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The Petitioner is seeking for a mandate in the nature of a writ of cerrlorari whiclr
quashes the decision of the 1't and/or 2nd Respondents contained in the letter ( ,

ativ
nature of a writ of certiorari to quash that part of the decision or determination
contained in the aforesaid document marked X6 whereby the !'t andfar 2nd

Respondents have indicated to the Petitioner that,

i. The applieable surcharge would increase up to 5A% inthe event thai
the Petitioner fails to make the full payment which the petitioner ha:,
been directed to pay within a period of 1,2 rnonths from the date of
that letter and that
Legal proceedings would be initiated against the petitioner in the

nt that the Petitioner fails to make the entire payment as directeci

,'" ,,""- 
''; ",, ., Witltin a period of 14 days from the receipt of that letter.
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The Petitioner Company had recruited the 3'd Resporldqni giia contiac.: l":i' i.
with eflect from 03'07'i00s io seivJthe petitiohe?reo,^nqahv pt'q'hjinv;es-!r€a'ttJi:r :

The letter of appointment is rnarked as X].. T|te 3'd Respondent MU, signed the'

letterof appointmentand accepted it.The Petltio.ne.rs$ates,that prioqtgr5igf,it8,,,.,.., .

the -eaid Ietter of appcintn'ierr1:, the .3'd Respop$.pirt. hacl'indiCat'e,rl "te',thc 
'" -'i -

Peti'iioner that he did iiat require EPi-'qnd"[:-l!: payrlrbrrtsr'dl the enrj'oi hi.' '' ..

employment, lcut instead. he preferred the sdid:payments to be rnade directly by

the Petitioner to him by way of a propbrtionate increase in his monthly take

home salary. The said letter of appointment expressly provicled aq follows, 
.i .. ': '">i,

"No EPF.or ETF be'nefiis \;';iflratetue to ihis'appciinffnehY''
. i':+ .:

According to the Petitioner, Uy tt'l.e endorsemeni placed on the docutll€r'rL

marked XLa, the 3'd Respondent's aforesaid request pertaining to EPF was

approved by the Petitioner and the 3'd Respondent's monthly take home salary

was decided to be proportionately increased by the Petitioner*ig iieu Oi *ut,ing

EPF and ETF contributions. The first phase of the 3'd Respondent's employmenr

under the Petitioner Company came to an end when the 3'd Respondeni

resigned from the service on 31-.10.2006 as evidenceci by the letter:marked X+

Thereafter, the 3'd Respondent had rejoindd thg service on 8th Novernber'2006-

as evidenced by the letter of appointment/conirait marked X3. tn that letter of

appointment/contract of ernployment, there.is a c.lause to the effect.that the 3'd

Respondent will be enrolled as a member of the Employees' Provident Fund ic

v,rhich the 3'd Respondent witl contribute a minimum of 10o/o of his saiary pti

month and the Petitioner willcontribute a sum of 159'1, frtrm the 3'd Res6iondent':

monthly salary. There is another clause to the effect that the Petitioner

3'd Respondeirt's account in the Employees' Trust Furrd. The Petitioner sta'[€]s

that there was no cornplaint by the 3'd Respondetri against the Peiirrorri'r

eolnpariy for ihe period of the 3'd Respondent's first phase of employnrerri " Aftci

joining the services of the Petitioner Coinioatry for the second time, the 3'd

Respondent's secorrd phase of employment had conre to an end on 27'r' lVlay

2AM when tlre 3'd Respondent had left the services of the Petitioner Company.

After sorne time, the 3'd Respondent had made a complaint ta the Comnr issionei'

o.f _.Labciur,'e-gncernirrg the non-payment of EPF by tf're Peritioner Cc.,rrpa,-,1'

TJlereafter, ihu (lomnrissioner of Labour had heid an inquiry regarcltrrg li,.-

'eomplaint through,,one of his subordinates with the participation oi' thc

Fetltion,g,q,C.g1l,ipany..A\,t the conclusion of the inquir',,, llie 2''d Respondent whc
i r- r i' rr' 'i;'j16^1 niatter had ordered the Fetitioner to pay a sunl of Rs., inquired into-

