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Obeyesekere, J 

 

The Petitioners, carrying on business under the name, style and firm of ‘Rodrigo 

Suppliers’ [the Petitioners/Rodrigo Suppliers] are engaged in the supply of dry fish, 

seafood and meat items on a wholesale basis. The Petitioners state that since 1985, 

they have supplied the said items to the Armed Forces and have produced copies of 

the agreements entered into with the Sri Lanka Navy for the years 2012-13, 2013-14, 

2014-15 and 2016. The Petitioners state further that there have not been any 

complaints with regard to the quality of the dry fish supplied by them or the timeliness 

of delivery. 

 

By an advertisement published in the ‘Daily News’ newspaper of 12th May 2016, the 

Chairman of the Standing Cabinet Appointed Procurement Committee [SCAPC] of the 

Ministry of Defence had invited applications for pre-qualification of suppliers for the 

supply of dry and fresh food to the Naval camps referred to in the said advertisement, 

for the period 1st January to 31st December 2017. The Petitioners had duly responded 

to the said advertisement and had been registered as a supplier to the Sri Lanka Navy 

for the year 2017. 

 

The Bidding Document issued by Sri Lanka Navy for 2017 pursuant to the above pre-

qualification process, consisted of nine sections, with Sections I, II and III being the 

Instructions to Bidders [ITB], Bid Data Sheet, and Evaluation and Qualification Criteria, 

respectively. The sections containing the General Conditions of Contract, Contract 

Data and Special Conditions of Contract have not been tendered to this Court by either 

party. 

 

Pursuant to the pre-bid meeting held on 8th November 2016, the Petitioners had 

submitted individual bids for the supply of seven items of dry fish to thirteen Naval 

camps situated around the country. It must be noted that the Petitioners maintained 

price uniformity in respect of each item across all thirteen camps, irrespective of their 

location and proximity to Colombo – e.g. the price quoted for ‘Dry fish (balaya)’ was 

Rs. 144 per kg, for each of the thirteen camps.  

 

The Petitioners state that bids were opened on 18th November 2016 in the presence 

of the authorised representatives of those who had submitted bids, and the prices 
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quoted by each of the bidders in respect of each camp had been announced. 

Accordingly, the prices quoted by the Petitioners for dry fish had been the lowest in 

respect of all thirteen camps.  

 

By letter dated 23rd December 2016, the 15th Respondent, the Secretary to the SCAPC, 

had informed Rodrigo Suppliers that their bid for the supply of dry fish had been 

accepted in respect of five camps mentioned in the said letter. This letter was silent 

with regard to the awarding of the tender in respect of the balance eight camps in that 

it did not specify if the Petitioners’ bid for the said eight camps has been rejected or 

whether the tender for the said camps had been awarded to any other person. 

Aggrieved by the decision to award them the tender only in respect of five camps, the 

Petitioners, by letter dated 28th December 2016, had requested the 1st Respondent, 

the Chairman of the SCAPC, that the tender in respect of the balance eight camps be 

awarded to Rodrigo Suppliers, as they had quoted the lowest price. The 1st Respondent 

had thereafter invited the Petitioners for a meeting on 16th February 2017. The 

Petitioners claim that they were informed at the said meeting that the tender for the 

supply of dry fish for the balance camps had been awarded to the 16th Respondent, 

and that the award made in favour of the 16th Respondent could not be cancelled.  

 

By a petition filed on 9th March 2017, the Petitioners complained to this Court that 

they were the lowest substantially responsive bidder in respect of all camps, and as 

the prices quoted by them did not differ from camp to camp, the decision of the SCAPC 

(a) to award the tender in respect of five camps to Rodrigo Suppliers, and (b) to award 

the tender for the balance eight camps to the 16th Respondent, was inexplicable, 

unreasonable and arbitrary, and is thus a violation of their fundamental rights 

guaranteed by Articles 12(1) and 14(1)(g) of the Constitution. It must be noted that 

the petition did not contain any details with regard to the basis for the selection of the 

16th Respondent nor had the Petitioners challenged the basis of selection of the 16th 

Respondent. The Petitioners had also sought an order that the tender awarded to the 

16th Respondent be cancelled and be awarded to the Petitioners. This Court had 

accordingly granted leave to proceed in respect of the alleged violation of the said 

Articles. 

