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Appointments, &c., by the Governor-General

No. 316 of 1965
G—@.0. No. C. 271/65.

IT is hereby notified that the GOVERNOR-GENERAL has been
plegsed, under section 51 of the Ceylon {Constitution and Inde-
pendence) Orders in Council, 1946 and 1947, to appoint D..T.
-E. A. pE Foxseka, Esquire, of the Ceylon Administrative
Service, Acting Permanent Secretary to the Ministry of Com-
merce and Trade, to the post of Permanent Secretary to the
Ministry of Commerce and Trade with effect from 24th July,

- 1965,
. By His Excellency’s command,

N. WIJEWARDANE,
Secretary to the Governor-General.

Governor-General’s Office,
Colombo, 24th August, 1965,

81094

No. 317 of 1965
No. D. 21/Rect/190.

ARMY—REGULAR FORCE—RETIREMENT APPROYED
- BY HIS EXCELLENCY THE GOYERNOR-GENERAL

THE undermentioned officer has retired from the Regular Force
of the Army with effect from August 8, 1965.

Major BATUWATTE GaAMAGE SamsoN DE Smva, C.E.

By His Excellency’s command,

M. G. V..P. W. SAMARASINGHR,
Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Defence and External Affairs.
Colombo, August 16, 1965.

6042

No. 318 of 1965
No. D1/Rect/55 -

ARMY—REGULAR FORCE—SENIORITY APPROYED BY
HIS EXCELLENCY THE GOYERNOR-GENERAL

THE undermentioned officers are placed in the following order
of seniority with eflect from July 20, 1964 :—
Lieutenant TANTRIGE VAROUNA LELaNanDs Ruseru, C.E.
Lieutenant CHRISANTHA PorAMmsg LivanNace, C.E. .
Lieutenant I APANGAMA ARATCHIGE SARATH WICKREMASURIYA,

By His Excellency’s command,

M. G. V. P. W, SAMARASINGHB,
Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Defence and External Affairs..
Colombo, August 19, 1965.

8—1045

No. 319 of 1965 o
No. D/VF/8%

ARMY—C. Y. F.—TRANSFER TO THE RESERVE
APPROYED BY HIS EXCELLENCY THE
GOYERNOR-GENERAL

To be transferred to the Reserve of the Ceylon Army Pioneer
Corps, with effect from July 15, 1965—

Major Francis Luciay AMarasingege, E.D., C.A.P.C.
By His Excellency’s command,

M. G, V. P. W. SAMARASINGHE,
Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Defence and External Affairs.

Colombo, August 17, 1965.
8—943

Government Press,
Colombo, August 20, 1965.

IMPORTANT NOTICE

IT is hereby notified that in view of the Public Holiday on Friday, September 10, 1965, all Notices
and Advertisements for publication in the Ceylon Government Gazette of September 9, 1965,
should reach the Government Press not later than 12 noon on Saturday, September 4, 1965.

Bernarp de SiLva,
Government Printer.
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No. 320 0f 1965
No. D/VF/42 (ii).

ARMY—C, Y. F.—RESIGNATION OF COMMISSION
ACCEPTED BY HIS EXCELLENCY
THE GOYERNOR-GENERAL

HI_S ExcELLENCY THE GoOVERNOR-GENERAL has accepted the
resignation of Commission ofe the undermentioned Officer of the
fey{on Volunteer Force of the Army, with effect from November
, -1965.

Becond-Lieutenant MavacE METHANANDA GUNARATNE, C.N.G.

By His Excellency's command,

M. G. V. P. W. SsAMARASINGHE,
Permanent Secre.ary, )
Ministry of Defence and External Affairs.

Colombo, August 16, 1965.
8—921

No. 321 of 1965
No. D/VF/18/A (ii).
ROYAL CEYLON YOLUNTEER NAVYAL FORCE
Promotions approved By His Excellency the Governor-General

To be Lieutenant with effect from August 21, 1955 :—
_ Sub-Lieutenant E. J. 8. de 8. WueratNg, R. Cy. V. N, F.

To be Lieutenant with effect from August 22, 19556 :—
Sub-Lieutenant J. M. de Costa, R. Cy. V. N. F.

To be Lieutenant-Commander with effect from August £1,
1963 :—
Lieutenant E. J. 8. de S. WueraTNE, R. Cy. V. N. F.

To be Licutenant-Commander with effect from August 22,

1963 :—
Lieutenant J. M. de Costa, B. Cy. V. N. F.