',rr, 'i,... :;,,,,,.(' ..,:;: ,,.1,i',r;. --.-tt..,..:., , , 3
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534,600.00 as the EPF contributions for the relevant period for the employmenr
oiihe i'Respono.nt. tti; z.o neiponuenf hJu frrtiieadeaided ano noiirieu tr.:, -
Petitionerthat in the event thatthe said some is not paid within a period of il
months, the applicable surcharge would increase up to 50% and in the eveiir
thatthe Petitioner does not- nrake the aforesa!d paynrr,.nt within a perior.r'of 14

days frorrr the date of tl-ic'' receipt of the decislon, legal steps would be tal<en rt-,

recover the aforesaid sum of money. The Petitioner states that the aforesaid
decision orthe determination contained in the letter marked X6 is illegal and/or
ultra vires andlor irrelular andlar contrary to the nrinciples of nalqlql,tr:lll::,
and a decision which is in excess of the poweisof the Commission'er'Lf La6or-ii

conferred by the Act No. 15 of 1958 and a decision which adversely affects the
rights and legitimate expectations of the Petitioner.

It is the case of the Petitioner that the Petitioner refrained from contributing ro
the EPF and ETF funds for the 3'd Respondent for the first phase of rhe 3'c

Respondent's employnrent under the Petitioner Conlpany for the foilovvir,g

reasons,

1.. The 3'd Respondent had indicated and expressly requested the Petitionr:r'

that he did not require EPF or ETF payments at the end of the emplo\in)e r^il

but insteaci he preferred the said payments to be made directly to hirn l;y

the Petitioner [:1r way of a proportionate increase in his montirly take:

home salary.

2. There was an express agreement between the parties in the letter ot
appointment marked X1 to the effect that no EPF or ETF benefits will
accrue to the appointment of the 3'd Respondent.

increase in his monthly take'home salary what the 3'd Respondent wor.i;::

have otherwise received as the Petitioner's contribution to the relevani

EPF and El-F funds

The Petitioner states that the actions of the 3'd Respondent in preferring his

complaint/claim agairrst the Petitioner is manifestly unjust and malo fide.The
Petitioner further states that the 3'd Respondent did not make any complaint or

?".gltnugainst the Petitioner for a period of more than two years after leaviri,;
of the Petitioner company which is indicative of the clear

3'd Respondent of the aforesaid m,;tters and the genuineness
s stance. The Petitioner states that the 3,d Respondent had

"-.t. .,.
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sought to utijustlY enrich

Cetitioner

and a wrong to the

The learned President's counsel for the Petifioner submitted that the 2"':

Respondent had failed to take into consiU*rr6lon,rrye afoEementioned facts and ' "
r.:irr:ijntstanceswiit.irheirradethcqjeierrninatio,t.irjri:lj'ilci:iX6'

tt was submitted on behalf of the Petitioner t"frat tf-'e 1't and/or the' 2ilc

Respondents have noi made any- deternlination on the Petitioner's stang' {i11' ..'

learned President's Counsel for the Petitioner submitted that the determinatic?I't$;ii ;i; *.t

contained in the letter- marked X6 does not make any determination on the "';""]''"'''''k .'

stance advanced i:,1tlre Petitioner at the relevant inquiry and dOes not ma"l-<g- Arr)i. ^' 'i :: ',i ---

determination as torivl{ether the Petitioner in the circumstarices pertaining to

the employment of the 3'd Respondent during the relevant period was liable tc

makecontributions undertheAct No. 1.5 of 1958 (as.^'inended) and if so, to whai

extent.

The learnecl President's Counsel for the Petitioner has also submitted that in

making a deternnination of the 3'd Respondent's claim, the l-'t andlor the ?-"'i

Respondents har,re taken intoconsideration untested nratters stated in the lette r'

marked LRI-, written by tlre 3'd Respondent. ln that letrer the 3'd Respondetrt h;'i'

stated that he hac not agreed to accept an increase in his monthly wages in liei'i

of making contriloutions to the relerrant EpF and ETF funds. Therefore, it is thc'

submission of the learned President's counsel that when one considers the

entirety of the rnatters pteaded in paragraph 11 of the statement of objections

of the ,rt, 2nd and 4tn Respondents, it is clear that in making a determirration oi

the claim the L't andf or 2nd Respondents have taken into account the matters

state@iinghe in the letter marked 1R1-.

when one peruses the decision marked X6 in totalitr/ one cannot come to thc

conclusion ihat 'tire second Respondent had taken into consideration matter:

stated by Subasirrghe in the letter marl<ed 1RL. There is no reference to tiirii

letter in X6. There is also no reference to the Petitioner's version in X6. The 2''n

Respondent had not nrade any determination on the Petitioner's stance.