 

At the hearing of this application, the learned Deputy Solicitor General, while 

explaining the reasons for the non-selection of Rodrigo Suppliers, raised two 
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preliminary objections with regard to the maintainability of this application. The first 

was that this application is futile as the tender was for the supply of dry fish in 2017, 

and has already been performed by the 16th Respondent. Although this position is 

correct, it only affects part of the relief claimed by the Petitioners. I therefore agree 

with the submission of the learned Counsel for the Petitioners that this does not 

prevent the Petitioners from seeking a declaration that their fundamental rights 

guaranteed by Articles 12(1) and 14(1)(g) have been infringed.  

 

The second objection was that the application is time-barred. The learned Deputy 

Solicitor General drew our attention to the provisions of Article 126(2) of the 

Constitution, which stipulates that, “Where any person alleges that any such 

fundamental right or language right relating to such person has been infringed or is 

about to be infringed by executive or administrative action, he may himself or by an 

attorney-at-law on his behalf, within one month thereof, in accordance with such rules 

of court as may be in force, apply to the Supreme Court by way of petition in writing 

addressed to such Court …” [emphasis added]. 

 

She submitted that the imposition of a time-limit in Article 126(2) demonstrates with 

certainty the need for the prompt invocation of the jurisdiction of this Court – vide 

Kumarasiri v Bandara [SC (FR) Application No. 277/2009; SC minutes of 28th March 

2014] – and that the consequence of not complying with this requirement in Article 

126(2) is that a petition which is filed after the expiry of a period of one month from 

the time when the alleged infringement occurred, would be time-barred and 

unmaintainable.  

 

In Demuni Sriyani De Soyza and Others v Dharmasena Dissanayake, Chairman, Public 

Service Commission and Others [SC (FR) Application No. 206/2008; SC minutes of 9th 

December 2016] Justice Prasanna Jayawardena, PC, considered a long line of 

jurisprudence on this matter, including Edirisuriya v Navaratnam and Others [1985 (1) 

Sri LR 100] and held as follows: 

 
“The rule that, an application under Article 126 which has not been filed within 

one month of the occurrence of the alleged infringement will make that 

application unmaintainable, has been enunciated time and again from the time 
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this Court exercised the Fundamental Rights jurisdiction conferred upon it by the 

1978 Constitution.” 

 
“[T]he general rule is clearly that, this Court will regard compliance with the ‘one 

month limit’ stipulated by Article 126(2) of the Constitution as being mandatory 

and refuse to entertain or further proceed with an application under Article 

126(1) of the Constitution, which has been filed after the expiry of one month 

from the occurrence of the alleged infringement or imminent infringement” 

[emphasis added]. 

 

Having laid down the above rule and the circumstances in which this Court has not 

applied the time-bar, this Court went on to state as follows:  

 
“However, this Court has consistently recognized the fact that, the duty entrusted 

to this Court by the Constitution to give relief to and protect a person whose 

Fundamental Rights have been infringed by executive or administrative action, 

requires Article 126(2) of the Constitution to be interpreted and applied in a 

manner which takes into account the reality of the facts and circumstances 

which found the application. This Court has recognized that it would fail to fulfill 

its guardianship if the time limit of one month is applied by rote and the Court 

remains blind to facts and circumstances which have denied a Petitioner of an 

opportunity to invoke the jurisdiction of Court earlier” [emphasis added]. 

 

This brings me to the factual circumstances relating to the objection that this 

application is time-barred.  

 

Referring to the averments contained in paragraphs 11, 14 and 19 of the petition, the 

learned Deputy Solicitor General submitted that the infringement that the Petitioners 

are complaining of, consists of two components – the first is the failure to award the 

tender for the balance eight camps to the Petitioners; the second is the decision to 

award the tender for the said camps to another bidder. These two, however, are 

intertwined and cannot be separated from one another. 

