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1] This petition concerns a legal challenge by a licensed butcher, the Petitioner,
against the Pradeshiya Sabha (local authority) regarding the unlawful restriction
of his trade. The Petitioner, who has operated since 2019, alleges that the
Respondents have refused to issue a mandatory annual license under the
Butchers Ordinance, instead forcing him to accept monthly licenses at an
inflated fee. Furthermore, he claims the authorities have unlawfully restricted
his right to sell meat at his own private premises (No. 57B, Main Road,
Welipenna), instead compelling him through an expensive tender process to rent
a dilapidated, unhygienic market stall provided by the 2rd Respondent-
Pradeshiya Sabha.

2] The Petitioner argues that these actions are ultra vires (beyond legal authority)
and a violation of the Butchers Ordinance, which stipulates that licenses should
be annual and fees should not exceed 25 rupees. He highlights that despite
paying over 9 million rupees for the "right to sell meat" in 2025 under duress,
the Pradeshiya Sabha provided premises are unfit for public health and pose a
risk of disease. In contrast, the Petitioner’s own premises have been cleared by
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the Public Health Inspector and the Central Environmental Authority as suitable
for the trade.

3] In seeking legal redress, the Petitioner is asking the Court for a Writ of
Mandamus to compel the Respondents to issue a proper annual license for his

specific premises. He also seeks to declare the expensive rental agreement (X23)
null and void, requesting a full refund of the payments made under that
agreement.

4] The Petitioner prays for this Court:-

a)

b)

d)

g)

h)

To issue notice on the respondents;

To issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the 1st and/or the 2nd respondents
to issue a license to the Petitioner in terms of Form A prescribed in the
schedule to the Butchers Ordinance authorizing the petitioner to
slaughter animals at premises No. 11/C, Muslim Road, Welipanna and
carry on the trade a Butcher at the premises No. 57B, Main Road,
Welipanna,;

To issue a mandate in the nature of a Writ of Certiorari, to quash the
decision/s if any to issue only a monthly license to the petitioner under
the Butchers Ordinance;

To issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the 1st and/or the 2nd respondents
to act in terms of the Butchers Ordinance;

To issue a Writ of Certiorari quashing the agreement produced marked
X23;

To issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the 1st and/or the 2rd respondents
to refund the sum collected from the petitioner as per the agreement
marked X23;

To issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the 1st and/or the 2nd respondents
to refund the sum collected from the petitioner as monthly license fee for
the last 24 hours;

To issue an interim order directing the 1st and/or the 2nd respondents to
issue a license to the petitioner in terms of Form A prescribed in the
schedule to the Butchers Ordinance authorizing the petitioner to
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slaughter animals at premises No.11/C, Muslim Road, Welipanna and
carry on the trade a Butcher at the premises No.57B, Main Road,
Welipanna until the final determination of this application;

i) Toissue an interim order suspending and/or staying the operations of the
agreement produced marked X23 until the final determination of this
application;

j) To grant costs;

k) To grant such other and further relief as Your Lordships shall seem fit and
meet.

5] The Respondents argue that while the Petitioner was granted monthly licenses
to operate a slaughterhouse at a private residence (No. 11/C, Muslim Road), this
does not grant an automatic right to sell meat at a separate private location (No.
57 /B, Main Road). They maintain that according to the Butchers Ordinance and
the Pradeshiya Sabha Act, the authority has the discretion to designate specific
public market premises for the sale of meat to ensure public health and
regulatory compliance.

6] The Respondents highlight significant regulatory failures on the part of the
Petitioner as grounds for denying the annual license. Specifically, they claim the
Petitioner failed to provide a valid Environmental Protection License (EPL) from
the Central Environmental Authority in a timely manner, only applying for it
mid-way through 2025. Furthermore, they dispute the validity of a
recommendation letter (marked X37) purportedly from a Public Health
Inspector, asserting it was issued without the authorization of the Medical
Officer of Health (MOH). They argue that without proper building plans, title
deeds, and environmental approvals for the private site, they are under no legal
obligation to issue the requested licenses.

7] The Respondents state that the Petitioner entered a voluntary lease agreement
(marked X23) for a designated beef stall near the Welipanna public market after
being the highest bidder in a public tender. They contend that the high rental
fees (Rs. 9,001,000 annually) and deposit requirements were part of a lawful
contract for the use of public premises, not a "right to sell meat" in general. They
conclude that the Petitioner has no legal grounds for a writ, as the authorities
acted within their power to manage public health risks and enforce local by-
laws.