Th-efg.fp*fg, one cannot come to the conclusion that the 2nd Respondent had

,,i"ti.ilgnf ftol:bnpideration the Petitioner's version. There is no documentary proof

,rirl'"io show trrati.tihe 3', Respondent had expressly requested the Petitioner atrd

;iiir,+;"',n1ormed tl\'at"il.i; dic rrot require EPF and ETF paynrents at the enci o[ lii:

irri u S Lice

_l
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employment but instead he preferred the said paynrents be made dlre,ctiy ti:
himbtwayof proportio-rrateinaie;ae irih'G-montlilyf;i(e home salary. However-; --*__:-

when the 3'd Respondenlsjgned and accepted the conditions in his letter or
Appointment marked X1 he was aware of the fact that no EpF or ETF benefits
will accrue to his appointrnent. By Signing that tetter of Appointment, the' 3,d
Respondent had agrtlcd to that condii:ion. The Petitir:;ricr rnay have parci [1.^,r).:i',i

Respondent by way of proportionate increase of his monthly take home salary ,'

what the 3'd Respondent would have
contributions to EPF and ETF funds but
be justified for rhe following r€dsofl.. . :

. .-,1 .

otherwise received as .the Petitioner's
the decision of the 2nd Respondent can

. r: ..,

It is settled law that a mutual agreement betweerr the employer and tlir,
employee cannot override or supersede ihe statutory obligations imposed
under the Empioi/ees' Protrident Fund Act no. 15 of 1g5B (as amended). ln the
case of Blanka [lanroncis (Fvt] !-td Vs Van Els reported in Z0O4 {g} S!-R SX4,
Wijetunge J has held as foilows;

"As negards the tria[i;tity to nrake contrihutions tc *:he ETF, tl,rene can be no
waiver of 'contribu'ii*ns 

i:y agreen+ent betweer,,l employer and ennp[oyee as
section 16(1) of the ETF Act provides that "the employer of every employee to
whom this Act :rpplies shall, ln respect of each month during which such
employee is errrl.,lcr,i6;j by such employer,.be liable to pay in respect of sucir
employee, to th'l furid, on or before the rast day of the succeeding month, i;
contribution of an amount equal to 3 per centum of the total earnings of such
employee from his employrnent under such employer during that month,,.

ln that case the i't Respcndent employee had written a letter to the Appellani
Company who liy.:s iris eniployer and informed as follows;

"Further, l wisi-i to inerltioii that as you are alreacly making contributior-rs
towards a Social Security Scheme outside'Sr.i.ta.nka on. qxpqtriate officers, I do
not expect you to corrtribute towards EPF on ETF in Sri taiika L; AV behalf.,,
However, the Suprenre Court held that the liability of the employer to make
contributions to rhe ETF cannot be waived off by agreement between the

r and the employee irrespective of the fact that the emplor,rey wai
trilouiions to a social Security scheme outside sri Lanka.

t.

;
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ln the case cf i-ai,ir; lviarine Servites.(Pvt! ftU Vs Sr.E Lanka foftS *q-thority Ancl- 
- 

_ ', 
r, 'r -r-::_ -i---

rtn enu-r"porieri in {;:,elUSi 3 Sr-[i 60; Siiipauin j (as he then wObJ held'tha.t'],!e'.",.

impugned licenses vvere issued in terms of the provisions contained in sec[ion 5

of the Act no. 33'of 2002 the powers of the Minister as contained in the Act

cannot be tal<en iwa\/ Iiy theCUF agreement. The statute being superior reflects

the will of tlie legiislaiure and takes priority over-thq CUF agr"eepent- The rytt:1

decidendiin that case applies to this case as well anci therefore the statutor\r

obligations imposed by Enrployees' Provident Fund Act no. L5 of 1958 1as

amended) on the enrplotrrer cannot be waived off by any private agreemenl

between the enrplo\rer and the employee. The statute belng superior tal<es

priority over sucl'i ;rr"ivate agreement. Therefore, the Petitioner company is liabte

to coni.ribute ro tre EPF aird El-F for the services renderecl by the 3'd Responclei^it

and the 2nd Resp,orrdent has come to a correct corrclusion in respect of that

matter.

