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Key Highlights:

Public access to information serves public health
and economic goals and should be seen as part
of the response and not as an external burden.

The right to information is a fundamental human
right. The experience of many countries shows
that it is possible to maintain right to information
systems during a health emergency.

States are under a positive obligation to disclose
on a proactive basis key emergency-related
health, budgetary, policy-making, procurement,
economic, benefits-related and other information.

A health emergency may result in logistical
barriers to the processing of requests for
information, such as an inability to access
physical documents or to provide information
to requesters who are not digitally enabled.
Workarounds should, as far as possible, be
sought to this.

The view that public authorities are too busy

to process requests for information during a
health emergency can be addressed, in part, by
extensive proactive disclosure as a way to limit
the volume of requests.

Digital technologies provide robust means to
maintain right to information systems during
health emergencies.Building on lessons learnt
during the COVID-19 pandemic, States should
put in place robust digital systems for the right to
information, including in preparation for possible
crises.
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. Introduction

The right to access information held by public authorities, or the right to information,
is recognised under international law as a fundamental human right. Access to
information is important in its own right, and as a means to protect other rights,
including democracy, and to support sustainable development. Its importance was
recognised in Sustainable Development Goal Target 16.10, which calls on States to
“Ensure public access to information”. UNESCO is the designated UN agency for
monitoring and reporting on this target in regard to guarantees for, and implementation
of, the right to information across the world.

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the heightened importance of information
in times of crisis. Access to accurate and timely information helps people make safe
choices, for themselves and their families, with governments having a corresponding
obligation to disseminate widely public interest information and to address
disinformation. Access to information also promotes accountability regarding the
highly impactful decisions governments make during emergencies. At the same
time, the pandemic has disrupted normal administrative procedures, including those
relating to information, such as the processing of requests for information or ensuring
that relevant information is still being recorded.

ll. The Right to Information
During a Health Emergency

2.1 The Right to Information as a Fundamental Human Right

The right to information is recognised as a fundamental right under international
law, to “impart” but also to “seek” and “receive” information and ideas. This right
places a positive obligation on States to recognise the right and develop user-friendly
systems to enable practical access to information, both by responding to requests
for information and by disclosing information proactively. There has, since the 1990s,
been an explosion in the number of States which have adopted right to information
laws to institutionalise these systems.!




2.1.a Requests for Information

States should establish user-friendly systems for providing information, For this
purpose, right to information laws set out details such as how to make a request,
how quickly a response needs to be provided and what charges may be levied. The
RTI Rating, an internationally recognised methodology for assessing the strength of
legal frameworks for the right to information, lays out standards for these issues.?
While responsiveness to requests for information remains core to the right, particular
attention can be given to the role of proactive disclosure during the current historical
moment. The more effective the disclosure, the less the public has to resort to
making requests. And the more official the disclosure, the less space is available for
misinformation, disinformation and rumour.

2.1.b Proactive Disclosure of Information

In terms of the proactive disclosure of information, States should generally disclose
a “range of information of public interest” and progressively increase the amount of
information which is disclosed proactively over time.® Such disclosure should not be
confused with government communications such as media liaison or public health
campaigns. Core categories of information have emerged as minimum general
international standards for proactive disclosure, for example to ensure transparent
public administration, informed public participation and the control of corruption.*
Beyond these general obligations, it is clear that States need to disclose proactively
a range of types of health information, for example as part of the rights to health
and life. The UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has called on
States to provide “access to information concerning the main health problems in the
community, including methods of preventing and controlling them”, as part of the core
obligation to protect the right to health.®

Disseminating healthinformationis of particularimportance during ahealthemergency.
The Aarhus Convention sets clear standards for this, stating:




Some key types of information that should be released proactively during a public
health crisis include information about: the progression of the disease, broken
down as granularly as possible; steps governments are taking to protect individuals
and how to maximise the effectiveness of those steps; decision-making around
responding to the crisis; allocation of emergency funding; procurement of emergency
equipment; the allocation of grants; and how to access government programmes and
benefits introduced in response to the pandemic. The disclosure of this information
is particularly important from an accountability perspective, given the momentous
decisions governments are likely to be making during a crisis and the fact that more
formal accountability mechanisms may not be operating as effectively as in normal
times.