8] The Respondents contend that the Petitioner is bound by a valid lease
agreement for a public market stall, for which an annual rental of Rs. 9,001,000
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was voluntarily agreed upon and income was earned throughout 2025;
therefore, the Petitioner has no legal right to seek a refund of these contractual
payments through Writ jurisdiction. Furthermore, the Respondents claim the
Petitioner failed to follow the mandatory statutory procedures under the
Butchers Ordinance including public notification and an objection period for a
private license application, which they allege was filed in bad faith with the
"ulterior motive" of closing the competing public market. Ultimately, the
Respondents assert that their actions remained within legislative bounds and
pray that the court dismiss the petition with costs, as the Petitioner has not
demonstrated an infringement of a legal right or a valid basis for a Writ of
Mandamus or Certiorari.

9] I now consider the merits of this application. The Petitioner contends that
under Section 5 of the Butchers Ordinance, licenses must be issued on an
annual basis (each expiring on December 31st) for a fee not exceeding Rs. 25.
He contends that the Respondents acted illegally by issuing restrictive monthly
licenses and forcing him into a tender process to "lease" a beef stall at high costs
(Rs. 9,001,000 annually). Furthermore, he claims the license issued under the
Ordinance should inherently include both the slaughtering of animals and the
exposure of meat for sale at his private premises, rather than being restricted
only to a government-designated slaughterhouse.

10] Section 4 of the Butchers Ordinance, 9 of 1893 enacts as follows;

“4(1) No person shall carry on the trade of a butcher except under the
authority of an annual licence or a temporary licence in that behalf issued
by the proper authority”

11] Further section 5 of the said Ordinance says;

“Every such licence shall be as near as may be, in the form A in the
Schedule and shall, unless previously revoked as hereinafter provided,
cease to be in force on the thirty-first day of December next ensuing the date
thereof.”

12] When perusing the SCHEDULE, Form A indicates;
............... has permission to slaughter animals and carry on the trade at

............... of a butcher, conforming himself to the Butchers Ordinance. This
licence is to be in force (ill the 31st day of December, 109........ ”
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13] Section 2 of the above Ordinance interprets “Butcher” as;

“butcher’ shall include every person that slaughters animals or exposes for
sale the meat of animals slaughtered in Sri Lanka;”

14| In Sri Bodhiraja Foundation vs Inspector General of Police, CA Writ
Application No 510/2011, decided on 29.08.2013, Sisira J de Abrew J. has
expanded the interpretation of butcher and held;

“To turn carcasses of animals into meat, the person who does the job must
have a skill and everybody cannot do it. Thus if a person kills an animal
and turns the carcass into meat he does the trade of a butcher. The word
trade' in section 4(1) of the Butchers Ordinance cannot be interpreted to say
that it includes only the person who sells or exposes for sale the meat. In
my view the word 'trade' in the said section also includes a person who
does the work of a butcher and the person who turns carcass of an animal
into meat”

15] Thus, it is seen that the Petitioner falls into the category of butcher in line
with the above interpretation. The Petitioner says that though he was the
successful bidder, he was not issued an annual licence by the Petitioner. Thus,
the Petitioner contends that not issuing the annual license is ultra vires as it is
an illegality.

16] The Respondent says that the Petitioner has failed to obtain the
environmental protection license (X38) until 30/07/2025 and the 1st
Respondent could not issue the Butchers license. This has not controverted by
the Petitioner.

17] It is seen that the said provisions are to be looked in conjunction with the
Pradeshiya Sabha Act (1987), which grants them broad powers to regulate
public health, markets, and the sale of meat as the issuing authority is governed
by the Pradeshiya Sabha Act. They argue that while the Ordinance provides a
general framework, Sections 102 and 126 of the Pradeshiya Sabha Act empower
the Chairman to issue licenses, charge fees, and regulate the specific locations
where meat can be sold.

18] The section 102 of Pradeshiya Sabhas Act, No. 15 of 1987 stipulates;
“102(1) No place within the limits of any Pradeshiya Sabha other
than a place provided by the Pradeshiya Sabha shall be used as a

slaughter house, unless a licence for the use thereof as a slaughter
house has been obtained from the Chairman of the Pradeshiya
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Sabha, who is hereby empowered to grant such licence and to
suspend or revoke such licence as to him may seem necessary.

