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MOHAMMED LAFFAR, J.  

 

On 13/12/2024 having scrutinized the Petition, Affidavit, Documents and the submissions of the 

learned Counsel for the Petitioner, this Court issued notices on the Respondents and issued stay 

orders as prayed for in Paragraphs e), f), and g) of the Petition until 23/01/2025. On 23/01/2025 

the 5th Respondent was permitted to file limited objections with regard to the said stay orders. 

Accordingly, the matter was fixed for inquiry on 07/03/2025. Thereafter the stay order is extended 

until the next date, namely, 07/03/2025. 

Subsequently, by motion dated 28/01/2025 the learned Counsel for the 5th Respondent informed 

Court that on 23/01/2025 the learned Counsel for the Petitioner had not moved to extend the stay 

order and whereas the said stay order had been extended. When the matter was mentioned on 

11/02/2025 the learned Counsel for the Petitioner informed Court that on 23/01/2025 he made an 

application for the extension of the stay order and accordingly the same was extended. 

It is born out from the Journal Entry dated 23/01/2025 the stay order was extended until 07/03/2025 

on which the matter will be taken up for inquiry pertaining to the interim order. Under section 



114(d) of the Evidence Ordinance where the Court may presume that the judicial and official acts 

have been regularly performed. If the learned Counsel for the 5th Respondent takes up the position 

that the proceedings of 23/01/2025 is defective on the basis that there is no application for the 

extension of the stay order, that has to be objected to with an affidavit. It appears to this court that 

the Petitioner has not filed an affidavit challenging the Court proceedings. 

In the case of Jayaweera vs Assistant Com of Agrarian Services1 it was observed by the Court 

of Appeal that; 

“(1) There is a presumption that official and legal Acts are regularly and 

correctly performed. 

(2) It is not open to the Petitioner to file a convenient and self-serving affidavit 

for the first time before the Court of Appeal and thereby seek to contradict 

either a quasi judicial act or judicial act.”  

In those circumstances it is the view of this Court that the extension of the stay order by this Court 

on 23/01/2025 is lawfully correct. 

 

 

 

ACTING PRESIDENT OF THE COURT OF APPEAL 

 

 

 

K. M. S. DISSANAYAKE, J.  

 

I agree. 

 

 

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL 

 

 
1 1996 2 SLR at Page 70 