Proactively disclosed information should be released routinely and in a format that is
understandable and accessible in “medium, format and language”.” During a health
emergency, this means going beyond merely posting information on a website,
since it is vital that key information reaches everyone. This may require imaginative
uses of ICTs and social media platforms so as to reach diverse audiences. It may
also require the disclosure of information in a range of local languages, including
indigenous languages. In addition, the information should be based on underlying
scientific evidence and governments should take care to avoid presenting information
in a skewed, propagandistic or incomplete way.® Availing the range of data and
statistics underlying information, with due regard to privacy protection, is essential
for harnessing computer power to help combat the crisis. In addition, the information
should be based on underlying scientific evidence and data, with due regard to
privacy protection, and governments should take care to avoid presenting information
in a skewed, propagandistic or incomplete way.

2.1.c Restrictions on Rights

The right to information is not an absolute right. Access to certain information — such
as private information about a third party or sensitive national security information —
may be refused. Under international law, limitations on the right to information must
be justified in one of two ways. First, limited restrictions on these rights are allowed,
during both normal times and emergencies, in accordance with a strict three-part test.
Second, special derogations from this right may be allowed during an emergency.




The Three-Part Test

Any restriction of the right to information is legitimate only if it:

1) Is provided by law: must be accessible; give clear direction
as to what is being restricted, and not grant “unfettered
discretion” to others to restrict rights

2) Protects a legitimate interest (the rights or reputations of
others, national security, public order, public health or public
morals) — includes public health so will usually be met during a
health emergency

3) Is “necessary” to protect the legitimate interest: the
elements to take into account are: not be overbroad; least
restrictive from among available options should be used;
proportionate (i.e. balance between harm to flow of information
and protecting health)

One of the interests which may conflict with the right to information during a health
emergency is the right to privacy, which is also protected as a human right under
international law. The right to information supports privacy by giving individuals
access to information held by the government about themselves, while privacy is also
universally recognised as an exception to the right to information. Privacy interests
are particularly high in relation to health information, which constitutes “one of the
core elements of a person’s private life and human dignity.”® As a result, in general,
health data should be released to the public only after it has been anonymised so that
individuals cannot be personally identified, even if the data is merged with other data
sets.’® This remains true during a public health emergency, despite the high public
interest in rapid access to health information. Under international law, any conflict
between the right to information and privacy should be resolved by considering what
best serves the overall public interest. As a result, it may be necessary to disclose
certain private information to protect the larger public good.




2.2 The Right to Information under emergencies

Not every disturbance or even catastrophe qualifies as a public emergency. Historically,
most emergencies have been based on security threats rather than public health
crises, but international standards suggest that an emergency may exist where there
is a threat to the “physical integrity of the population” and the “basic functioning of
institutions indispensable to protecting human rights”." The COVID-19 pandemic has
risen to this level of threat in many countries. However, this does not necessarily mean
that it justifies derogations from the right to information, which would be legitimate only
where necessary to respond to the health threat. The UN Human Rights Committee
has stressed that each right should be subject to a separate analysis “based on an
objective assessment of the actual situation”.'

In addition, derogations must be of an “exceptional and temporary nature” and cease
as soon as the circumstances necessitating them comes to an end. Furthermore,
principles of legality and the rule of law should still apply. This means that derogations
should be properly authorised under the domestic legal framework. In addition, it
should be possible to challenge the legitimacy of any derogation before anindependent
oversight body (such as a court).™

2.3 Emerging Standards Under COVID-19

Numerous international statements have stressed, in general terms, the importance
of access to information during the COVID-19 pandemic. The UN Secretary-General
has noted the need for the “free flow of timely, accurate, factual information and
disaggregated data”, including to enable the scrutiny and critique of the effectiveness
of government measures responding to the pandemic.'* The international special
rapporteurs on freedom of expression have noted the obligation of governments to
“provide truthful information about the nature of the threat posed by the coronavirus.”'®
The Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights has also stressed the
importance of transparency during health emergencies.®

General statements have also been made about restrictions on and derogations from
the right to information. The Council of Europe has noted: “Any restriction on access
to official information must be exceptional and proportionate to the aim of protecting
public health.”"” Others have called for caution when relying on emergency powers
to restrict rights.™




