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1963 Present: Tambiah, J ., and Sri Skanda Rajah, J.

' A. C. M. HANIFFA, Applicant, and THE CHAIRMAN, URBAN 
COUNCIL, NAWALAPITIYA, Respondent

S. G. 315/63—Application for a writ of Mandamus on the Chairman, 
Urban Council, Nawalapitiya

Mandamus—Necessary parties—Requirement of stating name of an individual person 
as respondent.
A mandamus can. only issue against a  n a tu ra l person, who holds a public 

office. Accordingly, in  an application for a  w rit of mandamus against th e  
Chairm an o f an  U rban  Council, th e  petitioner m ust name the individual person 
against whom th e  Writ can be issued.

■APPLICATION for a writ o f mandamus.

H. Mohideen, for Applicant.

G. T. Samerauiickreme, for Respondent.

December 20, 1963. T a m b ia h , J.—

In this application the petitioner has made the Chairman, Urban 
Council, Nawalapitiya, the respondent. The petitioner should have 
named the person against whom a W rit of Mandamus can be issued. 
The Chairman, Urban Council, Nawalapitiya, is not a juristic person. 
The Privy Council has pointed out that the juristic person must be 
created specially by statute (62 N. L. R . 169, 174, and at 182-183 ; 
65 N. L. R. 253). Even if the Chairman, Urban Council, Nawalapitiya, 
was a juristic person I  fail to see how we can issue a Mandamus on a 
juristic person. A Mandamus can only issue against a natural person, 
who holds a public office. If such a person fails to perform a duty after 
he has been ordered by Court, he can be punished for contempt of Court. 
Therefore the contention of Counsel for respondent must prevail. The 
application is dismissed with costs fixed at Bs. 157‘50.

S b i  Sk a n d a . R a j a h , J.—I  a g re e .

Application dismissed.