(2) Every person who uses as a slaughter house any place (other
than a place provided by the. Pradeshiya Sabha) which is not
licensed under subsection (1), or in respect of which any licence given
has been suspended or revoked, shall be guilty the an offence
punishable with a fine not exceeding six hundred rupees and a
further fine not exceeding five hundred rupees for every day during
which such offence is continued after notice has been served upon
him by the Chairman requiring him to discontinue the use of such
slaughter house.”

19] Further, section 27 of the Butchers Ordinance permits to make by laws to
govern slaughterhouses as;

“It shall be lawful for the proper authority to make, alter, amend, or
revoke regulations in reference to public slaughterhouses and to
places appointed for the slaughtering of cattle as follows:- (a) as to
the establishment, regulation, management, and general discipline
thereof; (b) as to the fees to be charged for the use of the
slaughterhouse or for slaughtering; (c) as to the inspection of animals
and as to the destroying or other disposal of diseased animals
brought to a slaughterhouse, or to a place appointed for the
slaughtering of cattle by the proper authority;

Provided that such regulations shall not be contrary to any of the
provisions of this Ordinance;”

20] Moreover, section 126 of the Pradeshiya Sabha Act gives powers to make by
laws with regard to slaughtering as follows;

“The powers of any Pradeshiya Sabha to make bylaws under this
Part shall without prejudice to the generality of the powers thereby
conferred, include the power to make by-laws for or in respect of all
of any of the following purposes:

(xi) animals, including;

(i) the regulation, supervision, inspection and control of slaughter
houses and the levy and recovery of fees for the use thereof:”
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21] Thus, it is clearly seen that the 2nd Respondents has given a power to
regulate the maintaining of slaughter houses.

22] The Petitioner is seeking a Writ of Mandamus to compel a local authority,
2nd Respondent Pradeshiya Sabha to issue a proper annual butcher’s licence
under the Butchers Ordinance No. 9 of 1893. The Petitioner alleges that since
2019, the Respondents have acted unlawfully by issuing only "monthly" licences
that restrict his activities to "slaughtering only," while prohibiting him from
selling meat at his own premises. This restriction forced the Petitioner to enter
into a separate, costly agreement via a tender process with the Respondents
amounting to over Rs. 9 million just to obtain the "right to sell meat," which he
argues is a fundamental component of the trade already covered by the
Ordinance.

23] The Petitioner contends that the Respondents have no statutory power to
"unbundle" these activities or issue restrictive monthly licences. By forcing a
licensed butcher to bid for a separate '"right to sell" through a tender, the
Respondents are accused of acting ultra vires (beyond their legal power) and
abusing their administrative authority. Furthermore, the Petitioner challenges
the validity of the secondary agreement (marked X23), arguing it is void ab initio
because it contravenes statutory law.

24| To support these claims, the Petitioner relies mainly on, A.L.A. Azeez v
Udunuwara Pradeshiya Sabha C.A. Application 807/94 decided on
08.05.1995 by Ismail J and A.R.M. Junaid v Chairman, Godapitiya V.C., 75
NLR 408. In latter case A. R. M. JUNAID, Petitioner, and D. G. M.
GOONEWARDENE (Chairman, Godapitiya Village Council), 75 NLR 408, H.
N. G. FERNANDO, C. J., held ;
“A decision of a Village Council to establish its own slaughter house and
butchers' stalls and to let them by calling for tenders cannot, by itself,
modify the right which persons have under the Butchers Ordinance to
apply for licences and to be issued such licences unless they are refused
on proper and reasonable grounds referred to in the Butchers Ordinance”

26| However, above cases were decided before enactment of the Pradeshiya
Sabha Act and in this matter reason for refusal was given. On contrary, more
recently, in Mohamed Manzil Mohomad Hairaz vs Gamini Amarawansha
Munugoda, Chairman, Karandeniya Pradeshiya Sabha, CA (Writ)
Application No: WRT-0160-20, Decided on: 06.07.2022, S.U.B. Karalliyadde, J.
considered the powers of the Pradeshiya Sabha in this regard and held ;

“By Section 102 of the Act the Chairman of a Pradeshiya Sabha is
empowered with the discretion to issue, suspend or revoke a license issue
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to carry on slaughterhouses as to him may seem necessary. Therefore,
since the 1st Respondent being the Chairman of the Pradeshiya Sabha has
a discretion in issuing the license, even if the 5th Respondent’s advice is to
issue the permit to the Petitioner, considering the conduct of the Petitioner
the 1st Respondent could disregard the advice of the 5th Respondent to
issue the permit.”