The UN Human Rights Committee has suggested that States should not adopt
emergency derogations from rights where public health emergency needs can
be addressed via the normal regime of restrictions.’® In particular, the Committee
stressed the similar nature of the tests for both derogations and restrictions on
freedom of expression, noting that the proportionality test is common to both: “[T]he
obligation to limit any derogations to those strictly required by the exigencies of the
situation reflects the principle of proportionality which is common to derogation and
limitation powers.”?® The UN Special Rapporteur on freedom of expression went even
further, suggesting that the normal regime for restrictions provides a sufficient basis
for protecting public health.2" The high value of public access to information during
a crisis must be taken into account before imposing any limitation. As the Special
Rapporteur noted, a “government that deprives the public of reliable information puts
individuals at risk and can justify such deprivation only on the narrowest grounds and
with the greatest degree of necessity to protect a legitimate interest.”??

It is important to continue to respond to requests for information during a pandemic.
As the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights has noted, States should:

Similarly, the civil society members of the OGP Steering Committee have called for
“specific measures to maintain the functioning of access to information laws and
timeframes for responding” to requests, as well as the prioritisation of requests related
to the pandemic.?* The UN Special Rapporteur noted that resource constraints may
justify some temporary disruptions of the processing of requests, for example due
to the inability of staff to meet in person or hold hearings. However, he noted that
this should happen only when necessary and that governments should develop
longer-term solutions to maintain right to information systems, given that emergency
measures are likely to remain in place for some time.®

In terms of proactive disclosure, a number of international actors have called on States
to make pandemic information widely available. Some specific recommendations
include:




e African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights: “In times of public
health emergencies, members of the public have the right to receive factual,
regular, intelligible and science-based information on the threat COVID19
poses to their health, the role and impact of the measures adopted for
preventing and containing the virus, the precautionary measures that
members of the public should take, and on the scale of the spread.”#®

e |nter-American Commission on Human Rights: States should “proactively
report in detail on the impact of the pandemic and on emergency spending,
and do soinan openformat accessible to all vulnerable groups, in accordance
with best practices internationally” .2’

Some civil society groups have developed quite specific guidance on
proactive disclosure of information during the COVID-19 health emergency:

o Disaggregated data on COVID-19 cases, deaths and tests
conducted.

o Information on health care facilities, supplies and capacity.

o Models and assumptions used to predict disease spread or other
health predictions.

° Information on vaccine or treatment trials.

o Emergency and contingency plans.

Health

° Details on budgets and funds disbursed in response to the
: pandemic.
: . Details on contracts, procurement.
E - j : * Tender procedures during the emergency, particularly for
: emergency supplies and equipment.
: ° Information on any emergency budget and pandemic-related
grants or loans.
. . ° Budget oversight, inspection and audit information.
Financial

Py /’SHH o Information on authorities’ operations, projects and contact
P ey : information during the pandemic.
t | ] ] H H : e Staffing changes due to the pandemic.
— : o Public services which are suspended or provided during the
pandemic.

Organisational ...

o Laws, regulations and policies related to the pandemic, especially those

which alter normal procedures or which are of high public interest.
: . Information on the human rights impacts of COVID-19 policies including
% : information on prosecutions and penalties imposed under COVID-19
= laws.
E . Actions taken in response to disinformation/“fake news”

o Information on the use of apps to contact trace or quarantine individuals,
including data protection assessments.
o Policies and information aimed at specific vulnerable groups.

Legal & Human o )
9 o Domestic violence data and resources.?

Rights
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Many statements have also stressed the need to ensure that proactive disclosures
reach minorities, women and others with limited access to mainstream communications.
The UN Secretary-General, the Council of Europe, the African Commission on Human
and Peoples’ Rights and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights have all
affirmed the importance of information in: “readily understandable formats”, minority
and indigenous languages, and formats which enable access by persons with
disabilities or specific needs, the poor and those who lack access to Internet and
primary media sources.?

lll. Measures Taken by States
during COVID-19

This section of the Brief is significantly informed by the Centre for Law and Democracy’s
(CLD) COVID-19 Tracker.20

3.1 Legal Changes to Right to Information Laws

This part focuses on countries which introduced legal changes to their right to
information laws in response to the pandemic, but it should be noted that most
countries did not make any changes. CLD’s COVID-19 Tracker only lists some 20
countries which have made such changes out of 129 countries globally with right to
information laws.!

