the 2nd 
interview in the Ceylon 
Electricity board 
Electrical Engineer grade 
II exams. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 

     S. M. M. Fahir A. 
Municipal Council, 
Galle389 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.01.2019 
requested information 
relating to legal actions 
that were to be taken 
against an unlawful 
construction in 
Wimalasundra Mw in 
Galle. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal heating.it was 
revealed that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal.  
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73.        D.S.S. Mendis a. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development390 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to a mediation 
process in the cooperative 
society. including a 
certified copy of a 
judgment by the District 
Court of Kuliyapitiya. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
noted that the 
information falls under 
exemption under Section 
5 (1) (j) as its in relation to 
a pending court case. The 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

   

74.  A  Rajapaksa v. 
Mahaweli Authority of 
Sri Lanka391 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.10.2018 
requested several items 
of details  relating to the 
employment of the 
Director of the Mahaweli 
Authority. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 
 
 

     Kasun Udagedara v 
Land Commissioner 
General's Department392 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.05.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the implementation of 
circular no 2018/3 issued 
by the Land 
Commissioner in 2018. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 
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75.  K.S. Cyril v Agrarian 
Development District 
Office, Colombo.393 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.02.2019 
requested details 
regarding an inquiry and 
transfer of the 
commissioner of the 
Agrarian Development 
office. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, PA 
noted that the requested 
information is not in their 
possession, custody or 
control in terms of 
section 3 of the Act. As 
such the RTIC affirmed  
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal 
 

     P. Rajapaksa v Co-
operative Society of 
Dambadeniya394 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the board of 
members who 
participated in overseas 
trips, the benefit of such 
trips and the expenses of 
such trips. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information. 

   

76.  AKP Mahinda A. Sri 
Lanka Transport 
Board395 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.12.2019 
requested information 
concerning the steps 
taken by the PA relating 
to a complaint on 
unlawful promotion. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA noted 
that they are not in the 
possession, custody and 
control of the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed  PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal.  
 
 

     W.R. Karunaratne v 
Divisional Secretariat396 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.02.2020 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
implementation of 
circular No 
NDRSC/2018/03 issued 
by the Department of 
Disaster Management 
and the steps taken to 
establish the committee 
as per the circular in all 
gramaseva divisions. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 
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77.  HDP Jayatunga v Board 
of Directors Pay & 
Records Sri Lanka  
Army397 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.08.2018 
requested information 
relating to his pension 
entitlements. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA agreed to 
address the grievances of 
the Appellant. As such the 
RTIC  affirmed  PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 
 
 
 
 

     C S Karunaratna v. 
Construction Industry 
Development 
Authority398 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.06.2019 
requested information 
relating to interview 
details of post of Director- 
Industrial Trainings and 
post of Director -
Industrial services. He 
requested the number of 
applicants with their 
names, mark schedule, 
mark received by each 
interviewee. The PA 
rejected the information 
in terms of section 5 (1) 
(a) of the Act. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA stated that it 
released part of the 
information. RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the remaining 
information as it does not 
fall within Section 5(1) (a)   
and emphasized the need 
for transparency in 
procedures adopted by PA 
in conducting interviews.  
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78.  L. Vithanage v 
Agricultural & Agrarian 
Insurance Board399 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.02.2019 
requested information 
relating benefits 
entitlements that are 
granted to widows. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. 

     P.Vasantha Kumar v 
National Police 
Commission400 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.06.2019 
requested certified copies  
of the documents for the 
action taken so far 
regarding the complaint 
made by the Appellant, 
the meeting report of the 
commission dated 3rd 
January 2019 and the 
reasons for the failure to 
act against police officers. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing. It was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the order.  

   

79.  Asoka de Mel v. 
Department of 
Irrigation401 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.04.2019 
requested information 
relating to a deposit 
amounting to 3lks of the 
Appellant. As the PA 
failed to respond in the 
timeframe, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information.  

     U.Q. Liyanarachchi's v 
Central Bank of Sri 
Lanka402 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.06.2019 
requested certain items of 
information relating to 
Appellant’s Employees 
Provident Fund. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the Appellant 
had requested 
information in his appeal 
to the DO, which was not 
in the original 
information request. As 
such RTIC directed the 
Appellant to make a new 
information request to 
the IO and concluded the 
appeal.  
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80.  M.D. Susila A. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development (Uva)  403 
 
The Appellant, by 
information requested 
dated 11.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to his 
employment status  as 
decided by the 
Commissioner of Uva 
Provincial Cooperatives. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
noted that the 
information requested is 
with a different Public 
Authority. As such RTIC, 
ordered the PA to inform 
the same to the Appellant 
in writing.  
 

     W.N. Ananda a. 
University of Kelaniya404 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.06.2019 
requested proof of 
document showing that 
relief was provided to an 
employee of the 
University in obtaining 
vehicle permits. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.   
 

   

81.  Ranaweera's Ranjani 
Perera v Labour 
Department405 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.06.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
various payments and 
employment details. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
provided some of the 
requested information. 
RTIC directed the PA to 
provide the remaining 
information to the 
Appellant and concluded 
the appeal.  

     Nagaretnam 
Narentirakumar v 
Provincial Ministry of 
Education, Eastern 
Province, Trincomallee406 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.04.2019 
requested information as 
to why a special cadre 
officer was appointed to a 
general cadre post and 
why a lesser qualified 
officer was appointed for 
the post of special cadre 
acting. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided information for 
the first request. As such 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the remining 
information and 
concluded the appeal. 
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82.        DSS Mendis v. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development, North 
Western Province407 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to the Co-
operative Societies Act 
No. 05 of 1972, of the Co-
operative Societies Rules 
of 1973 and related to a 
mediation conducted 
under the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the order.  

   

83.  S E Leelaratne - Ministry 
of Justice and Prison 
Reforms408 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.07.2020 
requested   copies of 
testimonials in the 
inquiry against one B M 
W Kumara.  Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. As 
such, RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 
 
 

     D P Senarath Yapa v Sri 
Lanka Export 
Development Board409 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to examination 
results of the placement 
test, number of 
candidates, 1st and 2nd 
interview marks relating 
to the recruitment of the 
Assistant Director 
position. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the information as it 
concerns the 
transparency of the 
procedure adopted by the 
PA. 
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412 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1813/2019, RTIC Minute of 31.05.2019 
413 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1438/2019, RTIC Minute of 21.10.2019. 

84.  H.M. Karunadasa v. 
Department of 
Pensions410 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.02.2019 
inquired as to why his 
pension entitlements 
were not given even after 
the Public Petition 
Commission approved it.  
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing it was 
noted that the 
information requested by 
the Appellant does not fall 
under the purview of 
Section 43 of the Act. As 
such the RTIC rejected 
the information request 
as it does not fall within 
‘information’ as defined 
by Section 43.  
 

     DAD Krishantha v 
Department of 
Examinations411 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.04.2018 
requestedcomplete result 
sheets of the Department 
of Prisons Level II 
Welfare officer promotion 
exams  
Held in 2013 (2014). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information 

   

85.  Janaka Munasinghe v Sri 
Lanka Ports Authority412 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 31.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to his 
employment at the Ports 
Authority. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

     R.S. Ranasinghe vs.  
Department of 
Examinations413 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 02.02.2019 
requested information 
relating to Open 
Competitive Examination 
for Recruitment to Grade 
II of the Post of 
Authorized Officer. The 
information requested 
was in relation to spelling 
and grammar errors in 
two of the questions in the 
English Language paper, 
and as to whether any 
action was taken in the 
marking of the papers in 
lieu of such errors. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 

   

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2449:app-no-1812-2019&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101
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the requested 
information. 

86.  K.Balachandar Vs. 
Manthai East Pradeshiya 
Sabha414 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.03.2018 
requested a copy of the 
order made by the 
Manthai East Pradeshiya 
Sabha to suspend the 
Appellant’s salary for the 
month of March. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the requested 
information as it is in its 
possession custody and 
control in terms of the 
Act.  
 

     DMA Ranjith 
Dissanayake 
Department of 
Examinations415 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.03.2018 
requested to view the 
Appellant's application 
submitted to the Grama 
Niladhari Examination. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA noted 
that they do not have 
requested information in 
their custody, control, or 
possession in terms of 
section 3 of the Act. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal 

   



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

76 
 

                                                           
416 RTIC Appeal (in -person hearing) 1875/2019, RTIC Minute of 02.03.2020. 
417 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1843/2019, RTIC Minute of 16.06.2020. 
418 RTIC Appeal(Documentary proceedings)1853/2019, RTIC Minute of 23.06.2020; Available at 
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2472:app-no-1853-2019-a&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101 
419 RTIC Appeal (In-Person) 1644/2018, RTIC Minute of 27.01.2020 

87.  SR Cyril v Mahaweli 
Authority of Sri Lanka416 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.01.2019 
requested information 
related to a court case that 
is to be filed against the 
Appellant. The Appellant 
requests for the case 
number, details of the 
court and the next date of 
hearing. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
Appellant appealed to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

     Thisara Himaranga 
Edirithilaka v National 
Authority on Tobacco & 
Alcohol417 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.06.2019 
requested information 
relating to if there was 
anyone who had applied 
to obtain a permit for the 
production of cigarettes 
and the details of the said 
the applicants. The PA 
failed to respond to the 
Appellant in the 
stipulated time period. As 
such, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the hearing, it 
was noted that the PA had 
subsequent to the appeal 
provided the information. 
As such the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  

   

88.  PJ Amarajana v Sri 
Lanka Police418 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 28.03.2018 
requested information 
relating to the Appellants 
personal file in the HR 
department and such 
other connected 
information. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA noted that 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant is over 25 years 
old therefore is not in 
possession of such 
information. As such, 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

     J.S.  Ruwanwella  .Vs.  Sri  
Lanka   Mahaweli   
Authority419 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.02.2019 
requested mark sheets 
and   the   attendance   
register   of   the   
interview   held   in   the   
last   quarter   by   the   Sri   
Lanka   Mahaweli 
Authority, for   the   post   
of   Deputy   Resident 
Manager   in   2018.The 
PA rejected the 
information citing section 
29(2) of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the requested 
information.  
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89.  Upali Yahaleledara U. Sri 
Lanka Railways 
Department420 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 03.07.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to an 
inquiry pending against 
the Appellant. He 
requested details of the 
offence he committed, 
charge sheet, his 
punishment and such 
other details regarding to 
the inquiry. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time period 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information. 

     A.L.M. Mukthar v South 
Eastern University of Sri 
Lanka421422 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 02.05.2019 
requested information 
relating to whether any 
individuals are restricted 
to apply to academic and 
nonacademic positions of 
the university, the names 
and reasons for such 
restrictions, and several 
information relating to 
the Vice Chancellor. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

   

90.  D. K Kiritissa v Kandy 
District Secretariat423 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2019 
requested information 
relating to a public 
officials leave days on 
specific selected days that 
he appeared as witness in 
a pending court case. The 
PA denied the requested 
information under and in 
terms of Section 5 (1) (a) 
of the Act. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information as 
it did not fall under the 
exception 5 (1) (a) of the 
Act.  

     K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Mahaweli Authority of 
Sri Lanka424 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.05.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the number of Tamil 
families evacuated during 
the Lower Kotmal Mini 
Hydropower project in 
1987, alternative lands 
given to those families 
and the details of the 
reparations provided to 
them. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
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91.  SNP Kumara v  
Pradeshiya Sabha, 
Kuruwita425 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.06.2018 
requested information 
relating to issuing 
certificates of account 
records, certified copies 
of employee recruitment 
criteria, the method of 
appointment of officials 
to their posts and such 
other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided some of the 
information. As such, 
RTIC directed the PA to 
provide the remaining 
information and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

     K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Internal and 
Home Affairs, Provincial 
Council 426 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.05.2019 
requested details of 200 
Muslims and 600 foreign 
citizens who were 
evacuated from the 
country, reason for their 
stay in Sri Lanka and 
reasons for their 
evacuation and the 
number of illegal 
immigrants in the 
country. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the scope of 
this request falls within 
the Department of 
Immigration and 
Emigration. As such the 
RTIC directed the PA to 
forward the information 
request to the 
Department of 
Immigration and 
Emigration.   

   

http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1970:nishan-fonseka-vs-urban-development-authority-app-no-772-2019&catid=60&lang=si&Itemid=101
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92.  J.C. Ranepura v . Public 
Service Commission427 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 18.02.2019 
requested information 
relating to a disciplinary 
inquiry conducted in 
2009. This included the 
discplinty inquiry report, 
the recommendations 
submitted to the PSC 
regarding the inquiry, 
decision of the PSC and 
such other connected 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an Appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
information retracting 
information regarding the 
commissioners of the 
PSC.  
 