27] It is to be noted, nowhere in the Butchers Ordinance or the Pradeshiya
Sabha Act prohibit to issue restrictive licenses. It is the general rule what is not
expressly prohibited by the law deemed to be permitted. The legal maxim "Quod
non est prohibitum, permissum est' is "what is not prohibited, is allowed" to
be considered in this regard.

28] The principle referred to by Basnayake, C.J. in the case of Ladamuttu Pillai
v. The Attorney-General 59 N.L.R. 313 had been applied in the case of Sirisena
and Others V. Honorable H. S. R. B. Kobbekaduwa, Minister Of Agriculture
And Lands 80 NLR 1 as follows,

"That authority must genuinely address itself to the matter before it; must
not act under the dictation of another body disable itself from exercising a
discretion it must not or do what it has been forbidden to do, nor
must it do what it has not been unauthorized to do. It must act in good
faith, must have regard to all relevant considerations, and must disregard
all irrelevant considerations, must not seek to promote purposes alien to the
letter or spirit of the legislation that gives it power to act and must not act
arbitrarily or capriciously.” [Emphasis is added]

29] Further in the above case it was held with reference to the Halsbury 4th
edition Vol. I paras 60, 62, 66 and observed that;

“If the repository of a power exceeds its authority or if a power is exercised
without authority, such purported exercise of power may be pronounced
invalid. The lawful exercise of a statutory power presupposes not only
compliance with the substantive, formal and procedural conditions laid
down for its performance but also with the implied requirements governing
the exercise of that discretion. All statutory powers must be exercised (i) in
good faith (ii) for the purposes for which they are given and not for an
extraneous purpose (iii) with due regard to relevant considerations and
without being influenced by irrelevant considerations and (iv) fairly and in
some contexts reasonably.”
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30] With this backdrop, I now examine the provision of the agreement [marked
as X23]. At the inception it says;

“BxT oty 0duE 88 ww dg o1)® mO DRewsy 0uB 8O Huw mOn) CAD 0O e¢tnddw
@m0, ORo® ety eDEceeE gom 24 (e W) Osed Og Wi O BB &hed® giBw
Q¢ 8® w®TVewsy O8 & 2025 & § 557008 @ 01 018 8 80 08 » 2025 =& § 0¢w1®d8
®w 31 008 » ¢ WIC®W BE O€ VWO O W BOFDIEMD W® wewr GBWE ax)
cale cvur (@meds’) o 9,001,000.00 (peEme®sy) 08 8m Geemo ¢ 8o 8Eacd
Pwm B @¢naddw B85 91585 O BOGO 18 gy WOBTIHO 0w BOBWRC
g 854® sne d.” [ Emphasis is added]

31] Thus, it is apparent that when the agreement was signed by the Petitioner,
it was for lease of right to sell( @0® esg edgeemeE gom 24 ¢S L MOJed O¢
0o Of BB &Hed® 288w d¢ 8®), particularly for premises No 24 and not for 57B ,
Main Street, Welipenna and he cannot demand that he be allowed to sell meat
on the latter premises.

32] X23, is the lease agreement and following terms and clauses mainly could
be highlighted.

“14. 8¢ »os O D1Bmwr BB BOwON eDge B mw ewedBLO BT grI¢dsy
BOFDe0) W@s amd, edge Bmed Oy OB WMBE ¥ FEDIWD &5cdL SO
By o8n gy oo gne.

21. Pgwo B8z Bg 0 Ot 8 OCw PO PedBu: ©wd ©r et edscs 8s3
O O8HO yewlsmwd ens Dredm ade adwmed & Om® ©¢w®8 31 O 8 ewd
OO yO© OB edBE HWodBw 5D ¥Is 8w Y.