Several countries explicitly affirmed that their right to information obligations would
remain in place. Guatemala’s Congressional Decree 12-2020 generally suspended
administrative deadlines but explicitly exempted the right to information law from this.*?
Argentina’s Access to Public Information Agency adopted a resolution specifying
that the decree generally suspending administrative deadlines did not apply to the
right to information, on the basis that even if the emergency justified a suspension
of this human right, the government would need to do that explicitly, which it had
not. The Agency also cited international standards and emphasised the importance
of maintaining the right to information during emergencies.®® Oversight bodies in
Australia, Canada and New Zealand, where right to information obligations were not
formally suspended, affirmed that public authorities were still required to process
requests in line with the legislation, although they also highlighted ways in which their
respective right to information laws incorporated some flexibility to take into account
extenuating circumstances.?




Most formal amendments to right to information rules extended the deadlines for
responding to requests for information. The following countries extended the deadline
by a set period of days: Colombia (up to 35 days instead of the normal ten, or
exceptionally up to 70 days),® Hungary (45 days instead of the normal 15, with the
possibility of another 45 day extension)®* and the Republic of Moldova (45 days, up from
the normal 15, although this was not enforced as it was deemed unconstitutional).®”
A number of others suspended entirely the deadlines for responding to requests,
providing that they would resume either at a future date, which was in some cases
specified and in others not, or a certain number of days after the end of the emergency.
Both of these approaches represent blanket extensions, applying to all requests for
information.

Alternatives to Blanket Time Extensions

In the United Kingdom, Scotland is an example of what became a more tailored
approach to extending deadlines. The original Coronavirus (Scotland) Act,
passed on 1 April 2020, introduced an essentially blanket extension of the time
to respond to requests to 60 days from the normal 20.% However, amendments
adopted on 20 May removed the extensions, instead permitting the Information
Commissioner to take the pandemic into account when deciding whether or
not an authority had complied with the time limits and requiring him or her to
take the “public interest” into account when evaluating whether a failure to
meet the time limits was reasonable.®

In New Zealand, normal timeframes were not amended but the Chief
Ombudsman stated that his office would consider “extenuating circumstances”
when evaluating complaints based on delays. A detailed guidance document,
however, noted that delays still needed to be justified on the grounds in the law
for such extensions and that simply referring to the emergency as a justification
was not sufficient. These grounds are where either the volume of information
to be searched through or needed consultations mean that it is unreasonable
to meet the original deadline. COVID-19 might affect either of these grounds.*®

Many public authorities adjusted their working methods and procedures to
accommodate new working arrangements, whether these were social distancing or
work-from-home arrangements. In a few cases, this involved formal legal changes.
Both Colombia*' and Scotland, in the United Kingdom?*? for example, enabled
electronic notice to be provided, respectively for all administrative procedures and
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specifically for requests for information. Hungary issued a Decree specifying that
requests could not be submitted in person or orally.*® In other cases, changes were
made informally, such as when the Honduran oversight body announced that requests
and appeals would continue to be received but only through the electronic portal and
not in person.* It is not clear that existing legal frameworks always authorised these
informal changes.

A few countries took formal steps to prioritise requests for information relating to the
pandemic. Following the communication noted above by the Honduran oversight
body, it subsequently announced that public authorities which were part of the
national risk management system or which worked in a municipality and were handling
emergency funds would continue to process requests for information relating to the
emergency.® In ltaly, the original Decree-Law suspending the processing of requests
contained an exception for urgent requests. A subsequent government statement
clarified that requests for information relating to the pandemic would be treated as
urgent requests.*® Mexico’s oversight body originally suspended request processing
deadlines but then lifted this for essential public authorities, as defined by the health
authorities.*”  QOverall, however, only a few countries prioritised the disclosure of
pandemic information.

Decision-making on these changes to the right to information occurred at a variety of
levels. Insome cases, anemergency law or decree generally suspended administrative
deadlines, stopped work by government officials or closed government offices.
Some of these general rules empowered the relevant sector regulators to adjust or
repeal the suspensions in their areas of work (which, as noted above, was done in
Argentina). In other cases, the rules specifically covered the right to information. In
yet other cases, the legal situation was murky or contested. In Bulgaria, the National
Health Insurance Fund reportedly issued an order extending its own deadlines for
responding to requests for information but, when civil society objected that this
lacked any legal basis, the order was rescinded.*® In North Macedonia, there was an
element of confusion reported over weather a general suspension of administrative
deadlines applied to requests for information.*® In some cases, there were questions
about the constitutionality of suspending right to information obligations. For example,
in the Republic of Moldova, the Ombudsman issued a statement indicating that the
tripling of the normal time limits for requests was unconstitutional.*®