     M. M. Sabran Ahamed vs. 
South Eastern University 
of Sri Lanka428 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 10.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to the 
competitive examinations 
held to fill vacancies in 
the nonacademic staff in 
the South Eastern 
University. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

   

93.  R.C. Chandrasena 
v.Ministry of 
Education429 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.05.2019 
requested a letter dated 
06.05.2019 sent by the 
salaries and cadre 
commission to the 
Ministry of Education in 
order to solve issues 
about his salary 
payments. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time period 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC ordered the PA to 
provide the Appellant 
with the requested 
information.  
 
 
 

     K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Postal 
Services & Muslim 
Religious Affairs430 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 17.05.2020 
requested several items of 
information including the 
number of postal staff 
assigned to deliver postal 
supplies in the plantation 
district of Kandy, Nuwara 
Eliya, Badulla, 
Rathnapura, Kegalle and 
Kalutara District in 2019, 
amount of funds allocated 
monthly for postal 
employees, number of 
postal employees 
currently employed and 
such other information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
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with the requested 
information. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  

94.  W.P.I.T. Weerasinghe v. 
Office of the Provincial 
Director of Health 
Services (Southern 
Province)431 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.10.2019 
requested information 
relating to his leave 
application dated 
10.09.2019 and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

     A. A. Abdul Lathif v South 
Eastern University of Sri 
Lanka432433 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.05.2019 
requested information 
regarding the selection 
made to the post of 
Permanent Lecturer in 
Islamic Banking and 
Finance at the South 
Eastern University. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
Commission noted that 
the information provided 
by the PA encompasses 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant. RTIC noted 
that as the information 
requested has been 
provided the to the 
Appellant and concluded 
the appeal.  
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95.  H.P. Ajith Fernando 
Ministry of Foreign 
Employment434 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.09.2019 
requested details of  steps 
taken to provide the 
Appellant with 
compensation for unfair 
treatment caused to him 
while he was in a foreign 
country. As the PA failed 
to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time period, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the Appellants 
information request does 
not fall within the scope of 
“information’ as defined 
under section 43 of the 
RTI Act. As such RTIC 
concluded the appeal.   

     R.K. Ariyaratne v 
National Audit Office435 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.10.2018 
requested information 
relating to the application 
and its annexures of 
various people who had 
applied to sit for the 
opening competitive 
exam to join the Audit 
service in Sri Lanka. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing the RTIC 
ordered the PA to direct 
Appellants information 
request to the relevant 
Public Authority that 
possess the information 
requested by the 
Appellant.  

   

96.  HMCA Jayasiri v. 
Seethawakapura Urban 
Counci436 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.10.2019 
requested certified copy 
of the letter dated 
08.10.2019 that was 
submitted by the 
Secretary to the Urban 
Council Seethawakaura to 
the Monetary Committee 
against the Appellant. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. The PA 
argued that the 
information  falls within 
the exemptions under 
section 5 (1) (h) (ii) and 
5(1) (i). After considering 
all the facts the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  
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97.  A.M Fowzan Vs. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Addalaichenai437 
                                                                                             
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.26 
requested the certified 
copies of the circulars 
which state the 
qualifications and 
disqualifications for being 
a Samurdhi beneficiary 
and such other details. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the timeframe 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was informed by 
the PA that the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded. 

     G.K. Nihal v Provincial 
Ministry of Education, 
Information Technology 
& Cultural Affairs, 
Sabaragamuwa438 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.08.2019 
requested details of 
foreign travels 
undertaken by the 
secretary to the Provincial 
Ministry and the funds 
that have been allocated 
by the PA for such travels. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information in 
two weeks and concluded 
the appeal.  
 
 

   

98.  W. Siriwardena v . Public 
Service Commission439 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.10.2019 
requested reasons for a 
decision taken against the 
Appellant by the PSC 
pursuant to disciplinary 
inquiry dated 27.06.1995. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
argued that the requested 
information it’s not in its 
possession, custody and 
control as per section 3 (1) 
of the Act. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  

     Sena de Silva v. Ministry 
of Health, Nutrition and 
Indigenous Medicine440 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 20.12.2018 
requested information as 
to whether the inquiry 
officer in the department 
has the power to conduct 
investigations regarding 
complaints received on 
the conduct of provincial 
health officers, the 
section of the relevant Act 
which grants the power, if 
the head of the 
department has the 
power to order the 
accused officer to face an 
inquiry and such other 
related information. As 
the PA did not respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
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requested information 
and concluded the appeal.  

99.  SMTS De Silva a. People's 
Bank441 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 26.09.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
his employment including 
the date he joined the job, 
date he was promoted to 
Grade III, details of 
promotions since 1978 
and such other related 
information. The PA 
denied the information 
citing Section 5 (1) (j) of 
the RTI Act.    Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA 
contended that the 
requested information 
falls within the 
exemptions stipulated in 
Section 5 (1) (j) of the RTI 
Act as the Appellant is one 
among petitioners of the 
fundamental rights 
application 
SC/FR/17/2018, 
instituted against the PA. 

     Rahul Samantha v 
Hettiarachchi Ministry of 
Health442 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.08.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the number of vehicles in 
the possession of the PA, 
the prices of such 
vehicles, if tender process 
was followed to purchase 
the vehicles and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing the RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. As the PA 
provided the requested 
information, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
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As such RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

100.         
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443 RTIC Appeal (In person hearing), 1784/2019 RTIC Minute of 02.06.2020; Available at 
http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2475:app-no-1784-2019&catid=67&lang=si&Itemid=101 
444 RTIC Appeal (in person hearing) 1799/2019, RTIC Minute of 07.01.2020 
445RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing 2356/2020, RTIC Minute of 12.01.2020 
446 RTIC Appeal (in person hearing) 1805/2019, RTIC Minute of 23.06.2020 

101.  Uplai Kuwintas 
Liyanarachichi v Labour 
Department 443 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 02.07.2019 
requested information 
relating to a complaint he 
made against his 
employer for not paying 
the relevant taxes. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the Appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the PA to provide the 
requested information to 
the Appellant and 
concluded the appeal.  

     Lionel Guruge v . Human 
Rights Commission of Sri 
Lanka444 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.05.2019 
requested the number of 
complaints received by 
the HRC between 2015-
2019, the number of 
complaints that steps 
have been taken and 
number of cases that have 
been solved. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the PA to provide the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. 

   

102.  J. R. Anura v. Employees' 
Trust Fund Board445 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.05.2020 
requested information 
relating to a report that 
was drafted against him 
that could affect his future 
employments. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
Appeal hearing,  the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the information and 
concluded the appeal.  

     Gopika Lokuge v. 
Ministry of Health446 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 04.05.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to an 
inquiry that was 
conducted in the Galle 
harbor. This included the 
final report of the inquiry, 
the delay in conducting 
the inquiry, copies of the 
charge sheet and 
disciplinary actions taken 
so far. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing PA noted 
that the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody and 
control of the PA. As such 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal   
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103.  N. L. Rajapaksa v 
Ministry of Education447 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.08.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
one Mr H D B L 
Gunathilaka. This 
included information 
such as letter of 
appointment to the Sri 
Lanka principal service, 
letter of acceptance, letter 
confirming his 
appointment and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
refused to provide the 
requested information 
citing section 5 (1) (a) of 
the RTI Act. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  

     Lionel Guruge v. 
Presidential 
Secretariat448 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.06.2019 
requested the amount of 
money spent by then 
President Mahinda 
Rajapaksa on events and 
functions from the start of 
his second term to 2015 
and the amount of money 
spent by President 
Maithripala Sirirsena 
since 8 January 2015 on 
events and functions. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
stated that the 
information requested is 
in the possession of 
various departments and 
that the amounts for each 
program/event is 
recorded separately. PA 
agreed to permit the 
Appellant to go through 
the records and obtain 
information he required. 
As such the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 

   



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

87 
 

                                                           
449 RTIC Appeal (In Person) 1367/2019, RTIC Minute of 10.12.2019 
450 RTIC (In person hearing) 1652/2019, RTIC Minute of 25.08.2020 

104.  N. W. C. P. Lanka v 
Geological Survey and 
Mines Bureau449 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 07.01.2019 
requested the relevant 
complaints and 
disciplinary action taken 
with regard to the serious 
misconduct referenced 
within the information 
request. While the 
information and 
designated officers failed 
to respond to the 
information request, 
upon appeal to the RTIC, 
the Commission ordered 
the release of the 
information. 

      
Thisara Himaranga 
Edirithilaka v National 
Authority on Tobacco 
and Alcohol450 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 04.01.2018 
requested information 
relating to measures 
taken by the PA over 
issuing of cigarette and 
cigar import licenses and 
the measures taken by the 
Authority over the 
reduction of beer prices. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that the requested 
information is not in its 
possession, custody and 
control and that the 
information is with the 
Ministry of Health. As 
such the PA was directed 
to forward the 
information request to 
the relevant PA and 
inform the same to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC concluded the 
appeal.  
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105.  L. A. F. V. Fernando v 
Ceylon Electricity 
Board451 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 31.08.2019, 
requesting for the files in 
his personal folder, and 
the provisions under 
which his employment 
was terminated. The 
designated officer and 
subsequently the 
information officer 
responded to the 
information request 
stating that the same has 
been directed to the 
appropriate branch 
within the PA. The 
Appellant appealed to the 
RTIC. Upon appeal to the 
Commission, the PA 
released part of the 
information, stating that 
the remainder was not 
within its possession. The 
Commission upheld the 
decision of the PA. 

     Chamilani 
Wickramasinghe v 
Commission to 
Investigate Bribery and 
Corruption452 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.02.2019 
requested details of the 
progress of a complaint 
he had filed titled 
“corrupt activities of the 
Secretary of the Kaduwela 
area’. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
The appeal hearing, the 
PA noted that the said 
complaint does not fall 
within the powers of the 
CIABOC and therefore 
the file for the said 
complaint was closed. 
RTIC affirmed the 
information provided by 
the PA as being 
satisfactory and 
concluded the appeal. 
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106.  R. M. P. D. Soyza v 
National Institute of 
Education453 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 14.10.2019 
requested the details of 
the application details 
and marks of those 
selected to the Grade of 
Assistant Lecturer/ 
Assistant Educator at the 
PA. The information 
officer and designated 
officer failed to respond. 
Upon appeal to the RTIC, 
the Commission ordered 
the release of the final 
marks obtained by the 
candidates selected for 
the post of Assistant 
Lecturer/ Assistant 
Educator at the PA. 

     Jagath Nilapul 
Maithripala Government 
Analyst's Department454 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.06.2019 
requested several items of 
information regarding 
vehicle bearing number 
NC KY 8027, including if 
a forensic report was 
conducted, the person 
who conducted it, details 
of the driver and his 
injuries and such other 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
contended that the 
requested information 
falls under exemption 
contained in 5(1) (h) (i) of 
the RTIC Act. RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  
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455 RTIC Appeal (In Person) 1581/2019, RTIC Minute of 21.01.2020 
456 RTIC Appeal (In person hearing) 2028/2020, RTIC Minute of 14.07.2020 
457 RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing) 1511/2019, RTIC Minute of 17.12.2019 
458RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing)/1193/2019, RTIC Minute of 06.08.2019 

107.  M. M. M. Imthias v 
National Water Supply 
and Drainage Board455 
The Appellant made a 15-
point information request 
dated 18.02.2019, 
requesting for details 
pertaining to the selection 
and appointment of 
several administrative, 
managerial and executive 
level staff at the PA. As the 
information and 
designated officers failed 
to respond, the Appellant 
appealed to the RTIC. At 
the hearing before the 
Commission, the PA 
provided part of the 
information, stating that 
the remainder was not in 
its possession, custody or 
control in terms of S. 3 (1) 
of the Act. The RTIC 
upheld the decision of the 
PA. 

     L. Manjula Meemanage 
v. Ministry of Health and 
Indigenous Medicine456 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.06.2019 
requested information 
relating to licenses issued 
to radiation specialist in 
the Durden’s hospital. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the similar information 
request is the subject 
matter of RTIC Appeal 
1757/2019 which is still 
pending. Therefore, for 
such reasons RTIC 
concluded the appeal. 