Pc'titioner cannot complain that the decision marked X6 is illegal,

gql$iylglhu litlStgles of n atu ra I j u sli-ce.

The Petitioner siai,;s ti-iat t,ie decision of the 2nd Respondent marl<ed X6 ir ir';

clear coniraverri;i;ir oi rire Petitioner's statutory rights and in excess oi rliti

power of the 2nd iiespondent. Sectiory 28 of lhe Act No. 15 of-1958 (as amendedi

"Allclaims to beneiiLs shall r:e determined by the Commissioner or by any offiCer

authorized in th;;L uenalf by hirn and the determination of the Commissioner Gr

such officer shail, :ui:ject to anli decision on an appeal made against :;'.rt i,

Cetd'ifi.ii+ffic11.r iri .,.cci'darlce ivitlr the provisions of tliis Act, be final."
al.'",,.:i,:' 'l r-'1.,',tl

,;iitt6.r"fore,'it is,i.lear"that Section 28 of the Act expressly recognizes that any
:i!^t'; . I . !

,,li 
'".ijut.rrninatiorr nra.pe by ihe Commissioner is subject to any decision on an

ii,,,a$peHtntr'rrf6a2eg"irii ; sl :':[', i.icierrirination'
,.,' i
l! l':1 ! (-

ir, '',,,.. j;:: ,,. , .-:i. l.;' 7
'.1 ., ,;l'

,J ,:'

t. . ,. . ..,1r;: .- l ;i.i't
l -'--t"i'"'

statute being superior reflects the wilt of the iegislatUre ahd takes priority'over f,+i:.;.;.,i. ,.
a private arrangement. ln that case theP,:-e{it!onersq.tjght.to qgashthe lictnsir:' 

' ' ',, 
.,

issued by l.he N4inisiei of Pcwer- and Ene't'gy iinder'the pigvisigns"of ,Act nc; i),

'i 
zaaztc the 4il' ar'cl Sil' RespcncjeQl!:'A cui:-agreerile[t vrtas'erllered amoiiij-

the peiitioner, L't Respondent, 3'd Respondent and the Secretary t'6'the Treasury '

acting for and on cehalf of the Government of Sri Lanka. The government hacj in

terms of the CUF agreement covenanted, promised and undertaken that a.!<':, .,.,--.-.su.....

bunkers/ marine fult nanAled and transported wlihirr the po?ttf :gsi6rnbd :' ' :':'r{i "r'

should be handled and tfanigqJted using the CUF. Siripavan J held that as tht:

Therefore, the

ultra vires arrd
-{

I

(
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Section 29 of the Act provides as follows:

(1)Any Person aggrieved by any determination made under Section 28 ma1,

appeal from such determination to'a Tribunal of Appeal constituted in the

prescribed manner and the decision of the Tribunal on such appeal shall,

st:bjeci io anii {)rdi'r y14!rich ilie,Couri of Ar:peal i'l^ray rnal<e cn appeal ftr;rdr':-'

from such decision ir;[;i;rni'u'uritf, the piovisions of sirbsection (2) olriris '

section, be firi:l

(2)Where the coi'i :iiissioner or any party to a1 appe.ai. made.tg,the Tribunai is

dissatis.fied rrui"..rr' the -decision bf the Tribunal on such appea'|, the

commissioner cr that party ffi?y, by written petition in which every othe;.

party to ihe a1;peal is rnentioned as a respbndent, appeal to the Court of

Appeal from that decision on a questiotr of law. The Petition of Appe;.ri

should state the question of law to be argued, shail bear a certificate by ari

attorney-at-lavv that such question is fit for adjudication by the court of
appeal, shail i:r: presented !q lhe Tribunal by the appellant within twenty"

one days after ilre date of the Tribunal's decision from which the appe*.| is

preferred, ari,C :;lrail be accompanied by a sufficient number of copies fr,l'

service on etcit oi' the persons mentioned as respondents. Every suc.ir

petition of api:rai sirall be accompanied by the prescribed fee.

Subisections3,li,ll, iL arrd 7 of Sr-"ction 29 lay down the procedure in Appeal to
the Court of Appea

Therefore, Sectic,-i .9 of the Act gi'ants the Petitioner an express right of app{ii;
against the decisici: of the 2nd Respondent and the Petitionei has more than one
right of appeal.