 

Having identified the infringement, I shall now consider the date on which the 

Petitioners became aware of the said infringement as in my view, the time bar should 
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begin to operate from that date. The Petitioners admit that by the aforementioned 

letter dated 23rd December 2016, they were informed as follows:  

 
“2017 jraIh i|yd ;%sjsO yuqodjka fj; wdydr iemhSu ^wuq yd jsh<s i,dl& i|yd jk 

m%iusmdokhg" wud;H uKav,h u.ska m;a lrk ,o ia:djr m%iusmdok lusgqfjys wkque;sh 

,enS we;' ta wkqj Tn wdh;kh i|yd weuqKqfuS olajd we;s mrsos Y%s ,xld kdjsl yuqodfjs 

wdydr ldKavhka fjkqfjka tla tla l|jqre i|yd wdydr iemhsug iqoqiqlu ,nd we;s nj 

i;=gska okajd isgsus' 

 
2' 2016'12"31 oskg m%:u kdjsl yuqodj iu.Z kshus; mrsos .sjsiqus j,g t<USug lghq;= 

l, hq;= w;r ta wkqj 2017 jraIh i|yd jk iemhsus jsOsu;a mrsos bgq lrk f,i 

lreKslj okajus' 

 
3' ;jo udi 3la .;jq miq NdKav iemhSu ms<sn|j jsOsu;a we.hsula isoq lrkq ,nk w;r 

ta wkqj bosrs iemhSus lghq;= ;SrKh lrkq ,nk nj ;j oqrg;a okajd isgsus'” 

 

It was the position of the learned Deputy Solicitor General that, having submitted a 

bid for thirteen camps and having been informed of the award only for five camps, 

together with the fact that the agreements for the supply of dry fish to those five 

camps were required to be signed by 31st December 2016, was sufficient to make the 

Petitioners aware that the tender for the balance eight camps had not been awarded 

to them. She submitted further that with the receipt of the above letter, the 

Petitioners became aware of the alleged infringement on 23rd December 2016 and 

therefore, the time period of 30 days stipulated in Article 126(2) commenced from 

that date. As the application has been filed on 9th March 2017, she submitted that the 

application is clearly out of time, and should be rejected.  

 

There is merit in this argument, for two reasons.  

 
The first is that, in terms of the agreement that Rodrigo Suppliers had entered into 

with the Sri Lanka Navy for the year 2016, Rodrigo Suppliers was the supplier of dry 

fish for the period of 1st January 2016 – 31st December 2016 to eleven camps, including 

seven of the camps for which they were not selected for the year 2017. Thus, the fact 

that its current agreement to supply to these seven camps would cease by 31st 

December 2016, together with the absence of any ad hoc extension of the 2016 

agreement, was adequate to make the Petitioners aware that they have not been 

selected in respect of seven of the eight camps in question, if not all eight.  
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The second is that, in previous years, although the Petitioners had been the successful 

bidder in respect of several camps, the parties had entered into one single agreement 

in respect of all camps for which they had been selected. Thus, when Rodrigo Suppliers 

was informed by letter dated 23rd December 2016 to enter into an agreement in 

respect of five camps by 31st December 2016, that was sufficient to indicate that the 

tender for the supply of dry fish to the other eight camps is not being awarded to them. 

 
It must be noted that the petition does not contain any explanation with regard to the 

failure to invoke the jurisdiction of this Court within one month of the above letter. 

Pursuant to the objection of the time-bar being raised in the affidavit of the Secretary 

of the SCAPC – the 15th Respondent – the response of the Petitioners in their counter-

affidavit was that it was only at the meeting held on 16th February 2017 that they were 

informed by the 1st Respondent that the 16th Respondent had been selected in respect 

of the balance eight camps.    

 
In the written submissions filed on their behalf, the Petitioners, while reiterating the 

above position, have stated further that: 

 
(a) The letter dated 23rd December 2016 did not state that ‘Rodrigo Suppliers’ was 

unsuccessful in respect of the other eight camps; 

 
(b) The said letter does not state who the successful bidder is; 

 
(c) They could not have invoked the jurisdiction of this Court until they had this 

information; and 

 
(d)  The petition has been filed within one month of being informed of this fact at the 

meeting of 16th February 2017. 

 
This submission of the learned Counsel of the Petitioners must be viewed in the light 
of Clauses 20.4, 41 and 43 of the ITB, which are re-produced below: 
 

Clause 20.4 

 
“The bid security of unsuccessful bidders shall be returned as promptly as possible 

upon the successful bidder furnishing the Performance Security pursuant to ITB 

Clause 43.” 
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Clause 41 – Notification of Award 

 
“41.1 Prior to the expiration of the period of bid validity, the Purchaser shall notify 

the successful bidder, in writing, that its bid has been accepted; 

 
41.2 Until a formal contract is prepared and executed, the notification of award 

shall constitute a binding contract. 