   

108.  Muttukrishna 
Sarvananthan v The 
University Grants 
Commission457 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.04.2019 
requested copies of the 
letters sent by the UGC to 
the University of Jaffna 
regarding the Appellant’s 
appointment for the post 
of Senior Lecturer Grade 1 
at the Department of 
Economics, University of 
Jaffna. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 

     W. A. Dhammika 
Fernando v People’s 
Bank458 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 05.10.2019 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
promotions pertaining to 
the Manager Grade (3-1) 
of the Bank which was 
advertised by the circular 
bearing reference 
7860/2017 dated 
02.01.2017. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the release of the 
information in items no. 
8, 13, 14 and 15 of the 
information requests. 
However, the RTIC 
upheld the decision of the 
PA in relation to the 
remainder of the 
information request, 
under Section 5 (1) (a).  
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459 RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing) 1358/2019, RTIC Minute of 01.10.2019 
460RTIC Appeal (In – Person Hearing)/ 2179/2020, RTIC Minute of 29.06.2021; Available 
at  http://www.rticommission.lk/web/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2109:m-a-m-z-aboobucker-v-divisional-secretariat-kalmunai-app-no-
2179-2020&catid=74&lang=en&Itemid=101 
461 RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings) 2017/2020, RTIC Minute of 07.09.2020 
462 RTIC Appeal (in person hearing) 606/2018, RTIC Minute of 10.03.2020. 

109.  Prof. M W C N K 
Rambukwella v 
University of 
Peradeniya459 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.12.2018 
requested several 
information pertaining to 
the evaluation process by 
the Selection Committee 
for the post of Professor of 
Archeology, Department 
of Archeology, Faculty of 
Arts, University of 
Peradeniya with regard to 
two candidates including 
the Appellant. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the rest of the information 
to the Appellant which 
were not provided before. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

     M. A. M. Z. Aboobucker v 
Divisional Secretariat, 
Kalmunai460 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 30.09.2019 
requested information 
relating whether  Naviyan 
Kulam land was acquired 
in accordance with the 
provisions of the Land 
Acquisition Act or that 
land became state 
property by virtue of 
operation of any other 
written law, details of the 
state lands situated 
within the Neelawani 
Agrarian center area of 
the Kalmunai Divisional 
secretary’s division in the 
Ampara District and such 
other related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information 
and concluded the appeal.  
 

   

110.  P. Chandrasekara v. 
Galgamulla Welfare 
Society Limited 
Galgamulla, 
Wewagama461 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.10.2019 
requested a list of f 
members of the Welfare 
Society to whom 
Rs.50,000 of death and 
disease grants were 
entitled on the 
completion of 20 years. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and refused the 

      M. M. Nibras Mansoor v 
Public Administration 
Home Affairs Local 
Government and 
Provincial council.462 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.09.2017 
requested information 
relating to Pilgrims 
Ordinance Act, year and 
volume of the pilgrimage 
Ordinance Act, list of 
religious places that 
comes under the 
administrative 
boundaries of the 
Amapara District and so 
on.Dissastified with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
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463 RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings) 2039/2020, RTIC Minute of 25.08.2020 
464 RTIC Appeal (in person hearing) 167/2018, RTIC Minute of 11.02.2020. 
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466 RTIC Appeal (in person hearing) 1919/2020, RTIC Minute of 30.06.2020 

disclosure of information 
under Section 5(1)(a). As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

appeal to RTIC.At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the 
information requested by 
the Appellant does not 
amount to ‘information’ 
as contemplated by 
Section 43 of the Act. As 
such RTIC rejected the 
information request on 
that basis and for the 
response that the 
information is publicly 
available.  
 

111.  R.A.D. Deepthika v. 
Department of 
Examinations463 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.07.2019 
requested to inspect his 
answer sheets of the 
comprehension and 
planning question papers 
of the Standard 
Competitive Examination 
for Grade III of the 
Planning Service in which 
the Appellant took part. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA rejected 
the requested 
information under 
Section 5(1)(l). RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
 

     N. Suhaibu v National 
Water Supply and 
Drainage Board 464 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 07.03.2019 
requested information 
relating to employees 
employed by the National 
Water Supply and 
Drainage Board in 
Ampara District. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
informed the RTIC that 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant has been 
provided. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  

   

112.  Gamini Kinigama v 
People’s Insurance PLC 
465 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.05.2018 
requested details as to 
whether on or about May 
2010 PA decided not to 
utilize the professional 
services of the Appellant 
who was a Chartered Loss 
Adjuster and Chartered 
Insurance Practitioner. 
Dissatisfied with the 

      
A . A Dissananda v 
Provincial Public Service 
Commission466 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 22.06.2019 
requested certified copies 
of letters issued by the 
governor of the 
Sabaragamuwa provincial 
council relating to the 
promotion of 4 officers in 
the provincial public 
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response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
reiterated stating the PA 
has not made a decision to 
either terminate or stop 
obtaining the Appellant’s 
services and that it has 
appointed a panel of loss 
adjusters and their 
services would be 
obtained as and when the 
need arises at the 
discretion of the PA. As 
the PA had sufficiently 
responded, affirming the 
response RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

service. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC.  At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the Appellant with the 
requested information 
and concluded the appeal.  

113.  E. Chandra Kumar v 
District Secretariat, 
Ampara 467 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.02.2019 
requested a copy of the 
letter that has been sent 
by Aalayadivembu 
Divisional Secretariat on 
behalf of the Appellant to 
the Human Rights 
Commission regarding a 
transfer of the Appellant 
without his request, and 
the copy of the signed 
letter sent to cancel the 
transfer. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA was 
directed to provide the 
information requested by 
the Appellant as the PA 
had admitted before the 
Commission that the 
requested information is 
within the custody, 
control and possession of 
the PA as envisaged by 
Section 3 of the Act. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
 

     P.D. Pathirana v. 

Regional Director of 

Health Services, 

Colombo468 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 28.12.2017 

requested certified copies 

of the Audit Inquiry 

conducted by the Auditor 

General's Department in 

the year 2016 in the 

Biomedical Engineering 

Unit of the Office of the 

Director of Regional 

Health Services, Colombo 

District for the year 2016 

and the relevant 

attachments and 8 other 

information items. As the 

PA failed to respond to 

the information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

by the PA that 

information in relation to 

information items 01-05, 

08 and 09 were disclosed 

and that information in 

relation to information 

items 06 and 07 is not in 

the possession, custody or 

control of the PA. As such, 
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RTIC affirmed the 

decision of the PA and 

concluded the appeal on 

the basis of section 3(1).  

 

114.  E. Chandra Kumar v 
District Secretariat, 
Ampara469 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.02.2019 
requested certified copies 
of the establishment code 
which was stated in the 
letter 
AV/DS/EST/PF/37K 
dated 14/08//2015 in 
relation to temporarily 
suspending the salary of 
the Appellant for the 
years 2014, 2015 until 
further notice and, copy 
of the documentations 
made in relation to the 
above matters by the 
department Head. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant since the 
requested information is 
within the custody, 
control and possession of 

     P.D. Pathirana v. 

Regional Director of 

Health Services, 

Colombo470 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 19.02.2018 

requested certified copies 

of the documents 

requesting payment to the 

participants of the 

preliminary investigation 

conducted in connection 

with the preliminary 

investigation conducted 

by the Homagama 

Biomedical Engineering 

Unit, payments in 

separate vouchers and 

driving records. As the PA 

failed to respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 
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the PA. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

115.  Fathima Surfa v 
Ministry of National 
Policies and Economic 
Affairs 471 
The Appellant, by the 
information request 
dated 07.10.2019 
requested information 
regarding the details of 
the candidates for the 
post of Trainee Project 
Assistant at Nindavur 
divisional secretariat, 
including the certified 
copies of the 
correspondences sent to 
the selected candidate.  
Dissatisfied with the 
response of PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. During 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC noted that the PA 
has satisfactorily 
responded to the 
information requested. 
The RTIC responded to 
the Appellant stating that 
it is not within the ambit 
of the RTIC to remedy any 
purported injustice 
resulting from the 
decision of the PA 
regarding appointments. 

         



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

96 
 

                                                           
472RTIC Appeal (Documentary proceedings) 1772/2019, RTIC Minute of 2020.06.09 
473RTIC Appeal (In-person)/ 381/2018, RTIC Minute of 27.11.2018 

As such the appeal was 
concluded by the RTIC. 

116.   
W.M. Dharmasena VS. 
Sri Lanka State 
Plantation 
Corporation472 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.31. The 
information request was 
based on the fact that the 
Cabinet approved the 
recommendations of the 
Committee to provide 
relief to those who have 
faced various problems 
due to political reasons in 
the Ministry of Public 
Administration and the 
benefits to be rendered to 
the victims of the State 
Plantation Corporation. 
As such the Appellant 
requested the documents 
prepared at the request of 
the Chairman of the State 
Plantation Corporation 
including salary arrears 
and compensation due to 
the appellant and the 
measures taken to 
provide the report 
requested by the 
Ombudsman. As the IO 

     P.D. Pathirana v. 

Ministry of Health, 

Indigenous Medicine, 

Social Welfare, 

Probation and Child Care 

Services, Women's 

Affairs and Council 

Affairs - Western 

Province473 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 29.01.2018 

requested certified copies 

of the documents 

tendered by the audit 

officer requesting 

payment for time/days 

worked on the 

preparation of the report, 

the vouchers/payment 

slips and other related 

documents. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 
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and DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At 
The appeal hearing, the 
RTIC directed the PA to 
provide the requested 
information. Subject to 
the direction of the RTIC, 
the Appeal was 
concluded. 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

117.   
N.B.S. Andara Hannadi 
VS. Ceylon Electricity 
Board474 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.07 
requested a list of 
documents or certified 
copy of the same to 
confirm the transfer of 
Mr. K.P.R.D.S.K. 
Dharmadasa (Engineer). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the IO has 
denied the information 
under and in terms of 
Section 5 (1) (a).  In the 
foregoing circumstances, 
the RTIC directed the PA 
to provide for inspection 
of the relevant 
information. Subject to 
the direction of the RTIC, 
the appeal was 
concluded. 
 
 

     Transparency 
International Sri Lanka 
v Sri Lanka Air Force 
Headquarters475 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.11.2019 
requested documents in 
relation to the procedure 
to be followed in 
reserving a helicopter for 
political propaganda 
work, documents sent for 
the reservation of that 
helicopter and making of 
such payments, in 
relation to the utilization 
of a helicopter belonging 
to Sri Lanka Air Force by 
Honourable Sajith 
Premadasa, Presidential 
Candidate to attend 
propaganda meetings. 
Furthermore, it was 
queried whether the 
payments were made by 
the government and 
altogether 7 information 
items were requested. the 
PA responded providing 
payment vouchers from 
the New Democratic 
Front, which appeared to 
be a response to item no. 
06 of the information 
request, although the PA 
had not specifically 
indicated so. With regard 
to all other points of 
information, the PA had 
denied them on the basis 
of being exempted under 
Section 5 (1) (b) (i). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing the RTIC 
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considering the fact that 
releasing details of 
information as requested 
in Information requested 
in items No. 02 and 03 
may set a precedent 
whereby, details of 
individual reservations 
may attract the 
application of Section 5 
(1)(b)(i) and affirmed the 
decision of the PA in that 
regard.       
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the information 
requested in item no. 
01,04,05 and 06. On the 
next hearing as the PA has 
provided the information 
directed to be released by 
the RTIC, the appeal was 
concluded.  
 

118.  "A Baroon v Sri Lanka 
Institute of Advanced 
Technological Education 
(SLIATE) 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.09 
requested the copies of 
the mark sheets of the 
interviews held on 
22/05/2017, 13/05/2019 
and 10/06/2019 for the 
post of Director II, 
Director- I and Director 
(Exam) respectively. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA informed 
that it had decided to 
withhold the requested 
information due to the 
particulars directly to the 
personal information by 
nature. The RTIC noted 
that the PA has failed to 
demonstrate how the 
information requested 
affects the privacy of any 
other individual and/or 
falls within Section 5 (1) 

      
H. M. Lakshman V. 
Wrestling Federation of 
Sri Lanka477 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.06.2019 
requested several items of 
information contained in 
the Constitution of the 
Wrestling Federation. As 
the PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA contended 
that the requested 
information is in the 
possession, custody and 
control of another PA. As 
such the RTIC   directed 
the PA to forward the 
information request to 
the relevant to PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
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(a) of the Act.  Therefore, 
the RTIC directed the PA 
to release the requested 
information to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.476 

119.  G.G.C.Keerithiratne V 
Department of 
Examinations478 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.28  
requested access to 
pursue the answer sheets 
of three examinations 
that he had written in the 
examination conducted 
to recruit persons for the 
post of Assistant 
Superintendent of the 
Department of Postal 
Services under Exam 
Number 344 on 
2014.05.11. Since the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the time 
framework stipulated in 
the Act, the  Appellant 
preferred an appeal to 
the RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to allow the 
appellant to pursue the 
requested documents. 