It has been sirbnriiled on behalf of the Petitioner that the Petitioner has tlr:r,r.r

granted a statutcr';; right cf appeal and the Petitioner is entitled 0s 6 r-0an-cr i-.,::

law to prefer suc;r oir appeal. lt is the duty of the relevant minister to nrake

regulations in resp,,:ct cf the Triounal of Appeal referred to in Section 29 and

whether the rnirris'er lras in fact constituted the Tribunal of Appeal or not, is

the control cf the Petitioner. Therefore, it is the submission of ihr,
sident':; ioirnsel for the Petitioner that the 2nd Respondeni ac:ici.l

vii.s, lrrationally and in breach of the petitioner's expross

(

2a-. t fr,l4ft 
tilBry/l -"s"

rl.r
,. '.r. i 'l'7 '...:i
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Statutory rights aric, legitirnate expectations when the 2nd Respondent made'clit:

{i) ln ihe event that the Petitioner fails to pay ihesaid sum within a period -

af !2moriths, thatthe applicable.sure[a.rge.yvould increase up to 5070

anC . "j"
(ii) ln the event that the Petitioner fails to.pay the said sum within a per'ioci

1-4. days i'.onr the receipt of X6, that tegal steps would be taken against : ;
the Petii.ii.irrer.

Therefore, it l^ras l-,eer subnrittecj on behalf of the Petitioner th?t u$lrti;I[iiij:1:,j:i- ,

petitioner is pemrii,icl to excrcis:e its:statr-rtory light of appeal and subjeCf tb [[ri, 
" .::'.:.

outcome of such appeals no surcharge can be imposi:d on the Petitioner and ni:

legal steps can be trl<en against the Petitioner.

It is common grci.i;'iii tiiar a Tribuna! of Appeal in terms of Section 29 is not in

existence aiici ir i-;i ri rlol been constituted: Ther,efor,e,'the Petitioner.is not in a'

position to exi-'i.ci5e its statuto5y right of appeal expressly provided to i't hyl

Section 2g of the Act. Therefore, some prejudice is caused to the Petitionet" stic

the statutory rigl^;r of the Petitioner is in violation.'The Petitioner can aiso

legitimately e>rnect ir cxercise ihat right of appeal and as there is no appeal

tribunal in exisi.ence, the Petitioner's tegitimate expectations are also in

violation. The qi.isstion that has to be decided by this Court is whether,-i

substantial prejuci,-e is caused to the Petitioner which warrants the interventi*r'

of this Court by wai, of an olcjer in the nature of a writ of certiorari.

(

RatmaPulra 'j-€r:,', F.lti.D. Jayasuriya J observed as

"l hold thal. the P; ,iioner r,vho is seeking relief in an application for the issue c;f

a writ of certici-.ir"i rs rrot entii.leci lo relief as l rnattei'of'course, as a matter r:i

right or as a matte,- cf i'outine. Even if he is entitled to relief, still the court has a

discretion to deny !rii-i.i relief iraving regard to his conduct; delay, laches, waivei",

submissign to juiis,ii:li,:rr -are all valid impediments which stand against tlii,:



(lgj
I
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lrylhe gase gt Pgst Footw-eq1 (pVT_) rTpl an$ rwq,Orhers lr A.h,o_gsellv:IrfrySl
Min[sten of Lahour and \loeatfionafTrairafing and Others 1997 2 SLR 137, F.N.D.

Jayasuriya J held as follows:-

"The remedy by way of certiorari cannot be made use of to correct errors or to
substitiite a ccrreti cri.Jer for r.r \rriroi.rg orcier".".,Judici;rl lieview is radicaliy
different from the system of appeals. When hearing an appeal the court is

concerned with the merits of the decision under appeal.....but in judicial review
the Court iS concerned with its legality. On-appeal, the question is right or *
wrong? On review, lhg qggF,ttp_n-is lawfuL or--unlawfuJs,Jerdicia[,,Review ib a,
fundamentalty differ-.ri;fi_"i;tion. rnifdrd of substituting its own decisibn for
that of some other body, as happens when an'appeal is altswed, a eourt-on
review is concerned only with the question whether the act or order under (
attack should be allowed to stand or not".

ln the landmark judgment of SinnetambyJ in F.S, tsus eompany [.TD v Members
and Seeretany of eeyfion Transport Board 61 NtR 491, it was held that "A
prerogative writ is not issued as a matter of course and it is in the discretion of
court to refuse to grant it if the facts and circumstances are such as to rryarrant

a refusal. A writ, for instance will not issue where it would be vexatious or futile".
It was further held thus: - " ...... the Court should also take into consideration the
disastrous consequences of granting a writ".