(Notification in Gazeite No. 10,887 dated September 9, 1955,
promoting Sub-Lieutenant E. J. 8. de S. Wijeratne to Acting
Lieutenant, with effect from August 21, 1955, and Sub-
Lieutenant J. M. de Costa to Acting Lieutenant, with effect
from August 22, 1955, is hereby cancelled).

By His Excellency’s command,

M. G. V. P. W, SAMARASINGHE,
Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Defence and External Affaira.
Colombo, August’ 17, 1965.
8—835 '

Appointments, &c., by the Judicial Service Commission

No. 322 of 1963

SUMMARY OF APPUINTMENTS MADE BY THE JUDICIAL SERVICE GOMMISSION

Name of Officer New Appointment
Mr. 8. J. D. pE 8. WisAvARATNE Acbing Magistrate, Matara
Mr. D. A. E. MEEGAMA

Mr. C. A. L.-Corra

Acting Magistrate, Panadura

Additional Magistrate, Kurune-
gala

Acting District Judge, Batti-
caloa

Additional Magistrate, Kegalla

Mr.J.J.Davin
Mr. C. H. UnaLAGAMA

Mr. H. 8. A. PERERA Acting Additional Magistrate,
- Kurunegala, at Kanadulla

Acting District Judge, Trinco-
malee

Acting District Judge, Trinco-
malee

Acting Additional District Judge,
Kandy, at Matale

Acting Additional Magistrate,

Mr. A. C. KANAGASINGHAM
Mr. 8. MATHAVARAJAH
Mr. 8. P. WIJAYATILAKE

Mr. H. BEDE PERERA

Kurunegala .

Mr. D. St. E. AMERASINGHE .. Acting District Judge, Avissa-
wella

Mr. H. A. JAYAWICKREMA Acting Additional District Judge,
Anuradhapura

Ur. H. BEDE PERERA Acting Magistrate, Kurunegala

Mr. F. 8. Pavwn Acting Additional Magistrate,
Mannar

Mr. F. S. Pavn Acting President, Rural Court,
Mannar

Mr. B. F. SIYAMBALAPITIYA Acting President,
- Galboda Korale
Acting President,

Pata Dumbara

Rural Court,

Mr. U. RATNAYAKE Rural Court,

Mr. N. 8. SIVAPRAGASAM .. Acting President, Rural Court,
Ecavur Xoralai

Mr. T. SrI PATHMANATHAN Acting Prezident, Rural Court,

’ Udukinda

Mr. A. F. H. pg ALwis .. Acting President, Rural Court,
Gangaboda Pagtu

Mr. O. pE MBL .. Acting President, Rural Court,
Raigam Korale

Mr. M. ERANAYARE Additional President, Rural
Court, Wellaboda Pattu

Office of the Judicial Service Commission,
P. G. Box 673,
Colombo, 19th August, 1965.

8910

Effective date of new Appointment

Remarks

14th to 26th Aligust, 1965 During absence of Mr. T. D, G.

. DE ALWIS
. .5th and 6th August, 1965 During absence of Mr. I. M.
Ismamm
31st August, 1965 During ahsence of Mr. C. L. T.
MOONAMALLE

21st to 31st August, 1965 During absenceof Mr.I. G. N. pE
JACOLYN SENEVIRATNE

To hear determine snd deliver
judgment and if nacessary
sentence accused in M. C.

Kegalla Case No. HCP. §77/02

28th August, 1965

19th and 20th August, 1965.. During absence of Mr. 8.
JOKANATHAN

12th August, 1965 During absence of Mr. S. AMERA-
SINGHE

From 13th August, 1965 Unisil resumption cof duties by
Mr. S. AMERASINGHE

12th and 13th August, 1965.. During absence of Mr. D. W. K.

LADDUWAHETTY
13th August, 1965 Duaring absence of Mr. L. A.
GOONEWARDENE
20th and 23rd August, 1965.. During absence of Mr. A, VyTHI-
ALINGAM
20th anrd 21st August, 1965.. During absence of Mr. P.
MaraPaNA
14th and 15th August, 1965.. Dunng absence of Mr. D. 8.
NuTHSINGHE
4th and 5th September, 1965  During absence of Mr. K.
SINNATHAMBY
2nd and 3rd September, 1965 During absence of Mr. K.
SINNATHAMBY
9th August, 1965 During absence of Mr. N. M.
Yusoor
10th August, 1965 During absence of Mr. M. B.
KapPPAGODA
20th and 23rd to 26th Augugt, During absence of Mr. C. R.
19¢6 RAJASINGHAM
12th to 14th, 16th and 17th During absence of Mr. P. B.
A.gust, 1965 HiraT
18th to 20th and 23rd August, During sbsence of Mr. N. V. T.
1965 MENDIS
19th te 21st, 23rd, 26th to 28th, Daring absence of Mr. K. T.
30th and 31st August, 1965 KARUNARATNE

From 17th August, 1965 To hear detormine and deliver
judgment in R. C. Weligama

CaM. QCase No. 10,101.