30. Agmo; B8B=T e:® BO® 1983 ¢coen O Béwes sy ©8e® awp sment BAHTHOEO ¢,
Ono® edBw wwr WwbHEed & B8EAcD smbr g gnd DudEOSIO ¢ nBO®

eNRCO Buwo e @S

34. 9908 wedBw wrred eEDO W PO yod@w wwIed ICHE Wwsd WHEDS
BwodOm BBe® BEod 585 OBeisis Og o @ ) mO0ewd amn®nm 020 ¢B
00 ©ed EOEH® BRwmE BE Y 0 eCwOed BOn aMOIBWE ©NOBD e
g 7 0 D& Do mIB) Cr@Dew e #DCE@ OB C1od.
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37. endeomm®cw @308 9857, 9 eDee CHO YLIHIB OB CID O v
yodnod eweas eedds BEed O8sY udFw me DO OO Beislwied E8wx Emem

988u e Y ®.

38. ©0¢ eadtmm et 8BS Bw® MIT CAB Bwd® Bw®wsy v @8Elsy ¢ sgoy
BIED @88 0w BRI IED BYWIC EWILWITEROBY S8 E® DI 1Y)
57 ® BEBewn 885Y 0857 6 B 05 G O ¥ Bw®wsI 99600 yod&u
0®0eD gnd DuDENDO ¢nd evd Hwr BBV A¢md; e®B8xY @8 83.” Emphasis is
added]

33| Thus, above terms clearly show the contractual relationship between the
Petitioner and 2nd Respondent. However, the Petitioner was issued a ‘Trade
License” accordingly by regulations of the Pradeshiya Sabha Act. It was marked
as X24, reproduced below.

sy g : 0145
2025 8w scw § 0dge dCLy®
BsI® ¢ wSree
OnO® odBu e3wd
e : 2025/04/28
1987 goz 15 ¢Sen gpodBun 5w 82y wOen 85D §18 g DD DEO ¢RCEO 0®®
ACLB Bt mOH Cred.
1. D00l 5O : OB Im edge w-Bendv. O Wi Ve WEW
2. D2302308 FGamed B8me | EB® wad, OBt
3. O150e500 5%® Bwes8-D o
4. 888mcied »® : M.H.M. BdEoed
5. B8»w : §EE® @00, OBy
6. D1023000d@ BD®WIDG : AR ¥IW Oed BB wE® d i BOHDICOD) WI®
7. D000l B3D019® A¢ BBemin goma !

e®® dcsn® 2025/12/31 8 2500 OE-@ ©D.
DEBY® D108 B ined VLD esem) 838 MmBIe Gra.

DEBE 0End : 6. 1000/- §.9.6;. 100/-
DO0I8 gomw wo e 11 1878 2025/04 /24

anles )
eae0BA,
edBws wwid, Onvd®
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34| Thus, the Petitioner’s right to trade has not been denied. As noted above, the
relationship between the parties stem from the X23 agreement. Sripavan J, (as
he then was) in Gawarammana Vs Tea Research Board and others [2003] 3
SLR page 120 held that,

“powers derived from contract are matters of private law. The fact
that one of the parties to a contract is a public authority is not
relevant since the decision sought to be quashed by way of certiorari is
itself was not made in the exercise of any statutory power.” [Emphasis is
added]

35] I cannot see any statutory violation in this scenario. In the Supreme Court
decision Biso Menike Vs Cyril de Alwis [1982] 1 SLR 368 at page 377 to 378
Sharvananda J (as the then was) has held that.

“a writ of certiorari is issued at the discretion of the Court. It cannot be held
to be a writ of right or one issued as a matter of course. But exercise of this
discretion by Court is governed by well accepted principles. The court is
bound to issue a writ at the instance of a party aggrieved by the order of an
inferior tribunal except in cases where he has disentitled himself to the
discretionary relief by reason of his own conduct, like submitting to
jurisdiction, laches, undue delay or waiver....... The proposition that the
application for writ must be sought as soon as injury is caused is merely an
application of the equitable doctrine that delay defeats equity and the longer
the injured person sleeps over his rights without any reasonable excuse the
chances of his success in a writ application dwindle and the Court may
reject a writ application on the ground of unexplained delay....... An
application for a writ of certiorari should be filed within a reasonable time
from the Order which the applicant seeks to have quashed.”

36| The Petitioner by prayer “e” seeks a mandate to quash X23. The agreement
was signed on 31/12/2024 and this application was filed 03/09/2025, after 9
months. If the contract is illegal, the court is puzzled why he has waited so long
to file this application. Thus, the Petitioner is guilty of laches.