Although a Tribunal of Appeal is not in existence and there is a lack of an actual
Appellate Procedure despite a right of appeal being provided by the Act, it (

tse-a-subst+n +@
Despite the Tribunal of Appeal, still there is an appellate procedure to the
Commissioner under Section 46 of the Act. Section 46 reads as follows:-

'? determinatlon made under section 28 of the Act by any officer nlay be

reviewed by the Commissioner vvithin a period of one nronth from the date of
such determination".

lf the Petitioner was dissatisfied with the determination of the 2nd Respondent,

..rro;:Eh,e#ffi$joner had every opportunity to rnake an apptication to the

.,:,.ft 'Commiss[oner to review that determination. tt is also open to the petitioner to
,ii,,,)t" .."' challenge sulh det"rmination loy way of a writ of certiorari as the petitioner had

,i i ";i; r.

ij I - dpn-..inlhis ca,se. Even if a Tribunal of Appea! is in existence, there is a second

'! ,{31M,q[q'i022;,i1i1 \ 4.,"#t'n, n'.,;'" 
"'' ', t,," 
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...: :..;.:!'iir'



.r

appeal to the Court of Appeat and now the Petitioner is there' Thereplljli
atnnot say that i[g petltionei vvai-rniteiiirivliufisiintialty eieiuuGO .W ttig,

non-existence of ihu 
'pp*llate 

pi;bcedure taid down'by the Act'';ffi.non-

't

existence of the appellate procedure laid-down by the Act is one of tfS,i$6$Iers

that a Cr:ulrt. will i:a[<e ir:i:o consideratiarr in exercising i'ts tjiscretinn. +tre ncut"f

wiil als* r:onsider the pra'roahle cor,sequences df"granting tlib wri!" [n this'Cqse,.

the consequences of grant[ng the rryrit can only be descritoed as disastrous' lt

would affect the rights of severaI thousands of employees who will lqqg*''the"

opportunity of recovering their EPF and ETF benefits under the provisions of thg

,Act and the Commissioner will not be abte to recover same from the emplolsl's;

Therefor.e, in those circumstances, even if th9. gloln-q: on which the application

is made are vatid and a substantial prejudice is caused to the Petitioner because

of the non-existence of the appeliate procedure, no court would exercise its

discretion in favour of the Fetitioner

The next question that has to be taken up for consideration is the delay on the

part of the Petitioner in invoking the jurisdiction of this court. The 3'd

Respondent has taken up this objection in his statement of objections althougl

the i.st, Znd and 4.th Respondents have not taken up this objection. The 2nd.

Respondent had made the determination contained in X6 on 14.03.2018. The

Fetitioner has filed thls application on L9.Lt:2A1l8 more tharT 8 rnonths after the

determination. The Fetitioner had stated that he did not make this application

sooner as !t r,vas attempting to obtain a certifled copy of the entire proceedings

of the relevant inquirY.

one cannot expect a person to take more than 8 months to obtain a certified

J #e1 neeeedingr.-Tffi-ex'ffiation-eannet-#e-ae

delay of more than I nronths cannot be excused and that factor will go against

the Petltioner in exercising the discretion of this court.

For the aforementioned reasons, we refuse to make an order in the nature of a

writ of certionari quashing the decision cif thd-znd Respondent marked X6. We

also refuseto issue an ordenin the nature of a writ of certiorari which quashes

that part of the decision in the said letter marked X6 whereby the l't and/or 2nd

Respondents ha-ve indicated to the Petitioner that the applicable surcharge

,W6utid,.ffi,ij:ease up to 50% in the event that the Fetltioner fails to rnake the full

.,i-i6;o*.nt,u,fiich rhe Petitioner has been directed to pay and that legal

utd be lnitiated against the Petitioner in the event that the

1L

.,.,'.- :.,
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days from the receipt of the letter i6.

Application is disrnissed wlthout costs.

Mayadunne Cor-ea - j

lAgree

as directed within a period of 14

.W
Judge of the Court of Appeal

(
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