 
41.3 Upon the successful bidder’s furnishing of the signed contract form and 

performance security pursuant to ITB Clause 43, the purchaser will 

promptly notify each unsuccessful bidder and will discharge its bid security, 

pursuant to ITB Sub-Clause 20.4” [emphasis added]. 

 
Clause 43 – Performance Security 

 
“43.1 Within fourteen days of the receipt of notification of award from the 

purchaser, the successful bidder, if required, shall furnish the performance 

security in accordance with the Conditions of Contract, using for that 

purpose the Performance Security Form included in Section III. The 

purchaser shall promptly notify the name of the winning bidder to each 

unsuccessful bidder and discharge the bid securities of the unsuccessful 

bidders pursuant to ITB Sub-Clause 20.4. 

 
43.2  Failure of the successful bidder to submit the above-mentioned 

performance security or sign the Contract shall constitute sufficient grounds 

for the annulment of the award and forfeiture of the bid security and 

execution of the bid-securing declaration. In that event, the SCAPC may 

award the contract to the next lowest bidder, whose offer is substantially 

responsive and is determined by the SCAPC to be qualified to perform the 

contract satisfactorily” [emphasis added]. 

 
The cumulative effect of the above provisions is that a bidder is entitled to (a) be 

informed in writing of the selection of the successful bidder, and (b) entertain 

expectations of being awarded the tender until the receipt of such notification. 

Neither party has filed any document issued to the Petitioners as required by Clauses 
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41.3 and 43.1. As previously discussed, even though the argument that the Petitioners 

ought to have known by 31st December 2016 that they had not been selected for the 

balance eight camps has merit, I cannot disregard the above provisions which have 

been inserted in the Bidding Document to safeguard the interests of bidders and 

ensure transparency in the bidding process. In these circumstances, the argument of 

the learned Counsel for the Petitioners that it was only on 16th February 2017 that the 

Petitioners became aware that the tender has been awarded to the 16th Respondent 

has to be accepted, with the result that the jurisdiction of this Court has been invoked 

by the Petitioners within the time period stipulated by Article 126(2). 

 

I shall now consider the argument of the Petitioners that theirs was the lowest 

substantially responsive bid, and therefore, the decision to reject their bid in respect 

of the balance eight camps was arbitrary and unreasonable. 

 

The 15th Respondent, while admitting that the prices quoted by the Petitioners were 

lower than those of the 16th Respondent, had stated in his affidavit that in the past, 

the Ministry of Defence had come across suppliers who quote unrealistic prices in 

order to secure the contract and once accepted, are unable to supply throughout the 

contract period at the quoted prices and hence default on their obligations to deliver, 

or else supply food of inferior quality which is not fit for human consumption, thus 

causing great inconvenience. Needless to state, such circumstances would then 

require the authorities to resort to emergency purchases at exorbitant prices.  

 

In order to avoid the recurrence of this situation, Paragraphs 14.7 and 14.8 of the ITB 

issued by Sri Lanka Navy for 2017 provided as follows: 

 
Clause 14.7  

 
“During evaluation, if the TEC found an unrealistically low price, the price shall be 

subjected to the Cost Realism Evaluation by the TEC. For the purpose of the Cost 

Realism Evaluation, the criterion that shall be used to demarcate an unrealistic 

price is below 70% of the best price which is determined by the Procurement 

Committee.”  
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Clause 14.8 

 
“If any price is found unrealistic as per the above criterion, the Procurement 

Committee shall have the right to reject or accept any particular item or 

category.” 

 
I must observe that the above provisions have been reproduced in Section II of the 

Bidding Documents – vide Clauses 35.3(d)(a) and 35.3(d)(b), and in Section III. It must 

be noted that in their petition, the Petitioners have not challenged the legality of the 

above clauses and the ability of the TEC/SCAPC to reject a bid, even though Section 

7.9.11 of the Government Procurement Guidelines (2006) requires for an explanation 

to be called where unrealistic prices have been quoted by a bidder, and for rejection 

to take place only thereafter. 

 
Thus, in terms of Clause 14.7, where the TEC and the SCAPC determine that the best 

price for an item is Rs. 100, bids which are less than Rs. 70 are liable to be rejected on 

the basis that the price is unrealistic. Although the presence of the above provision in 

three different places of the Bidding Document demonstrates in no uncertain terms 

the objective sought to be achieved, the importance of the said requirement and due 

compliance thereof by all bidders, yet, the decision whether to reject such bidders 

quoting less than 70% of the best price was left to the discretion of the TEC and SCAPC.  