"



Brazil

Brazil introduced a provisional measure that prioritised requests for information
related to the emergency but it also suspended the right to make requests to
public authorities which were working remotely, if responding to the request
would require in-person processing, or if authorities were occupied with
responding to the pandemic. The measure also suspended appeals against
denials of the requests.®"

In the view of some, this approach may have the effect of limiting the right for
those authorities for which openness was a particularly high priority during the
pandemic. However, the Supreme Federal Court held that the measure was
unconstitutional on the basis that it made openness of the public administration
the exception rather than the rule, contrary to the approach mandated by the
Constitution.5?

As public health concerns ease and as public authorities adapt to new working
arrangements, normal right to information rules should be restored. Where changes
to right to information rules were pursuant to a general state of emergency law, they
would normally end when that law expired. The practice here varies. Many States
renew emergency rules every few weeks, while some have adopted longer time
frames.® In some cases, the right to information changes will continue for a set period
after the end of the emergency. In Serbia, for example, extended request processing
deadlines will end only 30 days after the end of the emergency.®*

3.2 The Role of Oversight Bodies

Right to information oversight bodies play a significant role in protecting the right
to information. During the COVID-19 pandemic, these bodies have in some cases
provided critical information, guidance and oversight. Their responses to the
pandemic fall into two main categories: 1) decisions about their own activities; and 2)
directives or guidance to public authorities on their responsibilities and how best to
discharge them.

In many cases, oversight bodies have needed to adapt their own working procedures
to comply with government social distancing or work-from-home orders, including so
as to maintain their ability to receive and decide appeals. Often, this has primarily
been a logistical matter but some bodies also issued formal communications or
legal notices of changes. The Bangladesh Information Commission, for example,
suspended complaint hearings when their offices closed.®®* Panama’s oversight body
suspended its administrative deadlines but stated that it would still receive complaints
and petitions electronically.%
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Some oversight bodies developed alternate arrangements to enable the continued
provision of services. For example, India’s Central Information Commission announced
that it would hear urgent matters through online audio conference facilities while
its offices were closed.®” The Republic of Moldova’s oversight body announced it
would continue to operate flexibly, asking complainants and others to contact it via
phone, email or their website.’® In some cases, these changes might require legal
amendments to be fully legitimate.

In other cases, oversight bodies have the power to adopt formal interpretations or rules
which adapt procedures for individual public authorities. In Mexico, the oversight body,
on its own initiative, issued a resolution suspending request processing deadlines.®®
Conversely, in Argentina, as noted above, the oversight body issued a resolution
stating that right to information deadlines would not be suspended, despite a general
suspension of administrative deadlines.®® Even where they do not have this sort of
formal legal authority, most oversight bodies can issue guidance to public authorities
on how best to respond to a crisis. New Zealand’s Chief Ombudsman produced a list
of answers to frequently-asked-questions, such as how to deal with timeframes and
what to do if requested information could not be accessed remotely.®!

3.3 Proactive Disclosure

States have employed a wide range of strategies to communicate information about
the COVID-19 pandemic. Many countries developed accessible central websites to
share key information about the pandemic, such as the number of cases, deaths,
tests and recoveries. This allows for consistent messaging and a regular location and
format for the public to access information. It is important to disaggregate this data,
including by gender and age.

The Right to Information in Times of Crisis 13



Beyond disclosing basic health-related information, some countries have gone further:

Mexico New Zealand Canada India

On the other hand, in a number of countries there have been challenges regarding
the reliability, accuracy and completeness of information about the pandemic. For
example, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights’ Special Monitoring
Mechanism for Nicaragua found that data provided on cases, deaths and recoveries
was not reliable and that information on testing data, the spread of the disease and
protocols for monitoring cases was not available.®” Early on, authorities in Hungary
were reportedly not consistently disclosing sufficiently detailed information, such as
on the regions of the country where COVID-19 cases had been recorded.®®

