
At the Right to Information Commission of Sri Lanka

Krishnasamy Iyankaran v Open University of Sri Lanka

RTIC Appeal (In-Person Hearing)/[780/2018]- Order adopted as part of the formal meeting of

the Commission on 12.03.2019.

Order under Section 32 (1) of the Right to Information Act, No. 12 of 2016 and Record of

Proceedings under Rule 28 of the Right to Information Rules of 2017 (Fees and Appeal

Procedure).

Chairperson: Mr. Mahinda Gammampila

Commission Member: Dr. Selvy Thiruchandran

Commission Member: Justice Rohini Walgama

Appellant: K. Iyankaran

Notice issued to: Vice Chancellor, Open University of Sri Lanka, Nawala

Appearance/ Represented by:

Appellant – K. Iynkaran

PA – Lalani Rajapakshe, Senior Assistant Registrar (Legal & Documentation); S. A. A. M.

Perera, Senior Assistant Registrar (Academic Establishment)

RTI Request filed on 01.08.2018

IO responded on 16.08.2018

First Appeal to DO filed on 31.08.2018

DO responded on 13.09.2018

Appeal to RTIC filed on 08.10.2018

Brief Factual Background:

Appellant stated that he had faced an interview for the post of Lecturer (probationary) in the

Department of Psychology and Counselling of the Open University of Sri Lanka, Nawala, on
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05.06.2018, but was not selected. Appellant requested the following information by request dated

01.08.2019, in respect of that interview.

1) Reasons why he was not suitable for that post.

2) The inadequate knowledge, experience and skills of the appellant which was observed

during the interview

3) Selection criteria for the post of Lecturer (probationary)

4) Ways in which the selected candidate and said appellant differ in terms of selection

requirements

5) Whether the selected candidate had attended the interview on that particular day.

The IO on 16.08.2018 responded stating that the Appellant was not selected because there were

other candidates more suitable than him, and it was not his inadequate knowledge or experience

or skills which resulted in his non-selection. The selection criteria for the interview was annexed

and it was affirmed that all the candidates who were called for the interview had the basic

qualifications and that the selected candidates had attended the interview on that day. It was

further stated that as per the Selection Committee the selected candidates, were in a higher

position than the Appellant in terms of their knowledge on Open Distance Learning, Open

University, IT knowledge and Language skills, Presentation skills, performance at the interview,

General Knowledge and Personality. Dissatisfied with the response of the IO the Appellant

lodged an appeal with the DO on 31.08.2018.

The DO responded on 13.09.2018 denying the contention of the Appellant that the information

provided by the IO was misleading or false. The DO further voluntarily provided information

that was not specifically requested, in order to assist the Appellant in arriving at a conclusion as

to why he was not selected for the specific post. The DO stated that the under the category of

Lecturer(probationary) there were 14 candidates eligible to be called for the interview and all 14

were called for the interview. Of the candidates who appeared for the interview, the two

candidates who performed best were selected on the selection criteria and the marking scheme

adopted by the University for this academic position. The DO also stated that the two candidates

who were selected had performed better than the Appellant at the interview and had also
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possessed a degree in Psychology with First Class Honours. Dissatisfied with the response of the

DO the Appellant preferred an appeal to the Commission on 08.10.2018.

Matters Arising During the Course of the Hearing:

The Appellant stated his dissatisfaction with the information provided. It was observed that the

Appellant was unclear, since his information request merely raised general questions without

specifying the information needed. PA stated that it had sent only the information requested, and

not any additional information. The PA volunteered to provide the mark sheets of the interview.

The Commission further stated that any substantive issues regarding the selection had to be taken

up before authorities such as the UGC or a court of law.

Order:

Since the information provided by the PA satisfies the questions raised by the Appellant, the

Appeal is concluded.

Order is conveyed to both parties in terms of Rule 27 (3) of the Commission's Rules on Fees and

Appeal Procedures (Gazette No. 2004/66, 03.02.2017).

*****