     W. P. Sasomadasa a. 
Public Service 
Commission479 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated25.05.2019 
requested Cabinet 
decision bearing number 
01/1769/010/004 dated 
12.10.2001, cabinet 
decision bearing number 
06/0465/229/020 dated 
15.03.2006. the 
beneficiaries receiving 
relief from the said 
cabinet decisions and the 
Supreme Court decision 
bearing SC FR 260/2002. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
contended that the 
information not in its 
possession, custody or 
control. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal. 
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120.        R.S. Hettiarachchi A. 
SamurdhiDevelopment 
Department480 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.09.2019 
requested the number of 
beneficiaries who 
received the Samudhuri 
funds in 2016-2018, the 
amount spent in total to 
for the said fund in 2016 -
2018 and such other 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
conclude the appeal. 

   

121.  W.M.Weerasinghe V 
Department of Railways 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated in 24.04.2019 
requested the certified 
copy of the letter no 
විවැ/පා21/තෙර/තපාදු/2019
-03/298 dated on 
2019.10.15 sent by the 
Department of Pensions 
and the details of the 
letter noවිවැ/තෙ37/ග/01-
916831 dated on 
2017.01.26 sent by the 
Department of Pensions. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the specific time 
frame stipulated in the 
Act, the appellant filed an 
appeal at the RTIC. 
Considering the appeal, 
the RTIC noted that the 
requested information is 
vital for the appellant to 
get his pensions. The 
RTIC directed the PA to 

     K. Prasanna Kumar v 
Ministry of Public 
Administration, Disaster 
Management and 
Livestock Department 482 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 06.09.2019 
requested The activities 
taken by the 
Saumyamoorthi 
Thondaman Memorial 
Foundation operated 
under the Ministry of 
Livestock and Rural 
Community Development   
during 2010- 2014, The 
details of budget 
allocations for those 
activities, The number of 
staffs served at the 
Saumyamoorthi 
Thondaman Memorial 
Foundation and their 
monthly salary details 
and such other related 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
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release the requested 
information. The appeal 
was concluded.481 

RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA was 
directed to transfer the 
information request to 
the relevant Ministry in 
possession, custody and 
control of the information 
requested information as 
the Ministry portfolios 
have been revised. 

122.  K.K.G.Chandrika V Office 
of the Director General of 
Health Services- Galle 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.14 
requested information 
pertaining to the names of 
the officials who handled 
the administrative 
procedures such as salary, 
leave, etc of the appellant 
during the period when 
appellant was working at 
the said PA and other 
related details. The PA 
provided some 
information and refused 
to disclose some 
information requested 
under certain items of the 
information request 
stating that that 
information is related 
with the third party and 
they did not consent to 
release the information.  
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal at the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
observed that the PA has 
disclosed the information 
that can be released and 
only denied the 
information that relates 
to third-party. Therefore, 

     Sumedha Jayasinghe v 
Sri Jayawardenapura 
General Hospital484 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 11.09.2019 
requested 18 items of 
information relating to 
the recruitment of HR 
personnel in 2019. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA 
handed over 18 items of 
information in its 
possession, custody and 
control. As such RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA and concluded the 
appeal.  
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the RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA. The 
appeal was concluded.483 

123.  H.G. Chathurika Dilhani 
Premathilake V 
Dambadeniya 
Multipurpose Co- Op 
Society 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.19 
requested the copies of 
certain documents in 
relation with a loan 
application with the 
signature of the General 
Manager. The PA 
provided the copies of 
some requested 
documents and refused to 
disclose some 
information requested 
under certain items of the 
information request 
stating that that 
information is related 
with the third party and 
they did not consent to 
release the information.  
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal at the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 

     Transparency 
International Sri Lanka 
v Sri Lanka Air Force486 
The information request 
pertained to the use of, 
procedure followed, and 
dividend earned through 
the provision of physical 
and human resources of 
the SLAF to the company, 
Helitours (Pvt) Ltd. Prior 
to appeal before the 
Commission, the PA took 
up two positions. Firstly, 
the PA stated that 
Helitours (Pvt) Ltd is a 
company established in 
terms of the Companies 
Act No. 07 of 2007, and 
any information 
pertaining thereto must 
be requested from the 
company. Thereafter, the 
PA took up the position 
that although it is a 
private company, the 
administration of 
Helitours (Pvt) Ltd is 
solely by the PA, that it 
does not derive profits 
from Helitours (Pvt) Ltd, 
and that the information 
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observed that the PA has 
disclosed all the 
information except the 
information that relates 
with the third party. 
Therefore, the RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA. The appeal was 
concluded485 

is withheld in terms of 
Section 5 (1) (b) (i). At the 
hearing before the 
Commission, the PA was 
called upon to 
substantiate its citation of 
Section 5 (1) (b) (i), and 
the manner in which the 
national security 
exemption pertains to the 
instant information 
request. Subsequently, 
the PA stated that the 
physical and human 
resources of the PA and 
Helitours (Pvt) Ltd is 
indivisible and 
interconnected, such that 
the two cannot be 
distinguished. Thereafter, 
the Appeal proceeded 
only on one point of 
information, viz., the 
dividends derived by the 
SLAF from the profits 
earned by Helitours (Pvt) 
Ltd. Upon the said 
information being 
released by the PA, this 
Appeal was concluded.  
 

124.  D.K. Keerthi Thissa V 
Cooperative Employees 
Commission-Central 
Provision 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.31 
requested certified copies 
of all documents in his 
personal file and 
requested the basic 
grounds under which he 
was terminated from the 
employment. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was informed by 
the PA that the requested 
information was 19 years 
old and some of them are 
not indeed information 
under the meaning of the 
RTI Act. The RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
all information, thus 
which falls under the 
meaning of the 
information under the Act 
and which are in the 
possession, custody or 

     A.D. Dinesha Surangani 
v Central Environmental 
Authority488 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 24.09.2019 
requested information 
relating to permits issued 
to the LG auto care 
company, certified copies 
any other approvals 
granted to the said 
company and such other 
related information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information.  
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control of the PA. The 
appeal was concluded.487 

125.  N.A.C.G.Perera V 
Department of Registrar 
General 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.02.18 
requested the copy of 
dicipilinary inquiry report 
no එම්/2/2/2016. The PA 
responded stating that 
the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custordy or 
control of the PA as that 
information was 
belonging to 2008 and 
was destroyed by the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. The RTIC observed 
that the requested 
information is not in the 
possession, custody or 
control of the PA, 
therefore, the requested 
information cannot be 
released. The appeal was 
concluded.489 

     B.G. Priyani v. 
Employees' Trust Fund 
Board490 
 
The Appellant, 
information request 
dated 31.05.2019 
requested details about a 
member of the employees 
trust fund board Mr J S S 
Disaanayaka bearing 
service number 677  and  
details regarding the 
promotions approved to 
the director by the cabinet 
decision. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA contended 
that the requested 
information falls under 
the exemption Section 5  
(1) (j) of the RTI Act. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
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126.  R.M.K.Rasnayake V 
Department of Land 
Commissioner- North 
West 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.07.13 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
qualifications and 
appointment process of 
certain officers of the PA 
and their salary 
particulars and such other 
details. The PA has 
provided the information 
at three occasions. 
However, dissatisfied 
with the response the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC observed that 
the requested 
information was 
sufficiently provided by 
the PA to the appellant. 
The appeal was 
concluded.491 

     D.S.S. Mendis v. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development (North 
Western)492 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.07.2019 
requested Names and 
designations of the 
officers of the North 
Western Cooperative 
Development 
Department who have 
been appointed as 
employees / officers of the 
North Western Province 
Co-operative Societies 
from the year 2015 and 
such other requested 
information. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
requested information to 
the Appellant.  
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127.  A.M Fowzan vs. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Addalaichenai493 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.04.2019 had 
requested certified copies 
of documents related to 
those who went for 
foreign employment from 
the Adalaichenai 
Divisional Secretariat of 
Ampara District within 
the time period of 2015 to 
31.03.2011, along with 
the certified copies of the 
documents provided by 
the Development Officer 
for Foreign Employment. 
This information 
included male female 
details, name, identity 
card, address if women 
the number of children of 
women - birth year and 
date of registration them 
to go for abroad. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the Appellant within the 
time period stipulated 
under the Act, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the PA by letter 
had informed the RTIC 
that the information 
requested has been 
already sent to the 
Appellant by the letter 
dated 18.06.2020 As 
such, the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appealon  
 

     S. Kugathasan VS 
Divisional Secretariat 
Thunakkai 494 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.02.2018 and 
05.04.2018 requested 
information regarding the 
name list of the 
beneficiaries of the fourth 
phase of the drought 
relief. Who made the list 
of beneficiaries? Who is in 
authority to make the list? 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
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128.  RM Karunawathi v. 
Agriculture and 
Agrarian Insurance 
Board495 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 04.07.2019 
requested information 
regarding the amount to 
be paid to the appellant 
under Farmers' Pension 
No. MO / P / 5372 and the 
amount that has been 
paid. As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the requested 
information with a copy 
to the RTIC. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

     S. Kugathasan VS 
Divisional Secretariat 
Thunakkai 496 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.02.2018 and 
05.04.2018 requested 
information regarding the 
name list of the 
beneficiaries of the fourth 
phase of the drought 
relief. Who made the list 
of beneficiaries? Who is in 
authority to make the list? 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time period, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information. As 
such RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

   

129.  Y.A.P. Siriwardena v. 
Office of the Director of 
Regional Health 
Services, Puttalam497 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 17.12.2018 
requested certified copies 
of Mr. A.A. Somasiri's 
salary conversions dated 
from 01.09.1986. As the 
PA failed to respond 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC noted that 
theIO and DO had not 
adhered to its duty under 
Sections 24(3) and 25(1). 
Also, the DO had failed to 
comply with Sections 
31(2) and 31(3) and 
perform its statutory 
duties. However, RTIC 
also observed that the 
requested information 
were 34 years old. On 
considering Section 
7(3)(a) as well, RTIC 
accepted that the PA has a 

     W.A. Susil Ariyawansha 

v. Department of Health 

Services – North Central 

Province498 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 15.07.2019 

requested to inform the 

Appellant in writing 

whether the PA has 

recommended or not 

recommended to grant 

the Commercial License 

and Environmental 

Protection License for the 

year 2019 to Dasun 

Motors, a garage owned 

by R G S, built in the 

Saliyapuya Jayanthi 

Village. As the PA failed to 

respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC.  At the appeal 
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practical difficulty in 
providing the said 
information as it was 34 
years old information.   
Accordingly, the appeal 
was concluded. 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

130.  W.V. D. Dilini v.  Office of 
the Director of Health 
Service-North Western 
Province499 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 01.03.2019 
requested information 
regarding the steps taken 
on the Appellant's appeal 
relating promotion to 
super grade in Nursing. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. Affirming 
this, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

     M.S.L. Perera v. Road 

Development Authority500 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2019 
requested certified copies 
of Pulini Jayawardena, LI 
Kuruppu Arachchi's 
general leave, 
compensatory leave and 
sick leave applications for 
the months of August, 
September and October 
2018. and certified copies 
of legal documents / 
circulars or other 
documents containing the 
number of hours worked 
and the provisions 
relating to compensatory 
leave. As the PA failed to 
respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
by the PA that 
information requested is 
ready to be disclosed 
upon payment of the 
specified fee. Accordingly, 
the RTIC directed the PA 
to release the information 
and held that a fee cannot 
be charged in situations 
where the Appellant has 
come before the RTIC.  
 

   

131.  K.Parthiban v District 
Secretariat Vavuniya501 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 06.08.2019  
requested certain details 
regarding one 
Mr.Udayarasa, the 
divisional secretary of 

     K.A.S.C.K. Dayarathne v. 

Ministry of Women and 

Child Affairs502 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 22.06.2019 

inquired on the following 
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Vavuniya including 
details of his first 
appointment to 
Government Service, 
effective date of his 
University degree, date he 
sat for the Sri Lanka 
Administrative Service ( 
SLAS) Examination, first 
date of recruitment to the 
administrative service, 
the grade he had been 
appointed to the 
administrative service 
and several other related 
information. IO and DO 
rejected the information 
request according to the 
section 5(1)(a) stating the 
information relates to a 
personal information. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, on 
consideration of the facts, 
it was evident that the 
correct PA to this appeal 
should be the Ministry of 
Public Administration 
and Management. 
Therefore, the RTIC 
directed the PA to refer 
the matter to the relevant 
authority copying it to the 
Appellant.  As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

questions What is the 

permanent post relevant 

to your recruitment of 

K.R. Neluka Jayasena to 

the Ministry, What is the 

list of limitations / duties 

applicable to that post?, 

Provide the number of 

officers and the number 

of vacancies relevant to 

the post at present and 15 

other questions. The PA 

denied disclosing some of 

the information items 

citing Section 5(1) of the 

Act and that other items 

are not in the possession 

of the PA. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, the RTIC 

directed the PA to release 

1,2,3,4, and 5 and 

affirmed the PA’s decision 

on not to disclose 

information under 

information items 6,7,8, 

and 10-18 under section 

5(1)(a) of the Act.  