 
The 15th Respondent had stated that the above provision relating to unrealistic prices 

was brought to the attention of all bidders, including the Petitioners, at the pre-bid 

meeting held on 8th November 2016. Whilst not denying this position, the Petitioners 

have stated that the Respondents failed to explain to the bidders the concept of best 

price and the basis of its calculation, an argument which cannot be accepted in view 

of Clause 35.3(f) of the ITB, which provides that the best price shall be determined 

based on a market survey.  

 
The learned Deputy Solicitor General drew the attention of this Court to Clause 35.3(f) 

of the ITB, and Paragraph 3.3 of the Report of the TEC dated 21st December 2016 which 

explains that the best price in respect of each of the 688 items for which bids were 

invited and in respect of which evaluation was being carried out by the TEC, had been 

determined after taking into consideration the market prices, both wholesale and 

retail, for the years 2015 and 2016 obtained from the Hector Kobbekaduwa Agrarian 
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Research and Training Institute, the Department of Census and Statistics, Lak Sathosa, 

the Economic Centers, the Consumer Affairs Authority, leading supermarkets, 

manufacturers’ price lists, and the prevailing exchange rates, fuel prices, labour 

charges, interest rates, etc. I must note that the Petitioners had no complaint with the 

manner in which the best price has been calculated or the price determined as being 

the best price. 

  
The learned Deputy Solicitor General submitted further that the TEC, having 

determined the market price of all 688 items, had sought and obtained the approval 

of the SCAPC for the methodology it had adopted. The evaluation of the bids had been 

carried out by the TEC only thereafter. During this evaluation, it had been found that 

the price quoted by the Petitioners for the three items of dry fish in question – i.e. 

Kumbala, Balaya and Keeramin – was less than 70% of the best price determined for 

those three items and therefore the bid of the Petitioners was liable to be rejected.  

 
The table below sets out the prices at which Rodrigo Suppliers have supplied the three 

items of dry fish in question since 2012, the average price for the period 2012-2016, 

the price at which it bid for the said items in 2017, the best price determined by the 

TEC/SCAPC for the year 2017, and the Petitioners’ price for 2017 as a percentage of 

the best price. 

 

Year Kumbala Balaya Keeramin 

2012/13 300 418 200 
2013/14 330 430 350 
2014/15 363 473 385 
2016 324 450 420 
Average price for 2012-2016 (rounded) 329 443 339 
2017 126 144 135 
2017 Best Price 335 457 445 
Petitioners’ price as a % of the best price 37.6% 31.5% 30.3% 

 
In terms of Clause 14.8 as well as Clause 35.3(d)(b), the TEC had the discretion to 

accept or reject the bid. In view of the price of the Petitioners being very much below 

the 70% threshold, the TEC had the right and the justification to reject the bid of the 

Petitioners.  
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The TEC, however, did not either accept or reject the bid of the Petitioner. It instead 

adjusted the price quoted by the Petitioners by substituting the best price as the price 

of the Petitioners, and thereafter compared the adjusted price with the prices quoted 

by other bidders. For example, the best price for 1 kg of balaya was Rs. 457. The price 

quoted by the 16th Respondent for the Vakarai camp for balaya was Rs. 489. The price 

quoted by the Petitioners was Rs. 144. The price of the Petitioners had been adjusted 

to Rs. 457 by substituting it with the best price. Pursuant to this adjustment, the 

Petitioners’ price was still the lowest and the Petitioners were therefore awarded the 

tender for the supply of balaya to the said camp, as well as four other camps, at Rs. 

144 being the price quoted by the Petitioners.  

 
In view of the aforementioned rationale for the fixing of a best price, I am of the view 

that the TEC and the SCAPC ought to have rejected the bid of the Petitioners, instead 

of awarding the tender in respect of five camps at a price which had been found to be 

unrealistic. The action of the TEC/SCAPC has attracted the very consequence that the 

15th Respondent states the SCAPC was seeking to avoid – i.e., the failure on the part 

of a bidder to supply at such unrealistic prices. 

 
The adjustment of prices by the TEC is a violation of the following provisions of the 

Bidding Document: 

 
(1) Clause 29.1 of the ITB which stipulates that “The SCAPC’s determination of the 

bid’s responsiveness is to be based on the contents of the bid itself.” 

