
IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST
REPUBLIC OF SRI LANKA

In the matter of an Application for a mandate
in the nature of Writs of Certiorari, Mandamus
and Prohibition in terms of Article 140 of the
Constitution of the Democratic Socialist
Republic of Sri Lanka.

CA (Writ) No. 299/2021

1. Rupasinge Nayanananda Indrakumara

2. Rupasinge Sarath Chandrakumara

Both of Ganga Addara Hena, Udakarawita

Ratnapura.

Petitioners

V.

1. Land Reform Commission

No. 475, Kaduwela Road,

Battaramulla.

2. Mr. Nilantha Wijesinghe - Attorney At Law

Chairman ,

Land Reform Commission,

No. 475, Kaduwela Road,

Battaramulla.
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3. D. K. D. Dissanayake

Executive Director,

Land Reform Commission.

4. G. D. Keerthi Gamage

Commissioner General of Lands.

5. R. H. W. A. Kumarasiri

Director General,

Department of National,

Planning.

6. K. H. Wijekeerthi

Assistant Secretary,

Ministry of Plantation Industry.

7. W. M. M. B. Weerasekera

Commissioner General,

Development Agrarian.

8. Prof. W. M. D. P. Weerakoon

Director General,

Agriculture.

9. R. M. M. K. Wijeratne
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The 3rd to 9th Respondents all being members

of the 1s Respondent,

Land Reform Commission at

475, Kaduwela Road, Battaramulla.

10. Hon. S.M. Chandrasena

Minister of Lands & Land Development,

Ministry of Lands & Land Development,

1200/6, Mihikatha Madura Rajamalwatta Road

Battaramulla.

11. Chithra Werapitiva

Polwattagaala Wathuyaya,

Katandola, Ratnapura.

11A. Nelum Werapitiya

Polwattagaala Wathuyaya,

Katandola,

Ratnapura.

11B. Senaka Werapitiya

Polwattagaala Wathuyaya,

Katandola,

Ratnapura.

12. Dudley Jayasundera

Katandolawatta,

Ratnapura.
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13. Madara Tennakoon

Rasinawatta Walawwa,

Udakarawita,

Ratnapura.

14. Jayasundara Mudiyanselage Migara

Jayasundera

Rasinawatta Walawwa,

Udakarawita,

Ratnapura.

Respondents

Before: M. T. MOHAMMED LAFFAR, J.

S. U. B. KARALLIYADDE, J.

Counsel: Saliya Pieris, PC with Varuna De Seram and Nisal Hennadige for

the Petitioners.

Ruwantha Cooray, instructed by Kethakee Siriwardana for the 1st

and 2nd Respondents.

N. de Zoysa, S.C. for the 10th Respondent .

Faisz Musthapha P.C. with Keerthi Thillakratne for the 13th

Respondent.

Preliminary objection raised on: 08.08.2023

Decided on: 28.08.2023
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MOHAMMED LAFFAR, J.

When this matter was mentioned on 08-08-2023, the learned Counsel for the
Respondents raised preliminary legal objections as to the maintainability of this
Application on the basis that;

1. The impugned decision made by the Land Reform Commission (LRC)
dated 26-02-2013 had already been determined by this Court in
Applications No. Writ/270/13, 271/13 and 272/13.

2. The impugned decision made by the Land Reform Commission (LRC)
dated 26-02-2013 that is being challenged by the Petitioners in the instant
Application is not in force. A fresh decision made by the LRC dated
06-04-2023 is being challenged by the Petitioners before this Court in
Application No. Writ/263/23. In this context, the instant Application is
futile.

The LRC, on 26-02-2013, decided to transfer the land in dispute to one
Jayasundara Mudiyanselage Migara (14th Respondent) or to a suitable 3rd party
(paragraph 43 of the Petition). Being aggrieved by that decision, the Petitioners
invoked the Writ jurisdiction of this Court in Applications No. Writ/270/13,
Writ/271/13 and Writ/272/13, seeking Mandates inter-alia in the nature of a
Writ of Mandamus prohibiting the LRC from transferring the subject matter to a
3rd party and a Writ of Mandamus compelling the transfer of the subject matter
to the Petitioners. The said Applications were dismissed by the Court of Appeal
on 15-10-2019. Being aggrieved by that Judgment, the Petitioners sought
Special Leave to Appeal from the Supreme Court, whereas the Supreme Court
refused to grant leave to appeal (SC-SLA. No. 415/2019).

Thereafter, the 14th Respondent, in Application bearing No. Writ/191/2021
invoked the Writ Jurisdiction of this Court seeking inter-alia, a Writ of
Mandamus directing the LRC to implement the impugned decision dated
26-02-2013 to transfer the subject matter to the 14th Respondent and a Writ of
Prohibition restraining the LRC from transferring the subject matter to a third
party. The Court of Appeal allowed the Application on 03-08-2022.

In the instant Application, the Petitioners are seeking, inter-alia, a Writ of
Certiorari to quash the decision dated 26-02-2013 of the LRC to transfer the
corpus to the 14th Respondent or a 3rd party. In those circumstances, it is the
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considered view of this Court that the instant Application is misconceived in
law and facts, and futile on the basis that;

1. The Applications made by the Petitioners, namely Writ/270/13,
Writ/271/13 and Writ/272/13, challenging the impugned decision of the
LRC dated 26-02-2013 had already been dismissed by this Court, and
therefore, the Petitioners are precluded from challenging the same
decision in the instant Application.

2. In Application bearing No. Writ/191/2021, the Court of Appeal had
already issued a Writ of Mandamus directing the LRC to implement the
impugned decision dated 26-02-2013 to transfer the subject matter to the
14th Respondent and therefore, in the Application in hand, this Court has
no jurisdiction to issue a Writ of Certiorari to quash the said decision of
the LRC.

Moreover, It transpired that the LRC has taken a fresh decision on 06-04-2023
to transfer the subject matter to Jayasundara Mudiyanselage Miniruwanthi,
Ajith Kumara Nawalage and the 14th Respondent which is being challenged by
the Petitioners in Application bearing No. Writ/263/23 that is pending before
this Court. As such, it is abundantly clear that the LRC is not implementing the
impugned decision dated 06-04-2013. Hence, the reliefs sought by the
Petitioners in this Application are futile.

It is trite law that a Writ will not be issued where it would be vexatious or futile.
A Writ of Certiorari will not be issued to quash a particular exercise of power if
it is futile to do so because it is no more operational or it has had its effect.

In Samsudeen Vs. Minister of Defence and External Affairs1, it was held that

“a writ of mandamus will not be issued if it will be futile to do so and no

purpose will be served.”

and further in Siddeek v. Jacolyn Seneviratne 2

2 1984 - Volume 1 , Page No - 83

1 63 NLR 430
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“Certiorari being a discretionary remedy will be withheld if the nature of the

error does not justify judicial intervention. Certiorari will not issue where the

end result will be futility, frustration, injustice and illegality.”

For the foregoing reasons, the preliminary legal objections are upheld and
accordingly the Application is dismissed with costs fixed at Rs. 75,000/-.

Application dismissed.

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL

S. U. B. KARALLIYADDE, J.

I agree.

JUDGE OF THE COURT OF APPEAL
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