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The Appellant was present at the hearing. 

The Public Authority was represented by, Mr. S. Uthayakumar, Provincial Director of Education 

(Designated Officer).  

In this case, the Appellant had requested the following information by an information request dated 

27.06.2017: 

1. Details of schools where Principals were removed and teachers were appointed as 

Principals instead 

2. Which circulars were followed to make such appointments? 

3. Does the Northern Provincial Education Director have power to make such appointments? 
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Responding to the information request by the Appellant, the Information Officer, Mrs. A. 

Santhaseelan, Additional Director of Education (Planning), by letter dated 19.07.2017 informed 

him that such appointments had been given to  teachers on the recommendation of the respective 

Zonal Directors. The Appellant had filed an appeal on the grounds that the information released is 

misleading and unrelated to the original information requested. The Appellant’s appeal had not 

been accepted. Thereafter the Appellant had appealed to the RTI Commission by letter dated 

31.07.2017.  

 

In the written submissions filed by the DO before the Commission, it was pointed out that Sri 

Lanka Principal Service officers had been appointed to the posts of Principal, Deputy Principal 

and Vice Principal vacancies in the Northern Province according to the recommendation of Zonal 

Directors of Education. Further, the Public Authority stated that since some principals had 

complained to the Hon. Chief Minister about these appointments, a decision had been taken to 

transfer such appointed principals to a place of their consent. The minutes of the relevant meeting 

at which the aforementioned decision had been made was attached to the letter.  

 

Furthermore, the DO submitted to the Commission that the Appellant is in violation of the RTI 

Act and RTI Rules Regulations gazetted on February 3rd 2017 (by Gazette No 2004/66) since the 

Appellant has not made an appeal to him (the DO) before appealing to the Commission. He 

affirmed that he would release the information asked for but only upon the proper procedure being 

followed. The Appellant stated that since the Provincial Department of Education had not 

published the details of the IO/DO, he handed the appeal to the IO, Additional Director of 

Education (Planning).  

 

Upon perusal of documents, it became evident that the appeal to the DO had been addressed to the 

Additional Director of Education (Planning), the IO. 

 

Order 

In the instant matter, the IO has not provided the information requested by the Appellant. The 

Appellant had then addressed his appeal again to the same IO instead of the DO as mandated by 
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the Act. The lapse in procedure as per Sections 31 and 32 of the RTI Act, No. 12 of 2016 and also 

Rule 13 (1) of RTI Rules gazetted on February 3rd 2017 (Gazette No 2004/66), is noted.  

Notwithstanding that fact, as the parties are now before the Commission and the DO has come to 

the Commission with the required information in issue, the matter would be expeditiously resolved 

if the said information is released at this stage. The DO is however resistant to the same on the 

basis that the matter has not properly come before the Commission as the appeal had not been filed 

before him.  

It is also of note that though the DO in this instance insists on the proper procedure mandated by 

the Act being followed, the relevant Public Authority represented by the DO has itself clearly 

failed in adhering to the proper procedures. The IO has failed to adhere to the 14 day time period 

mandated by section 25 (1) of the Act in responding to the Appellant in the first instance.  Further, 

the PA is in violation of Section 26 (1) by failing to display the details of the IO and DO in a 

conspicuous place within its official premises and on its website.   

We order the Appellant to make an appeal to the DO under S. 31 (1) (d) of the RTI Act. The 

Commission will provide a copy of the form RTI 10 of RTI Regulations gazetted on February 3rd 

2017 (Gazette No 2004/66) to the Appellant. The PA/ DO had assured the Commission that the 

information would be released upon a proper appeal being submitted to him and further assured 

that in the circumstances of this case, he would not insist on the time period mandated by 31 (1) 

of the RTI Act, within which an appeal must be generally filed to the DO. Furthermore, the PA is 

directed to display the details of the IO and DO in its premises as mandated by Section 26 (1) of 

the Act. 

The Appeal is hereby concluded.       

***** 

 