 
(2) Clause 29.2(c) of the ITB which provides that any rectification of a bid which 

would unfairly affect the competitive positions of other bidders presenting 

substantially responsive bids would amount to a material deviation of the former 

bid. 

 
(3) Clause 36.1 of the ITB which stipulates that, “The SCAPC shall compare all 

substantially responsive bids to determine the lowest evaluated bid, in 

accordance with ITB Clause 35.” 

 
(4) Clause 35.3(d)(c) of Section II of the Bidding Document which restricted the right 

of the TEC to correct any unrealistic rate arising only due to an arithmetical error. 
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This artificial adjustment by the TEC/SCAPC has accrued to the benefit of the 

Petitioners and resulted in them being the lowest bidder in respect of five camps, for 

which the tender was awarded to the Petitioners. However, in respect of the other 

eight camps, the Petitioners’ bid was the second lowest, with the lowest bid having 

been submitted by the 16th Respondent. By adopting a procedure not provided for in 

the evaluation criteria laid down in the Bidding Document, the TEC and SCAPC have 

not only removed the advantage that other bidders enjoyed over the Petitioners, but 

this has resulted in a moving of the metaphorical goal posts, and a failure to maintain 

a level playing field among all bidders. The result is that the Petitioners are the 

beneficiaries of an irregularity committed by the TEC/SCAPC, and have no cause for 

complaint.  

 
As I have already noted, the Petitioners did not challenge in their petition the basis 

adopted by the TEC/SCAPC in adjusting the prices and in selecting the 16th Respondent. 

Even after the basis was disclosed by the 15th Respondent, the Petitioners did not 

challenge the said basis in their counter-affidavit. However, the learned Counsel for 

the Petitioners has submitted in the written submissions that if the price quoted by 

the Petitioners was found to be unrealistic, the TEC/SCAPC ought to have acted in 

terms of Section 7.9.11(a) of the Government Procurement Guidelines, which reads as 

follows:   

 
“If such bidder [who has submitted the lowest substantially responsive bid] has 

quoted unrealistically low rates on critical or very important items, the bidder 

shall be requested to prove to the satisfaction of the TEC, how the bidder intends 

to procure such items / perform the Works / provide the Services as per the 

quoted rates, for such purposes the bidder may be asked to provide a rate 

analysis.” 

 
The argument presented to this Court on behalf of the Petitioners was that the 

TEC/SCAPC have failed to follow the above provisions of Section 7.9.11(a). As noted 

earlier, the said requirement, quite apart from being impractical when evaluating bids 

for 688 items, is contrary to the provisions of Clause 14.8 of the ITB and Clause 

35.3(d)(b) of the Bid Data Sheet, which conferred upon the TEC/SCAPC the right to 

reject a bid where the price is less than 70% of the best price. The Petitioners, having 

had no qualms regarding this provision in spite of it appearing in three different places 
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in the Bidding Document, and not having raised any issue with the said provision in 

their pleadings, cannot be allowed to raise this argument at this late stage, as the 

Respondents are deprived of a fair opportunity to respond. This, in itself, is a fatal blow 

to the Petitioners’ case. But, even if I were to go one step further and consider the 

merits of that argument, I would still be disinclined to agree with the Petitioners, in 

view of the provisions of Section 2.7.2 of the Government Procurement Guidelines, 

which enable the Cabinet of Ministers to (a) approve the appointment of a SCAPC to 

cater to the extraordinary situations that require a SCAPC, and (b) permit a “deviation 

from the general procurement procedures.” Thus, while it appears that conditions laid 

down in the Government Procurement Guidelines can override those in the ITB and 

the Bid Data Sheet, the Respondents would have been in a position to apprise this 

Court if this is actually the position, had the Petitioners raised this issue in their 

pleadings. 

 
In the above circumstances, I am of the view that the fundamental rights of the 

Petitioners guaranteed under Articles 12(1) and 14(1)(g) of the Constitution have not 

been infringed by the Respondents. This application is accordingly dismissed, with 

costs fixed at Rs. Two Hundred Thousand payable by the Petitioner to the 15th 

Respondent. 

 

 

 

  JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT  

 

P. Padman Surasena, J 

  

I agree.  

 

  JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT  

 

Kumudini Wickremasinghe, J 

 

I agree.  
 

  JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT 


