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The Appellant was present at the hearing. 

The Public Authority was represented by Mr. R.P. Wijeratna, Divisional Secretary (Designated 

Officer). Mr. R.P. Wijeratna, who had brought the relevant file containing the official documents 

with him before the Commission, stated that he appeared at the hearing as the notice was served 

by the Commission in his name, but as of16.11.2017 (the day before the hearing of the 

Commission), he had been transferred out to the Ruwanwella Divisional Secretariat. However, he 

vouched before the Commission to inform his successor Mr. Indika Liyanage to act according to 

the order of the Commission at the hearing.  

In this case, the Appellant had requested the following 6 items of information relating to the 

acquisition of land for the expansion of the Pinnawala Elephant Orphanage/ Zoo, by an information 

request dated 17.03.2017: 
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1. Has the paddy field under Section 4 Notice No.110/2/5/ඉ: අ:/2010/07, Ministry of Land’s 

file number LD/2009/3/201, been acquired by the State? If not, at which stage are the 

acquisition proceedings currently? 

2. Would the land belonging to Mrs. Shriyani Samarakkodi be acquired for the Expansion of 

the Pinnawala Elephant Orphanage project? If so, at which stage would it take effect? 

3. The reasons as to why the letters dated 06.03.2015, written by the Appellant’s mother and 

27.06.2016, written by the Appellant, addressed to the Divisional Secretary, had gone 

unanswered up to date 

4. A certified copy of the letter No. 13/99/7/171 dated 27.03.2017 whereby acquisition 

proceedings were abandoned under the Land Acquisition Act. Would this land be acquired 

in the future for the project? If so, when? 

5. Did ‘Mahalanda Watte’ belong to Mrs. Shriyani Samarakkodi? Certified copies of the 

Section 2 notices whereby the lands Galwalahena and Modaragawa Watte were acquired 

by the State. 

6. Certified copies of the records of the discussions (No 110/2/5/60/111) held on 22.08.2008, 

07.11.2008,  07.01.2009 and 06.04.2006 

 

Responding to the information request by the Appellant, the Information Officer (IO) of the 

Divisional Secretariat of Rambukkana by letter dated 11.04.2017,had denied the information under 

Section 5 (1). Upon receiving no response from the Designated Officer (DO) following his appeal 

dated 22.05.2017, the Appellant had made an appeal to the Commission by letter dated 23.06.2017.  

 

Upon the Commission querying the ground under the RTI Act in terms of which the release of 

information in the request of the Appellant had been refused, Mr. Wijeratne stated that the PA was 

willing to provide whichever information available to the Appellant without any objection since 

the PA in fact understood the plight and the predicament faced by the land owners concerning the 

said project. 

 

In terms of items 1, 2, 4 and 5 of the information request, the DO agreed to provide the published 

notices and stated that the acquisition project was being carried forward.  The Commission 

explained to the Appellant that information relating to questions of the Appellant as about when, 
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in which stage the proceedings were and/or whether or not the acquisition of the land would 

effectively take place did not come within the scope of “information” in Section 43 of the RTI 

Act. The Appellant agreed with the Commission’s explanation. With regards to item 3 of the 

information request, the DO assured the Commission that he would follow up on the letters by 

Mrs. Nilanthi Weerasuriya, the Appellant’s mother, dated 06.03.2015 and by the Appellant dated 

27.06.2016 that the Appellant had referred to in his information request.  

 

With regards to item 6 of the information request, the DO clarified that it was unlikely that the 

Divisional Secretariat would have such records of discussions namelyNo.110/2/5/60/111 

dated22.08.2008, 07.11.2008, 07.01.2009 and 06.04.2006 requested by the Appellant. He however 

affirmed that the PA was amenable to releasing the relevant gazettes and the recommendations, 

decisions and conclusions reached at those particular meetings, if the full records of the discussions 

were not available.  

 

Order 

Since most of the information requested by the Appellant are notices that are required to be 

gazetted under the Land Acquisition Act, the PA is directed to release the information requested 

by the Appellant in his original information request dated 17.03.2017 within two weeks time. 

  

The PA is to copy the Commission to the covering letter addressed to the Appellant notifying the 

release of information in order that the Commission is kept apprised of the matter. The Appellant 

may inform the Commission if the relevant information is not released in accordance with the 

assurance stated as of record by the PA.    

 

The Appeal is hereby concluded. 

***** 

 