37] The Petitioner seeks the issuance of a writ of mandamus directing the 1st
and 2rd Respondents to issue license under form A of the Butchers Ordinance
to slaughter animals in premises No 11/C, Muslim Road, Welipenna and sell
meat at the premises No. 57B Main Road, Welipenna. The Petitioner was selected
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as the highest bidder. When he bid the auction as published by X21, he surely
knew that bid was called for “0;8s1 59 etg edgeemc Sewss Odmtw”. Therefore,
now he has no legal right to get a writ against 1st and 2rd Respondents to issue
license under form A of the Butchers Ordinance to slaughter animals in
premises No 11/C, Muslim Road, Welipenna and sell meat at the premises No.
57B Main Road, Welipenna, which belongs to him. In Credit Information
Bureau of Sri Lanka Vs Messers Jafferjee and Jafferjee (Pvt) Ltd. [2005] 1
SLR page 89 Court set aside the judgment of the Court of Appeal which issued
a writ of mandamus. In that, JAN de Silva J (as he then was) (with Sarath N
Silva CJ and Weerasuriya J agreeing) referred to many conditions to be fulfilled
prior to issuance of a writ of mandamus and I quote below from page 93.

“There is rich and profuse case law on mandamus, on the conditions to be
satisfied by the applicant. Some of the conditions precedent to the issue of
mandamus appear to be:

a) The applicant must have a legal right to the performance of a legal
duty by the parties against whom the mandamus is sought...... The
foundation of mandamus is the existence of a legal right.

b) The right to be enforced must be a “public right” and the duty sought to
be enforced must be of a public nature....” [Emphasis isa added]

38] In Council of Civil Service Unions v Minister for the Civil Service [1985]
AC 374 (the GCHQ case) Lord Diplock divided the grounds of review under three
heads as follows;

“Judicial review has I think developed to a large state today when without
reiterating any analysis of the steps by which the development has come
about, one can conveniently classify under three heads-the grounds upon
which administrative action is subject to control by judicial review. The first
ground I would call illegality, the second irrationality and the third
procedural impropriety.”

Lord Diplock gave a very brief definition of illegality - “By illegality as a
ground for judicial review I mean that the decision maker must understand
correctly the law that regulates the decision making and must give effect to
it.”
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39] In the case in hand that the Petitioner's "monthly" status was a result of his
own failure to comply with environmental regulations (specifically the
Environmental Protection Licence) and that the lease agreement for the beef stall
was a voluntary commercial contract entered into via a competitive bidding
process, is not amenable to writ jurisdiction.

40] The question whether a butcher's license is an "all-in-one" permit or if the
trade is subject to dual regulation. It is seen that that slaughtering and selling
are "two distinct things." On careful perusal, I see under the section 27(1) of the
Butchers Ordinance and various sections of the Pradeshiya Sabha Act to justify
the authority of the 2nd Respondent to establish separate regulations for the
"place of sale." I hold that the Petitioner is estopped (legally barred) from
challenging the lease rentals because he participated in the tender, signed the
agreement (X23), and operated the business for profit throughout 2025 without
prior objection.

41] Therefore, I hold that the Respondents acted within their legal parameters
and that the Petitioner has no valid grounds for a Writ of Mandamus or
Certiorari. I further see that there is no legal obligation to issue an annual
license to the Petitioner who has not met the necessary regulatory prerequisites.
As the Respondents mentioned that the high fees the Petitioner is contesting are
not "license fees" but rather "lease rentals" for public property, which were
determined by the Petitioner’s own bid. Therefore, I hold that the Petitioner has
failed to meet the mandatory legal requirements for operating a meat sale
business. Under the Butchers Ordinance and the Pradeshiya Sabha Act, a clear
distinction exists between a Butcher’s License (for slaughtering) and a Trade
License (for the sale of meat).

42] Furthermore, I see that the Petitioner attempted to bypass official channels
by obtaining an unauthorized inspection letter (marked X37) from a Public
Health Inspector (PHI) without the proper authorization of the Medical Officer of
Health (MOH) which was disputed by R2. It is to be noted that issuing such a
license requires a strict "special procedure," including gazette publication and a
public objection period, which the Petitioner failed to complete.

43] Moreover, as clause 14 of X23, the Petitioner is contractually obligated to

maintain the premises with hygiene rather than seeking to shut it down to shift
business to a private location
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44| Considering all the above stated facts and circumstances, I hold that the
Petitioner is not entitled to the reliefs sought in the Petition. Writ application is
dismissed with costs.

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL

R. GURUSINGHE J.

I agree

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL
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