 

132.  W.M.D.B. Abeyratne v. 
Agricultural Research 
Policy Council of Sri 
Lanka503 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.10.2019 had 
requested a certified  
photocopy of the personal 
file to be issued for the 
DMR / 2222/2019 
proceedings of the 
District Court. A copy  
was once already sent by 
the Senior Additional 
Secretary in response to a 
written request made by 
the Appellant which is 
now  been filed in the 
Hon. Supreme Court, 
Thus the Appellant 
requested for a nother 
copy.  As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
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appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted through the PA's 
letter that the appellant's 
request was made to the 
Agriculture Department 
and it was not clear what 
he exactly requested form 
the PA. It was emphasized 
that the appellant should 
make it clear to the PA in 
an identifiable manner 
what this information 
requested were. RTIC 
affirmed this contention 
of the PA and moved to 
conclude the appeal. 

133.  M.I Nawzath vs. 
Employees Trust Fund504 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.06.2019 had 
requested details such as 
the steps to be taken to 
withdraw the ETF fund 
from ETF Board, facilities 
and benefits delivered by 
the ETF Board except the 
ETF funds to its 
stakeholder and related 
other information. As the 
PA failed to respond to 
the Appellant within the 
stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA has informed 
the RTIC that the 
information requested 
has been already sent to 
the Appellant by a letter 
dated 05.11.2019 and the 
same has been forwarded 
to the commission for 
reference. As such, the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

     Pulasthi Hewamanne v  
Ministry of Justice, 
Human Rights and Legal 
Reforms505 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 29.11.2019 
requested total number of 
Sri Lankan citizens 
charges with an offence 
punishable by death in 
other countries from 
January 2006-October 
2019, total number of Sri 
Lankan citizens 
sentenced to death in 
other countries from 
January 2006-october 
2019, Total number of Sri 
Lankan citizens executed 
pursuant to sentences of 
death in other countries 
from January 2006 – 
October 2019, Total 
number of Sri Lankan 
citizens on death row, 
awaiting executions 
pursuant to sentences of 
death in other countries 
from January 2006 – 
October 2019 and such 
other related information. 
The PA responded stating 
that the requested 
information is not in its 
possession, custody and 
control. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the decision of 
the PA as the information 
was not its possession, 
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custody and control as per 
Section 3 of the Act and 
concluded the appeal. 

134.  C.B.Ravindraraj v. 

Ministry of Transport 

and Civil Aviation506 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 12.08.2018 

requested a copy of the 

appeal sent by him which 

included a list of 71 

appeals. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the PA, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, the PA 

submitted that it is unable 

to trace any 

documentation relating to 

the appeal submitted by 

the Appellant to the PA. 

As such, the RTIC 

concluded the Appeal on 

the basis that the 

information requested is 

not in the possession, 

custody or control of the 

PA in terms of Section 

3(1) of the Act.  

 

     K. M. H. Sudath v Sri 
Lanka Police, Kandy507 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 29.08.2018 
requested the relevant file 
number for the Attorney 
General's advise 
regarding 3 complaints 
referenced within the 
information request. 
While the information 
and designated officers 
failed to respond, at the 
two hearings before the 
RTIC, it was evidenced 
that the PA has provided 
the relevant information. 
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135.  Sidath Gunasekara v. 

Department of 

Cooperative 

Development – Western 

Province508 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 04.07.2019 

requested a certified copy 

of the ledger relating to 

the account number 705 

of the appellant of the 

532C Wattegedara Sanasa 

Society with a detailed 

report on the account 

balances from 01.01.2015 

to 30.06.2019 and copies 

of the certified ledger in 

the appellant's 4 

accounts. As the PA failed 

to respond to the 

information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC.  At the appeal 

hearing, PA rejected to 

disclose information as 

there are pending cases 

on this matter in Courts. 

However, as these are 

personal information 

relevant to the Appellant 

RTIC directed the PA to 

release the two 

information items 

requested by the PA.  

 

     Palitha Arandhara v 
Cooperative 
Development Society, 
Western Province509 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 11.10.2018 
requesting for a certified 
copy of the special 
investigation carried out 
in terms of the governing 
statute regarding the 
appointment of the 
Commissioner of the 
Cooperative Society in 
2016. The information 
officer declined the 
information request, 
stating that the report 
cannot be released to 
external parties in terms 
of the governing statute of 
the Society. The 
designated officer upheld 
this decision, upon 
appeal. Upon appeal to 
the RTIC, the 
Commission ordered the 
release of the report, 
subject to the redaction of 
information pertaining to 
third parties within the 
report. 
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136.  U. Liyanarachchi v. 

Department of Labour510 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 21.06.2019 
requested certified copy 
of Form A1 containing the 
details provided by the 
employer under Section 
46 (Order 8) of the 
Employees Provident 
Fund Act containing 
details of the Appellant. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted that the PA had 
already disclosed the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the PA’s 
decision and concluded 
the appeal. 
 

     H. M. Dumindu 
Anuranga Samarasekera 
v Central Bank of Sri 
Lanka511 
The Appellant made 
information request 
dated 01.04.2019, asking 
whether an inquiry in 
terms of Section 83 [c] of 
the Banking Act has been 
commenced against a 
private limited 
organization referenced 
within the information 
request, and if so the 
relevant details. While the 
information officer failed 
to respond to the 
information request, the 
designated officer refused 
the information request 
citing S. 5 (1) (f) and 5 (1) 
(h) (1) of the Act. At the 
hearing before the 
Commission, the PA 
responded substantively 
to the information 
request of the Appellant. 
The appeal was concluded 
on this basis. 

   

137.  R.M.S.B. Yatawara v 

Department of Local 

Government – Central 

Province512 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 27.02.2020 

requested the report of 

the Investigation carried 

out by Mr. Basnayake, 

Senior Investigating 

Officer, Central 

Provincial and Local 

Government Department 

on the complaint lodged 

with the Hon. Governor, 

Central Province on 

19.12.2019 by the Hon. 

Sangika DA Dharmasena. 

The PA denied the 

information citing 

Section 5(1)(h) of the Act. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

     A. A. L. de Alwis v Human 
Rights Commission513 
By information request 
dated 07.05.2019, the 
Appellant requested 
information relating to 
complaints made to the 
Human Rights 
Commission, the 
subsequent inquiries 
carried out, and the 
relevant reports of the 
Commission in this 
regard. The information 
officer and designated 
officer failed to respond. 
At the hearing before the 
Commission, part of the 
information was released, 
while the Commission 
upheld the decision of the 
PA in relation to the 
remainder of the 
information request, as 
the existing documents 
with the PA have been 
released. 
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appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the RTIC 

upheld the decision of the 

PA.  

 

138.  P.K. Samaraarachchi v. 

Department of 

Pensions514 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 27.08.2019 

requested a copy of the 

report on the agreement 

reached between the 

Department of Pensions 

and Dialog on the 

provision of free mobile 

phones to retirees. The PA 

denied the information 

citing Section 29(1) of the 

Act. Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the RTIC 

was of the opinion that as 

the relevant third party 

has suggested that 

information could be 

provided if an application 

is made through the RTIC 

Act the information could 

be disclosed to the 

Appellant. As such, the 

RTIC directed the PA to 

release the information 

and concluded the 

Appeal.  

 

     H.M. Abeyratne A. 
Thalawa Pradeshiya 
Sabha515 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 09.08.2019 
requested a copy of the 
audit reports received by 
the Pradeshiya Sabha in 
2019 and a copy of the 
letter terminating 
employment of a driver 
one Mr. Lasson 
Tharohana. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC ordered 
the PA to provide the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 
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139.  U. Liyanarachchi v. 

Department of Labour516 

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 02.07.2019 
requested certified copies 
of the two documents sent 
to the two employers 
namely A / 29006/241 
A.M. Thananayagam and 
A / 50811 Marketing and 
Distributives Pvt. Ltd. for 
the recovery of arrears 
and surcharges and of the 
final report of Mr. Mahir, 
the Labor Officer who 
conducted the hearing of 
the complaint. As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

     L.H.L. Rajapaksa v. 
District Secretariat 
Office, Ratnapura517 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 30.04.2019 
requested a copy of a 
relevant investigation 
report in connection with 
flood compensation due. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
 

   

140.        W.M. Ranatunga v. 
Technical Education and 
Training Department 518 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.03.2019 
requested copy of the 
investigation report on 
one Mr. Gunalasawakara 
granting foreign 
scholarships illegally and, 
detailed information on 
the actions taken in 
accordance to such 
investigation. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
present appeal was 
similar to 
RTIC/Appeal/1536/2019. 
As such, inter connecting 
the appeal at hand with 
RTIC/Appeal/1536/2019, 
RTIC dismissed this 
appeal. 
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141.  .  

 

     M.L. Jayaweera v. Public 
Service Commission 519 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 12.04.2019 
requested information 
with evidence regarding 
the manner the PA made 
observations and 
concluded that no 
political revenge took 
place due to which the 
Appellant’s appeal to the 
PA had been 
subsequently rejected by 
the PA. Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, as the 
information sought by the 
appellant were clarified 
by the PA and other 
information were also 
provided by the PA, 
affirming this RTIC 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

   

142.        W.A.D.D. 
Wanigasundara v. 
Department of Inland 
Revenue520 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 10.05.2019 
requested the committee 
report with regard to 
compiling a seniority 
report and, for the 
seniority report made 
accordingly. IO rejected 
the request under 
Sections 5(1)(a) and 
5(1)(i). Dissatisfied with 
the response of the PA, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

   

143.        Tharindu Jayawardena 
v. National Building 
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The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 19.12.2019 with the 
NBRO requesting 
information regarding the 
Report said to have been 
prepared by the NBRO 
after  conducting 
investigations in the  area 
falling under the 
Aranayake Divisional 
Secretariat subsequent to 
the landslide in  May 2016 
identifying  “high-risk 
and moderate-risk areas”, 
methodology and criteria 
used in conducting the 
investigations, Official 
correspondence 
connected to the, a list of 
houses in the high-risk 
areas and moderate-risk 
areas. The information 
was made in terms of 
Section 25(3) of the RTI 
Act concerning the life 
and personal liberty of the 
citizen and as such the PA 
was bound to respond 
within 48 hours. As the IO 
failed to respond the 
Appellant appealed to the 
DO .However, after the 
lapse of the said 48 hours 
the IO had informed the 
Appellant that, the said 
investigations were 
conducted on the request 
of a third party and 
therefore the information 
pertaining to such 
exercises cannot be 
released or shared 
without the consent of the 
third party that originally 
requested for the 
investigations to be 
carried out in compliance 
with Section 29(1) of the 
Act.  Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. The 
Appellant informed that 
16 other appeals had been 
filed who were affected by 
the risk of landslides and 
that he was authorized to 
represent them as well in 
accordance with Section 
33 of the Act.  
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Accordingly, the 
Appellant requested the 
Commission to consider 
all appeals together. At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC ordered the PA to 
release all items of 
information, as it did not 
fall under any of the 
exceptions in Section 5 of 
the Act. 
Also relevant under 
Environment, 
Infrastructure and 
Construction 

144.        Tharindu Jayawardena 
v Divisional Secretariat, 
Aranayake 522 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 26.12.2019 with the 
Divisional Secretariat, 
Aranayake requesting 
several items of 
information (11 items) 
relating to the Aranayake 
landslide in 2016.This 
included, information 
relating to persons who 
had lost lives due to the 
landslide, persons who 
were declared missing, 
persons who sustained 
injuries and such other 
information. The 
information was made in 
terms of Section 25(3) of 
the RTI Act concerning 
the life and personal 
liberty of the citizen and 
as such the PA was bound 
to respond within 48 
hours.As the IO and the 
DO failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
all items of information, 
as it did not fall under any 
of the exceptions in 
Section 5 of the Act. 
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145.        Dr. K. Guruparan v 
University Grants 
Commission523 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 13.11.2019 
requested; a copy of the 
Memo and all documents 
attached to it, placed at 
the 1017 th meeting of the 
UGC in relation to the 
Applicant and Minutes of 
the decision taken at the 
1017th meeting as 
confirmed in the 1018th 
meeting. The IO in 
response provided a copy 
of the memo requested by 
the Appellant. The PA 
provided some of the 
information and 
informed that the 
decision has been made to 
withhold information 
relating to letter received 
by Army Headquarters 
dated 21.08.2019. Since 
the information is 
considered as exempted 
information under 
Section 5 (1) (i) of the RTI 
Act due to it being 
supplied in confidence to 
the PA concerned by a 
third party and the third 
party did not consent to 
its disclosure. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
Commission. At the 
appeal hearing, the 
commission did not find 
the document ‘X1’ 
containing information 
relating to the letter 
received by Army as a 
confidential document as 
contemplated by Section 
5(1) (i) of the Act. As such 
RTIC held that the release 
of such information meets 
the requirement of 
accountability and 
transparency provided for 
in the preamble of the RTI 
Act and directed the PA to 
release the said 
information with a copy 
to the Commission. 
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146.  H.N.J. Pathirana v. 