Some countries have sought to centralise official communications about the pandemic,
prohibiting any other officials from speaking about it. It is important to ensure that official
information is as accurate and up-to-date as possible, but excessive centralisation
impedes the flow of information and provides opportunities for political control. Serbia
adopted a decree requiring all COVID-19-related information to be released centrally
but this prevented local crisis headquarters from communicating directly with the
local communities in which they operated. The decree was revoked after just a few
days, following a public outcry.®®
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In both, Zimbabwe and Brazil, legal challenges brought by civil society were successful
in compelling the government to improve its performance. In Zimbabwe, following
a legal challenge, the High Court ordered the health and information ministries to
provide daily COVID-19 updates in all 16 official languages containing, among other
things, a list of all testing and treatment centres, information on the types of medical
equipment and other resources the country needed, how public or private actors
could assist and updates on plans to combat the disease.”” In Brazil, the health
minister stopped releasing data on the total number of deaths and cases in June,
following which a court ordered the government to resume posting this information.”

Balancing proactive disclosure and the protection of privacy has sometimes been a
problem. In Montenegro, for example, the names of people who were self-isolating
were published.” In Indonesia, the initials, ages and home addresses of the first
confirmed COVID-19 patients were reportedly leaked, leading to social media
harassment.”® Patient data was reportedly inadvertently released on a Peruvian
government platform, while some Indian state governments reportedly uploaded files
identifying individuals who were under quarantine.” In most cases, an appropriate
balance can be achieved by releasing information in sufficiently aggregated forms so
that it is not possible to identify specific individuals.

IV.AssessmentinLight of Human
Rights Law

Most States have proactively disclosed health-related information, but not other types
of information, such as government decisions regarding budgets, procurement and
special programmes and benefits. At a minimum, States should make a concerted
effort to provide the best available information to the public, based on science and
objective information collection. There is no place for political manipulation in this
regard. The overriding need to ensure that everyone receives crucial information,
including those living in remote areas, vulnerable groups, linguistic and other
minorities, and both women and men, means that resources and energy need to be
invested in diverse communications modalities. To achieve this, governments should
put in place dedicated emergency-specific proactive disclosure strategies and
policies, and provide guidance to public authorities on proactive disclosure during
a pandemic, so as to ensure strong and consistent performance. It is also important
that public authorities continue, to the best of their ability, to process requests for
information. The table below sets out some better practices in this regard.
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Framework for assessing RTI responses™ :

Ensuring ATl as
a human right

Emergency
measures
during crises

Building
Institutional
leadership

e States should make an effort to conform to international human rights
standards during health emergencies.

e Many States rushed through measures, without much regard to the
impact this might have on RTI.

e Derogations from human rights need to be carefully designed, legally
justified and announced publicly via the UN Secretary-General.

* As the situation normalizes and as public authorities become used to
working under new conditions, priority should be given to easeing or lifting
entirely any limitations entirely on RTI.

¢ Nothing about the rules on emergencies in any way waives the rule of
law.

¢ |ndividuals should have access to an independent system of remedies
for human rights breaches, even during emergencies.

¢ Any limitations on rights, including emergency derogations, should be
set out in a validly adopted, legally binding instrument.

e Any restriction on the RTI should take into account the heightened
importance of this right during a health emergency.

* Emergency legislation should be clear that it is authorizing restrictions
of RTI. It should aim to prevent abuse by requiring any measures to be
“necessary” or “strictly required by the exigencies of the situation”.

* Restrictive measures must be provided by law. Any limits on the RTI
should be clear and precise. The exercise of powers limiting the right
should be challengeable in court.

* |t may be legitimate to adopt emergency measures aimed to limit the RTI
as needed to respond to a health crisis, but not to use a crisis for limitations
motivated by other interests.

e RTI should not be seen as a burden. Maintaining this right, through
both proactive and reactive disclosure, constitutes an essential part of the
response to the health threat.

¢ Blanket suspension of RTI procedures, including extensions of deadlines
for responding to requests, are not appropriate, since different authorities
are impacted differently by the pandemic.

e Any extension of deadlines for responding to requests should require
justification.

e Access to information on the public health emergency should be
prioritized. Such information has high public value; its disclosure contributes
to better public health outcomes.

e QOversight systems should not be suspended although oversight bodies
may, like all public authorities, need to alter their procedures to adapt to
general health measures.

e |tis imperative to maintain proper records, despite changes to working
environments, especially about government decision-making during an
emergency.

The Right to Information in Times of Crisis
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