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HRC/02/19, HRC/272/19

Petitioner 4 Ms. N.T. Ismath Sawal
3/1, Kassapa Road
Thimbirigasyaya
Colombo 05.
Respondents ! 01.  The Principal
v Royal College
Colombo 07.
02.  Secretary
¥, Ministry of Education
“Isurupaya”
Battaramulla.

03. Secretary
v Board of Selection — Grade I Admission
Royal College — Colombo 07.

04. Chairman
v Appeal & Objection Board
pp ]
Royal College, Colombo 07.

Facts of the Complaint

The complaint dated 31 December 2018 was made at Human Rights Commission of Sri
Lanka and registered the under number HRC/272/19.
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The Complainant further says in her complaint that the panel who conducted the relevant
interview failed to give consideration to the material submitted as per the Circular 24/2018
and acted in an unfair and prejudicial manner.

|
The Commission held inquiries in this regard with relevant parties on 11 February 2019 and
08" April 2019.

to deal with the property.  Mr. MMM.M. Ibrahim would thereby appear to be the chief
occupant of the house.

as the appeal panel. A score of “0” was given instead of the “30” that should have been
awarded for the clear display of residence within the range required.
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i aim made by the Tespondents concerned the fact that the petitioner was not

Observations
=2servations

It appears that the affidavits provided by multiple parties including Mohamed Nizam
- Kariapper (AAL) (PC), Mohamed Shibly Ibrahim and Fathima Silmiya Ahamed Riyaz
confirm the status of the petitioner as daughter of Mr. M.M.M. Ibrahim. :

not require such ap affirmation but merely a requisite proof of residence. The lease
agreements would prove valid for such g requirement, Despite this the petitioner has

In a school admission cage: Gayani Geethika Vs, Dissanayake SC (FR) 35/2011 pertaining
to admission under the proximity category. It was held that the Cumulative effect of all the
documents submitted shoulq be considered and assessed carefully in order to establish the
genuineness of the residence of the applicant,

In light of the above it can be seen that discrimination Was at play when considering the
application made by the petitioner, Furthermore, instead of investigating the issue,
unnecessary considerations Were made in order to deny the admission of Ayaan Ahmed into
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Conclusion
~onciusion

Recommendation
Sccommendation

The relevant marks that should have been obtained at the interview must be given to the
petitioner and her son granted admission to Royal College.
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Ramani Muttetuwegama Ambika Satkunanathan
Commissioner Commissioner
Human Rights Commission of Srj Lanka. Human Rights Commission of Srj Lanka,
Commissioner Commissioner
Tuman Rights Commission of §y; ..., | Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka
No. 14, R.A. De Me] Mawatha, L No. 14, R.A. De Mel Mawatha,
Colombo 04, : Colombo 04.