Zonal Educational Office 

- Akuressa524 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 06.09.2019 

requested information on 

promotion applications of 

teacher service and 

altogether requested for 

19 information items. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA had 

already disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC affirmed the PA’s 

decision and concluded 

the appeal.  

 

     K.M.G. Kodikara v. 
Divisional Secretariat 
office, Galewela 525 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 16.01.2018 
requested a copy of the 
letter the then Prime 
Minister had sent to the 
Divisional Secretary 
requesting a report 
regarding the objections 
raised against the Grama 
Niladhari who served in 
the Kandagamuwa GN 
division from January to 
May 2017 in a letter sent 
to the then Prime 
Minister by an 
Organization known 
“Janatha wirodhi”. 
Appellant also requested 
a certified copy of the 
report the DS sent to the 
Prime Minister with this 
regard. As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA rejected 
the requested under 
Section 5(1)(h) as it was 
relevant to an ongoing 
disciplinary proceeding. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

   

147.  Government Printing 

worker’s Union v. 

Government Printing 

Press526 

 

The Appellant, by 
information requests 
dated 06.04.2019 and 
17.04.2019 requested 
information on filling of 
vacancies in the post of 
Grade III Printing 
Assistant in the Primary 
Non-Technical Service 
Category of the 
Government Printing 
Department and 
recruitment on open basis 
for the security post in the 

     M. D. M. C. Kumari 
Dassanayake v. Human 
Rights Commission of Sri 
Lanka 527 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.09.2018 
requested information 
about the steps taken by 
the PA on file no. HRC / 
2449/15. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, PA stated that 
the investigation on the 
Complainant’s file was 
concluded and steps are 
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Primary Semi-Technical 
Service Category. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
submitted by the 
Appellant that except one 
document all the other 
information was 
disclosed to him by the 
PA. the PA submitted that 
the document falls under 
section 5 (1) (a) and 
thereby could not be 
disclosed. However, the 
RTIC was of the opinion 
that the document does 
not fall under the said 
exception and thereby 
directed the PA to 
disclose the particular 
document too. As such, 
RTIC concluded the 
Appeal as all the other 
information was provided 
to the Appellant. 

taken to carry out the 
recommendations 
provided. It was noted 
that the PA has provided a 
satisfactory response. 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
moved to conclude the 
appeal. 

148.  W.P.I.T. Weerasinghe v. 

Secretariat of the 

Governor528 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 09.06.2020 

requested certified copies 

of the appointment letters 

of the current Chairman 

and all members of the 

Southern Provincial 

Public Service 

Commission. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, the RTIC was of 

the opinion that the 

response of the PA 

sufficiently covers the 

requested information. As 

such, RTIC concluded the 

Appeal.  

 

 

     P.M.U.K. Sirisena v. Sri 
Lanka Army 529 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 19.03.2019 
requested several 
information including 
certain certified copies of 
letters exchanged 
between the Army, copies 
of several certificates 
submitted to the Board of 
Directors of Salaries as 
mentioned in the letter 
under the heading Sri 
Lanka Army 
Headquarters signed by 
the Colonal, copies of 
reports denoting 
reporting to work 
requested by the 
Headquarters to conduct 
the inquiries. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
the PA provided certain 
information. RTIC also 
noted that there were 
differences between the 
information request the 
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appellant made and 
which the PA had with 
them.  On providing the 
request submitted by the 
appellant, RTIC ordered 
the PA to provide 
information for the first 
item if it possesses such 
information or else to 
allow the appellant to 
inspect the same. RTIC 
held that the PA is 
required to only provide 
information in its 
possession, custody and 
control as in Section 3(1). 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 

149.  G.G.K. Nihal v. Ministry 

of Education530 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 25.05.2019 

requested copies of the 

Nihal Wasantha report 

and information relating 

to two warning letters 

issued to teachers. The PA 

denied the information 

citing Section 5(1) (a) and 

29 of the Act. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, the RTIC upheld 

the decision of the PA.  

 

     R.A. Ratnadasa a. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development (Western 
Province) 531 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 27.02.2019 
requested information  
relating to a letter headed 
Financial losses- 
Minuwanthagoda 
Coconut Producers Co-
operative Society. 
Appellant requested 
details of the loss incurred 
by the society as revealed 
by investigating the 
matters mentioned in the 
said letter, about the 
responsible officers and 
the steps that can be 
taken to recover such loss. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided a written 
statement through letter 
dated 18.06.2020 which 
the RTIC concluded as the 
PA releasing the 
requested information. As 
such, the appeal was 
concluded 
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150.  R.F Rafeenas VS. 

Divisional Secretariat, 

Mundel532 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 24.01.2019 queried 

for information relating 

to the procedure and 

other requirements to 

obtain ‘Samurdhi’. As the 

PA failed to respond to 

the information request 

within the stipulated 

time, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, it was submitted 

that the PA had already 

disclosed the information 

to the Appellant. As such 

the RTIC affirmed the 

PA’s decision and 

concluded the appeal. 

 

     Lionel Guruge v. 
Ministry of Defence533 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 10.06.2019 
requested information 
relating to the number of 
female officers and male 
officers currently serving 
in  the respective ranks of 
the Tri Forces up to June 
01, 2018. The IO of the 
Ministry of Defence 
forwarded the Appellant’s 
information request to 
the relevant IOs/DOs of 
the Tri Forces. In 
response, the Sri Lanka 
Navy had provided the 
relevant information to 
the Appellant. However, 
the Sri Lanka Air Force 
stated that they refused to 
provide the information 
as it could pose a threat to 
national security under 
sections 5 (1) (b) (i) and 5 
(1) (2) of the Act. Further, 
Sri Lanka Army 
responding stated that it 
refused to provide the 
requested information 
relying on the exemption 
under Sections 5 (1) (b) (i) 
and 5 (1) (h) (ii) of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with this 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
Commission. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to release 
the percentage of male 
and female officers 
serving in the Regular 
Force and the Volunteer 
Force of the Sri Lanka 
Army and Air Force to the 
Appellant. 

   

151.  M.G.Sirisena V Ministry 
of Education534 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.10.22 
requested the certified 
copy of the Letter No 
A/10.05/2/2004, dated 
2005.09.14 sent by the 

     U.Q. Liyanaarachchige 
VS. Central Bank of Sri 
Lanka535 
 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request dated 
2019.06.14requested the 
information regarding the 
Electronic Data 
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Secretary of the Public 
Service Commission. The 
PA responded stating that 
the requested 
information was not in 
the possession, custody or 
control of the PA. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal at 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
noted that the PA has 
provided the requested 
information to the 
appellant with a copy to 
the Commission. The 
appeal was concluded 

Contribution Report 
submitted to the 
Employees Provident 
Fund by   A.M. 
Thanayagam (EPF No. 
29006/A) and A.M.T 
Transport Services and as 
such other related 
information.  As the IO 
and DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

152.  A.M.Fawsan v District 
Secretariat, Ampara 536 
                                                                                            
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.04.12 
requested the certified 
copy of the actions taken 
in response to a 
complaint lodged by him 
on 10.12.2018. Since the 
PA failed to respond 
within the timeframe 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the PA informed the RTIC 
that it is unable to provide 
the relevant information 
at present as 
investigations are 
underway into the 
information requested by 
the appellant. The RTIC 
directs to respond to the 
appellant's information 
request after the 
conclusion of the 
investigations. The appeal 
was concluded. 

      
H.P.A.D.D. Sampath VS. 
Ceylon Fishery Harbours 
Corporation537 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.05.31 
requested the 
information on how the 
present Deputy Port 
Managers of Dikowita 
and Kudawella Fisheries 
Harbors were recruited to 
the Fisheries Harbor 
Corporation. Dissatisfied 
with the response, of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC.  At the appeal 
hearing, it was noted that 
there are 5 items of the 
information request. As 
such, the RTIC directed 
the PA to provide the 
information items no.1, 2, 
3, 4, 5 (only the 
designations of the 
members of the interview 
panel). Further, a part of 
item no.05 was not 
released under Section 5 
(1) (a) [names of the 
members of the interview 
panel]. Subject to the 
direction of the RTIC, the 
appeal was concluded. 
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153.  U. Priyatharshan v 

South Eastern University 

of Sri Lanka538 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 20.01.2018 

requested details 

regarding recruitment of 

officers to the posts of SL 

(Gr 1), SL (GR 2) and 

lecturer probation. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 

appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the RTIC 

directed the PA to release 

the requested 

information and 

concluded the appeal.  

 

      
I.A.D.N Karunasinghe v 
The Police Station, 
Dummalasooriya539 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 24.06.2019 
requested details (Name, 
Rank, Reg. Number) of 
the Police Officer, who 
inquired C.I.B II 77/225 
(on 23.06.2018). Date of 
the inquiry 26.06.2018 
and 
MCR ……/…(illegible) 
number of the inquiry. As 
the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time. The Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. Subject to 
the direction of the RTIC, 
the Appeal was 
concluded. 
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154.        I.A.D.N Karunasinghe v 
The Police Station, 
Dummalasooriya540 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 24.06.2019 has 
requested a certified copy 
of the provision or the 
section containing page of 
the written law, by which 
a Police Officer is 
empowered to refuse an 
information (presented 
under Section 109 Code of 
Criminal Procedure Act 
(CCPA)  No.15 of 1979), if 
it is about an offence of a 
police officer.  As the IO 
and DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
the requested 
information. Subject to 
the direction of the RTIC, 
the Appeal was 
concluded. 
 

   

155.         
W.V.D. Sudath 
Pushpakumara VS. 
Ministry of Rural 
Economy541 
 
The Appellant by 
information request dated 
2019.03.30 requested as 
to who is responsible and 
what are the actions taken 
against the officers who 
have discharged the 
information that invades 
the privacy of the 
Appellant and other 
related information. As 
the IO and DO failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated time. 
The Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC.  At 
the appeal hearing, the 
RTIC noted that the PA 
had provided the 
information that it had in 
its possession, custody 
and control at the time of 
the hearing of this Appeal. 
As such the RTIC affirmed 
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the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

156.        W.V.D. Sudath 
Pushpakumara VS. 
Government Valuation 
Department542 
 
The Appellant by 
information request dated 
2019.05.12 requested the 
information related to the 
responsibility / duty 
assigned to Mrs. W.C.E 
Perera and Mr. K.K.L 
Rajakaruna of the 
department with regard to 
the assessment activities 
related to the concerned 
disaster?  and what is the 
start date and end date of 
such responsibilities?, 
TheAppellant’s house was 
initially valued for Rs. 
8,53,000/. A copy of the 
assessment report 
prepared by the assessors 
on 14.06.2016 with their 
signatures and the 
signature of the Grama 
Niladhari to approve the 
same and on re-
examination the value 
was reduced to Rs. 575, 
000. A copy of the report 
with the signatures of the 
relevant officers and as 
such other related 
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information.  As the IO 
and DO failed to respond 
to the Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.  At the 
appeal hearing it was 
noted that the PA had 
provided the Appellant 
with the requested 
information. As such the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
 

157.         
G. Indika Thushara VS. 
Colombo Municipal 
Council543 
 
The Appellant by 
information request dated 
2018.12.26 requested the 
steps taken by the 
Treasurer of the Colombo 
Municipal Council 
regarding the request in 
my letter dated 
17.12.2018? and as 
mentioned in the letter 
dated 12.12.2018 by the 
Municipal Treasurer of the 
Colombo Municipal 
Council, If the said 
discussion was held 
unilaterally on 
20.12.2018, a certified 
copy of the report 
containing all the facts 
(including observations 
and recommendations) of 
the said unilateral 
discussion. As the IO and 
DO failed to respond to the 
Appellant within the 
stipulated time. The 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC.  At The 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
directed the PA to provide 
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the requested information. 
Subject to the direction of 
the RTIC, the appeal was 
concluded.  
 

158.         
D.N. Liyanage VS. 
University Grants 
Commission544 
 
The Appellant, by request 
dated 26.07.2018 Provide 
Information relating to 
the resignation of the vice 
chancellor of Wayamba 
University of Sri Lanka 
(Prof SJBA Jayasekera) 
Certified true copy of the 
resignation letter of 
former vice chancellor of 
Wayamba University of 
Sri Lanka (Prof SJBA 
Jayasekera) from his post 
in May 2017. As the IO and 
DO has failed to respond 
within the stipulated time 
period, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing it was noted that 
the PA had provided the 
Appellant with the 
requested information. As 
such the RTIC affirmed 
the decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal.  
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159.        K. Prasanna Kumar V. 
Ministry of Hill Country, 
New villages, 
Infrastructure and 
Community 
Development 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.21 
requested information 
pertaining to the details of 
the new houses that are to 
be provided for the 
victims of fire accident in 
December 2018 at Tikoya 
Bodice Garden. PA 
responded stating that it 
has referred the 
information request to 
Plantation Human 
Development Trust in 
order to provide 
information to the 
Appellant. Dissatisfied 
with the response the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified that 
the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.545 

   

160.        Lionel Guruge V National 
Housing Development 
Authority546 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.07 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
expenses incurred by the 
National Housing 
Development Authority 
in the years of 
2015,2016,2017,2018 and 
2019 for the construction 
of houses for Sri Lankan 
citizens and other 
expenses. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was informed 
that the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. 

   



TABLE OF RTIC DECISIONS CLASSIFIED AS PER UN-SDGS (582), 2020 

  

131 
 

Therefore, the appeal was 
concluded. 

161.        A.M.Mahinda Kumara 
Atapattu V Department 
of Cooperative 
Development- North 
West 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.03 
requested the copies of 
the manpower 
assessments of 33 multi-
purpose cooperative 
societies in the North-
West province as per the 
circular 1/2015 of 
Cooperative Employees 
Commission. In response, 
the PA requested the 
appellant to explain the 
reasons for filing this 
information request in 
the context where an 
inquiry has been 
commenced against him 
by the PA. Dissatisfied 
with the response, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. 
Considering the appeal, 
the RTIC noted that a RTI 
applicant does not need to 
explain the reasons as to 
why he/she requests such 
information. 
Subsequently, the PA 
informed the RTIC that it 
can provide the requested 
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information to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.547 

162.        D.S.S.Mendis V 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.11.11 
requested information 
pertaining to the Acts, 
Policies and Regulations 
through gazette 
notifications and any 
amendments to the same 
which govern the 
cooperative societies in 
the North Western 
Province currently. The 
PA provided the 
information. However, 
dissatisfied with the 
response, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC was 
notified by the PA that the 
requested information 
was provided to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.548 
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163.        I.G.L.Jayaweera V 
Education Ministry-
Southern Province 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.03.16 
requested information 
pertaining to the actions 
taken in response to the 
complaint dated 
2019.02.26 
(CSS/2/3/විනය) referred 
by the Chief Secretary of 
Southern Province to the 
Secretary of Education-
Southern Province. Since 
the PA failed to respond 
within the specific time 
frame stipulated in the 
Act, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC was 
notified that the 
requested information 
was provided to the 
appellant by the PA. The 
appeal was concluded.549 

   

164.        I.G.L.Jayaweera V Public 
Service Commission-
Southern Province 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.29 
requested information 
pertaining to the actions 
taken by the PA in 
response to a complaint 
filed by the appellant. 
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified that 
the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.550 
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165.        J.M.Disava V 
Department of 
Agriculture, Peradeniya 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2018.04.21 
requested information 
pertaining to the 
qualifications of 18 
Economic Assistants of 
the PA, particularly as to 
whether they have the 
required qualifications to 
be appointed to the 
particular position and 
such other details. PA 
provided some 
information and 
subsequently the 
appellant requested the 
copies of the education 
certificates of four 
officials among the 
abovesaid 18 persons. The 
PA denied to release the 
information stating that 
the particular officers did 
not consent to disclose 
the copies of their 
educational certificates. 
When considering the 
appeal, the RTIC noted 
that the PA has provided 
the information that was 
in its possession, custody 
or control. Further, RTIC 
noted that the personal 
information of the said 
four officers cannot be 
released as there is no 
public interest in the 
release of the 
information, but a 
personal interest of the 
appellant. Therefore, the 
RTIC affirmed the PA's 
decision to deny the 
requested personal 
information of the said 
four officers. The appeal 
was concluded.551 

   

166.        D.G.Kumarage V 
Department of Buddhist 
Affairs 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.10.24 and 
2019.10.30 requested the 
certified copy of the 
inquiry report of the 
inquiry conducted by the 
Nipudgala committee 
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appointed by the 
Commissioner-General.   
Since the PA failed to 
respond within the 
specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
hearing, the PA informed 
the commission that the 
requested information 
was directly related to a 
pending court case (CA 
Writ Application 
480/2019) against the 
appellant and therefore, 
the information cannot be 
released under Section 
5(1)(f) of the Act. The 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA. The 
appeal was concluded.552 

167.        G.M.U.Kumara Sirisena 
V Sri Lanka Human 
Rights Commission 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.08.08 
requested a certified copy 
of the declaration signed 
by the appellant which is 
in the file on complaint no 
HRC. 2190/2005. Since 
the PA failed to respond 
within the specific time 
frame, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
observed that there are no 
barriers under the RTIC 
to release the requested 
information, and 
therefore, directed the PA 
to release the requested 
information to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.553 
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168.        S.M.M.Fahir V Municipal 
Council-Galle 
 
 The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.01.24 
requested the reasons for 
not filing a case against a 
particular person as 
decided by the Planning 
Committee for 
constructing a building in 
contradiction to the given 
approval. Since the PA 
failed to respond within 
the specific time frame 
stipulated in the Act, the 
appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. When 
considering the appeal, 
the RTIC was notified that 
the requested 
information was provided 
to the appellant. The 
appeal was concluded.554 

   

169.        H.G.Ariyadasa V Sri 
Lanka Human Rights 
Commission 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 2019.06.28 
requested a detailed 
report of actions taken by 
the PA in response to the 
complaint of the 
appellant to review/re-
inquire his complaint 
dated 2015.04.09 ( 
HRC/1528/15). Since the 
PA failed to respond 
within the specific time 
frame, the appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. When considering 
the appeal, the RTIC 
observed that there are no 
barriers under the RTIC 
to release the requested 
information, and 
therefore, directed the PA 
to release the requested 
information to the 
appellant. The appeal was 
concluded.555 
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170.        K.G. Sujith Anura 
v.Provincial Public 
Service Commission, 
Southern Province556 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 25.06.2019 
requested information 
regarding the scheme in 
1999 onwardsr to provide 
Government employment 
to degree holders . The 
Appellant requested to 
know whether such 
appointments to  social 
service officers were 
made through after an 
interview process or 
through a written 
examination. The PA 
responded stating it did 
not possess the 
information requested. 
Dissatisfied with the PA's 
response, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC held and 
affirmed that the PA did 
not have in their 
posession, custody and 
control the requested 
information as per 
Section 3(1). Accordingly,  
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 
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171.        T. A. Hemachandra v. Sri 
Lanka Parliament557 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 01.11.2019 
requested information 
relating to 
COM/SC/CCNS/94 
Parliament special 
committee. The PA 
refused the request 
stating the committee 
documents that the 
appellant requested were 
nearly 22 years old and 
were not in their 
possession. Dissatisfied 
with the PA's response, 
the Appellant preferred 
an appeal to the RTIC. At 
the appeal hearing, RTIC 
affirmed the PA's 
reasoning that the 
requested information 
was  22 years old and were 
not in their posession, 
custody and control as per 
Section 3(1). As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 

   

172.        Prasanna Kumar v. Exice 
Department558 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 04.05.2019 
requested information 
regarding the number of 
registered liquor stores, 
names of their owners, 
quantity of sale and 
income obtained by these 
registered liquor stores in 
Kandy, Nuwara Eliya, 
Kegalle, Badulla, and 
Ratnapura within the 
period of 2015-2019 and, 
the requirements to be 
fulfilled in order to obtain 
a license to manage a 
liquor store. As the PA 
failed to respond within 
the stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA 
provided part of the 
information requested to 
the Appellant. RTIC 
ordered the PA to release 
the rest of the 
information. As such, the 
appeal was concluded. 
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173.        D. N. Karunasinghe v. 
Udubaddawa 
Pradeshiya Sabha559 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 19.08.2019 
requested the Auditor 
General's Comprehensive 
Report of the Financial 
Statements of the PA for 
the year ending 31st 
December 2018. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the Appellant 
had informed the RTIC by 
letter that he had received 
the requested 
information from the PA. 
On the note that the 
Appellant was satisfied 
with the received 
information, RTIC moved 
to conclude the appeal. 

   

174.        Wasantha Samarasinghe 
v Department of Inland 
Revenue560 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 17.08.2018 
requested the amount of 
income tax, VAT, and 
Nation Building Tax paid 
by the several named 
iron/ steel producing 
companies registered in 
Sri Lanka in the last 5 
years. The PA responded 
denying the request in 
terms of Section 5 (1) (a) 
and 5 (1) (c) (iii). 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, the PA’s 
decision to deny the 
information was reversed 
by the RTIC and the PA 
was directed to disclose 
the information to the 
Appellant within 2 weeks 
of the receipt of the order. 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded 
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175.        RPMP Rajapaksa v. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development, 
Kurunegala561 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 06.09.2019 
requested copies of the 
inquiry reports dated 
23.03.2019 and 
01.07.2019 regarding a 
problematic situation that 
arose at a Corporative 
Society Dambadeniya. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that based on the findings 
of such reports further 
legal actions are to be 
taken and thus cannot 
release the reports. The 
PA also stated that a 
further investigation is 
being held on the matter 
at issue in order to take 
legal actions.  RTIC 
affirming the PA's 
reasoning, and rejected 
the release of information 
under Section 5(1)(h)(i). 
As such, the appeal was 
concluded. 
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176.        Lionel Guruge v. Judicial 
Service Commission562 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 17.05.2018 
requested information 
regarding the total 
number of Judicial 
officers/ Judges/Justices 
and the number of female 
Judicial officers/ 
Judges/Justices out of 
that who serves in the 
Supreme Court, Court of 
Appeal, High Courts, 
District Courts and 
Magistrate's Courts in Sri 
Lanka. The PA rejected 
the information request. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that the Appellant had  
filed the DO's appeal to 
the Secretary of the JSC 
whereas the DO was in 
fact the Additional 
Secretary. RTIC affirming 
the PA's reasoning, 
dismissed the appeal on 
the basis that the 
Appellant had 
procedurally failed to 
comply with the RTI Act 
in appealing to the DO. 
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177.        W.M.D.B. Abeyratne v. 
Ministry of 
Agriculture563 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 29.05.2019 
requested a certified copy 
of the Hierarchy of 
Management Floor of SL 
CARP as approved by the 
Management Service 
Department and, a 
certified copy of the 
appointment letter by 
Former Hon. Minister 
Mahinda Yapa 
Abeywardena appointing 
a particular individual 
who served as a Secretary 
Director in the 
Permanent employee 
clust to serve as the 
Secretary Director to the 
Council. PA provided 
certain information but, 
dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the Appellant 
had informed the RTIC by 
letter that the PA had 
released the requested 
information to the 
Appellant. Affirming this, 
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 

   

178.        D.G. Shrimathi 
Jayawardena v. Office of 
the Assistant Registrar 
General, North Western 
and North Central Zonal 
Offices564 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 27.02.2019 
requested details from 
November 2018 to 
January 2019 of the 
actions taken so far to 
register a missing person. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the PA had 
sufficiently provided the 
requested information to 
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the Appellant. As such, 
the appeal was concluded. 

179.        Inland Revenue 
Assessors’ Union v. 
Department of Inland 
Revenue565 
 
The Appellant by 
information request 
dated 15.08.2018 
requested information 
such as a copy of the 
agreement entered with 
NCS and other parties (if 
any) relating to the 
RAMIS Project, copies of 
TOR, copies of Agreed 
Acceptance of TOR, 
copies of UCS (User 
Case), Original and Last 
Updated, sign Off sheets 
of every module of the 
RAMIS Project and such 
other information. As the 
PA rejected the 
information request, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
that information 
requested cannot be 
released without the 
consent of a third party. 
The Commission directed 
the PA to obtain the third 
party’s consent prior to 
releasing the said 
information. In relation 
to some items of the 
request, the Commission 
ordered the PA to allow 
the Appellant to inspect 
the documents requested. 
The PA submitted that the 
Appellant was satisfied 
with the inspection and 
the absence of the 
Appellant at the later 
hearing appeared to 
indicate the same. As the 
Appellant had been 
provided with an 
opportunity for 
inspection pursuant to 
order at a previous 
hearing and has stated 
that it is satisfied with the 
same to the PA as 
evidenced in the letter to 
the Commission, the 
Appeal was concluded. 
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180.        H.A.L. Udayasiri v. 
Department of Inland 
Revenue566 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 23.08.2018 
requested several items of 
information relating to 
the RAMIS system. This 
included information 
relating to the cabinet 
decision that decided to 
establish the RAMIS, the 
agreement that was 
entered between the 
Singapore Corporation 
and Inland Revenue 
Association, the basic 
agreement between Local 
Corporation and the 
Inland Revenue 
Association, expenditure 
details on the RAMIS 
project, details regarding 
the feasibility study 
conducted and such other 
related information. The 
PA denied the requested 
information under and in 
terms of Section 3 (1) and 
Section 43 of the Act. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
ordered the PA to provide 
the Appellant with an 
opportunity to inspect the 
relevant document 
forming the  subject 
matter of the information 
request (RAMIS system) 
and concluded the appeal. 
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181.        P. L. Jayaweera v.  
Ministry of Education, 
Southern Province567 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 15.10.2019 had 
requested a certified copy 
of a list of documents 
obtained by officers who 
came for the investigation 
at the time of such 
investigation relating to a 
matter of misplacing 
several documents by one 
officer serving as the 
administrative officer at 
the Souther Province 
Education Department. 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
information to the 
Appellant. As such, the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

   

182.        TDC Gunawardena v. Sri 
Lanka Railways568 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 29.07.2019 had 
requested information 
relating to a preliminary 
investigation report with 
regard to misconduct and 
injustice done by the 
Administrative Officer 
(Public Administration). 
As the PA failed to 
respond to the Appellant 
within the stipulated 
time, he preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, PA stated 
they had provided the 
information as ordered by 
the RTIC at a prior 
hearing. However, the 
Appellant said he did not 
receive the information.  
Accordingly, RTIC 
directed the PA to re-
provide the information 
to the Appellant by 
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registered post with a 
copy of the cover letter 
sent to the RTIC for 
record purpose. As such, 
the appeal was concluded 

183.        M.A.M.Z Aboobucker  v 
Divisional Secretariat 
Kalmunai  569 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 05.09.2019  
requested details of funds 
allocated for the 
development of School 
Playground of Km/Km/ 
Al Manar Central College 
by the PA, work 
completed with the funds, 
legal instruments  that 
regulates the 
administration, 
management etc and 
disposal of Public Funds 
for various development 
Projects, copy of the 
written law that 
empowers the Divisional 
Secretary to utilize public 
funds for the 
development of 
Infrastructure for the 
School in any land that is 
not vested in the State and 
held for the purposes of 
that School or without 
verifying the ownership of 
that Land. IO informed 
the Appellant that they 
are facing a delay in 
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translating the requested 
information in Tamil and 
thereafter they have not 
responded to the 
Appellant.  Do failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
evident that PA had 
released the information 
requested by the 
Appellant. Affirming this, 
RTIC moved to conclude 
the appeal. 
Also relevant under 
Education 

184.        M.Sivaneswaram v. 
Excise Department of Sri 
Lanka570 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 14.05.2019 had 
requested a photocopy of 
the license for 2019 issued 
by Divisional Secretary of 
Valigamam-East, Koppay 
to the Toddy Tavern 
Branch no 250 of Kopay 
Palm Development Co-
operative society limited 
functioning at Kopay. As 
the PA failed to respond 
to the Appellant within 
the stipulated time, he 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, attention of the 
PA was drawn to the fact 
that it is under a statutory 
obligation to provide the 
information in its 
possession under Section 
3(1). RTIC noted that the 
PA has failed to mention 
an exact exemption for 
rejection of the Appeal 
under Section 5 (1) of the 
Act. Thus the PA was 
directed to state the exact 
exemption it relies. At a 
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later hearing, PA has 
informed the RTIC that 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant has been 
already sent to him by  
letter dated 26.08.2020 
and a copy has been 
forwarded to the RTIC for 
its reference. As such, the 
RTIC affirmed the 
decision of the PA and 
concluded the appeal. 

185.        L. H. L. Rajapaksa v. 
Divisional Secretariat 
Office, Ratnapura571 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 08.02.2019 
requested details of the 
cheques relating to the 
compensation paid on 
08.02.2019 to the 
residents of the 
Batugedara Grama 
Niladhari Division within 
the Ratnapura Divisional 
Secretariat Division who 
were affected by the 
floods on 26.05.2017. 
Dissatisfied with the 
response of the PA, the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, RTIC 
noted that the PA had 
already provided the 
requested information to 
the Appellant. Affirming 
this, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 
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186.        V.Subramaniam v 
Thunnukkai Zonal 
Education Office572 
 
The Appellant by 
Information request 
dated 10.10.2019  
requested details such as 
the name, address, 
telephone number and 
date when individuals 
/institutions provided 
vouchers to buy shoes, 
Value of a voucher, 
Number of vouchers, 
amount given to students, 
teachers and the 
remaining, documents 
which proves the 
allocation of the 
vouchers, expiry date of  
vouchers, certified copies 
of the letter given by the 
principal to the Donators 
for accepting the 
vouchers, document 
proving the registration of 
such donation and 
approval letter given by 
the Zonal Education 
Director for receiving 
such donation/ in failure 
to do so legal reasoning. 
As the PA failed to 
respond within the 
stipulated time,  the 
Appellant preferred an 
appeal to the RTIC. At the 
appeal hearing, it was 
evident that PA had 
satisfactorily released the 
information requested by 
the Appellant. Affirming 
this, RTIC moved to 
conclude the appeal. 
 
 

   

187.        Independent Employees 

union v Ceylon Fishery 

Harbour Corporation573 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 01.08.2019 

requested information on 

recruitment to the Ceylon 

Fishery Harbour 

Corporation since year 

2018. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the PA, 
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the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA had 

already disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC affirmed the PA’s 

decision and concluded 

the appeal. 

 

188.        H.K.A. Sumana v. 

Pradeshiya Sabha - 

Matara574 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 09.01.2020 

inquired what action has 

your organization taken 

so far regarding 

complaints made by me re 

the unauthorized wall and 

whether a case been filed 

with the intervention of 

the Pradeshiya Sabha. As 

the PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC.  At 

the appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA had 

already disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC affirmed the PA’s 

decision and concluded 

the appeal. 
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189.        D.S.S. Mendis v. 
Department of 
Cooperative 
Development – North 
Western Province575 
 
The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 08.07.2019 
requested details of the 
persons who participated 
in the workshops / 
discussions held for 
drafting the following 
amended Rules published 
in the Extraordinary 
Gazette of the Democratic 
Socialist Republic of Sri 
Lanka dated 2091/63 and 
04.10.2018. Dissatisfied 
with the response of the 
PA, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, it was submitted 
that the PA had already 
disclosed the information 
to the Appellant. As such 
the RTIC affirmed the 
PA’s decision and 
concluded the appeal. 
 

   

190.        G.G.K.   Nihal  v.  

Ministry   Of   Education   

InformationTechnology   

and   Culture576 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 10.07.2019 

requested the inquiry   

report   of   the   Additional   

Educational   Director   of   

Education Hiroshi 

Gunawardena in   respect   

of   the   inquiry  held   on   

07.01.2019  in   to   the   

complaint   made   by   the   

appellant   against   the   

Principal   of   Palawela   

Primary   School   to   the   

Zonal   Director   on   

11.12.2018. The PA denied 

the information citing 

Section 5(1)(a) of the Act. 

Dissatisfied with the 

response of the PA, the 

Appellant preferred an 
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appeal to the RTIC. At the 

appeal hearing, the PA 

submitted that there   is   

no   report   in   respect   of   

the   alleged   inquiry   held   

by   the   said   Additional   

Educational   Director. As 

such, the RTIC concluded 

the Appeal on the basis of 

section 3 of the Act.  

Also relevant under 

Education 

 

191.        G. Rupasinghe v. 

Divisional 

Secretariat - 

Thumpane577 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 22.01.2020 

requested applications 

filled by the retirees at the 

beginning of the year in 

Diyapalagoda Grama 

Niladhari Division in 

2015-2016 regarding 

residence etc. The PA 

denied the information 

citing Section 5(1)(a) of 

the Act. Dissatisfied with 

the response of the PA, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, the 

RTIC upheld the decision 

of the PA.  
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192.        S.L.A.Hameed  V 

Ministry of Home 

Affairs578 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 25.09.2018 

requested a copy of the 

Gazette Notification 

pertaining to the 

formation of a Divisional 

Secretariat named 

Divisional Secretariat 

Kalmunai North and 

Kalmunai Tamil Division 

and queried four other 

questions in relevance. As 

the PA failed to respond 

to the information 

request within the 

stipulated time, 

the Appellant preferred 

an appeal to the RTIC. At 

the appeal hearing, it was 

submitted that the PA had 

already disclosed the 

information to the 

Appellant. As such the 

RTIC affirmed the PA’s 

decision and concluded 

the appeal. 

 

   

193.        Ramsin Saneesa Bebi v 

Quazi Courts, 

Kalpitiya579 

 

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 08.02.2019 queried 

the duration of the case 

files in possession of the 

Puttalam District Khadi 

Court pertaining to the 

internally displaced 

persons in that district 

and three other questions 

relating to the procedure 

of such files. Dissatisfied 

with the response of the 

PA, the Appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the appeal 

hearing, the PA submitted 

that via written 
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submission that 

information item 2,3 and 

4 was already disclosed to 

the Appellant. However, 

as the PA failed to 

establish that the 

information item 1 is not 

in the possession, custody 

or control of the PA, RTIC 

directed the PA to release 

the information item 1 

and concluded the appeal. 

 

194.        K.Prasannakumar V 
Department of Labour580 
                                                                                            

The Appellant, by 

information request 

dated 2019.12.11 

requested the certified 

copy of the contract made 

during 1972-1975 when 

the Sri Lanka plantations 

were undertaken by the 

government from the 

private sector and of the 

contract made during 

1992 when the 

government handed over 

the Sri Lankan 

plantations to the private 

sector for lease. Since the 

PA failed to respond 

within the stipulated time 

in the Act, the appellant 

preferred an appeal to the 

RTIC. At the hearing, the 

PA informed the RTIC 

that the requested 

information was not in 

the possession of the PA 

and requested the 

appellant to send his 

information request to 

the relevant PA. The RTIC 

noted the obligation of 

the PA to transfer the 

information request to 
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the relevant PA in the 

event that it is not the 

relevant PA to release the 

requested information. 

The RTIC directed the PA 

to transfer the 

information request to 

the relevant PA. The 

appeal was concluded. 

195.        P. Hewamanne v Human 

Rights Commission of Sri 

Lanka581 

 

The Appellant, by 
information request 
dated 13.12.2019 
requested details 
concerning the procedure 
followed by the Human 
Rights Commission of Sri 
Lanka (HRC) when 
inquiring and 
investigating into 
complaints alleging 
violation of fundamental 
rights. Accordingly it was 
queried whether the HRC 
has any regulations 
and/or internal rules 
and/or procedures it 
follows when inquiring 
and investigating into 
complaints alleging 
violations of fundamental 
rights, whether the HRC 
has formally or informally 
reached any decision 
and/or ruling regarding 
its mandate vis-à-vis 
fundamental rights and 
on  employment matters 
do not form the subject 
matter of fundamental 
rights, and whether the 
HRC have any regulations 
and/or internal rules 
and/or procedures by 
which complaints can be 
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rejected at the point of 
submission of the 
complaint prior to 
inquiry. HRC As the PA 
failed to respond to the 
information request 
within the stipulated 
time, the Appellant 
preferred an appeal to the 
RTIC. At the appeal 
hearing, RTIC 
emphasized that the PA 
has failed to comply with 
its statutory duty in 
complying with 
mandatory timelines 
provided in the Act in 
relation to responding to 
an information request 
and of responding to 
notices issued by the 
Commission. 
Furthermore, the 
Appellant was reminded 
of the definition of 
information in Section 43 
of the Act. Nevertheless, 
as the information 
requested for by the 
Appellant is in fact to 
ascertain the existence of 
specified documentation 
in relation to the issues 
raised, the Commission 
sees that this Appeal is of 
public interest and that 
the information 
requested by the 
Appellant is institutional 
information. As such, 
RTIC directed the PA to 
release the information 
within one month of the 
receipt of this Order. 
 