C. E. JAYAWARDENE,
_Secretary, Judicial Service Commission.
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Other Appointments, &ec.

Ne. 323 of 1965

APPOINTMENTS BY THE HON. THE MINISTER OF
’ JUSTICE

Justices of the Peace and Unofficial Magis rales

- No. . 4/e08. 5,2.

Mr. P. P. JAvAwaARDENA, Proctor 8.C., to be a Justice gf the
Peace and Unofficial Magistrate, for the Judicial District of
Gampaha.

No. a9, 4/e:8. 10/4.

Mr. P. WyavaratvaMm, Proctor 8.C., to be a Justice of the
Peace and Unofficial Magistrate, for the Judicial District of
Nuwara Eliya

Justices of the Peace

No. . 4/e3:8. 27/15.

Mr. KANAGASABAPATHY VELUPILLAI KANAGARATNAM, to be a
Justice of the Peace for the Judicial District of Jafina.

Mr. SvsrAVMANIAM SATHASIVAM, to be a Justice of the Deace for
the Judicial District of Jaftna.

No. A. J. 20/64/6.

Mr. RamanincAM MUTHURUMARU ARUNASATAM, to be a Justice
of the Peace for the Judicia! District of Jaffna.
%
No. o3. 4/e28, (Be) 3

Mr. D. DaxrorTa to be, while holding the post of Office Assis-
tant, Ministry of Local Government, a Justice of the Peace
for the Judicial District of Colombo.

D. J. R. GUNAWARDENA,
Permanent Se retary to the
- Ministry of Justice.
Ministry of Justice,
Co'ombo, 21,8.65.

8987

Government Notifications
THE INLAND REVENUE ACT, No. 4 of 1963
Notice under Seetion 67 (1)

RY virtue of the powers vestad in mé by section 67 (1} of the
Inlauid Revenue Aet. No. 4 of 1063, I. Ukku Banda Wanuni-

nayake, Minister of Finance, do hy this notice declare each

institution specified in the Schedule hereto to he an approved
charity for the purposes of that section.

U. B. WANNTNAYAKE,
Minister of Finance.
Colombo, August 25, 1965.

Schedule

" The Lanka Jatika Sarvodaya Shramadana Sangamaya.
The Freedom from Hunger Foundation of Ceylon.

81093

My No. J/RC/13/64.
THE RURAL COURTS ORDINANCE
Notice

IT is hereby notified that the Minister of Justice, has under
section 19 (2) of the Rural Courts Ordinance (Chapter 8), set
apart for use as the court house of the Rural Court at Loluwela,
the new building standing on the land cal!led Nayapal'a alias
Meegahamulatenna, and Totillagahamula Demedy si.uated at
Loluwe!a in the Divisional Revenue Officer’s Division of Matale
East in the Matale District, and bounded on the north and
east by the remaming nortion of the lot No. 15 G in p'an
F.V.P. 69. on the south by Kaikawela Magallawa Public Works
Department Road, and on the west by the boundary of lot
No. 15F. ‘

- Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Justice.

Colombo, 17th Angust, 1965,
8879

A3

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and
(8) of secticn 8 and sub-seciion (1) of section 4 of the Conuiha-
tion Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act=No. 12 of

1063, 1, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister ot Justice, do
hereby— @

(a) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel
of Conciliators constituted for the Pallewels village area
described at No. 2 in the Schedule (o the notice under
section 3 (2} of the Conciliation Boards Act. No. 10 of
1958, published in Gazelte No. 14,216 of 6.11.1964.

1. Mr. J. M. Piyasena of ‘* Sisira Nivasa ", Wella-
wilamulla, Kal-Eliya.

2. Mr. Thewarapperumage Den Carolis Singho of .
Pallewela.

8. Mr. Hewa Pedige Nadoris of Ambalanwatta, Palle-
wela.

4. Mr. Rattilakage Amerasinghe of Ambalanwatta,
Pallewela.

5. Mr. Meragal Bedige Wijesinghe of Ambalanwatta,
Pallewela.

6. Mr. L. Amerasinghe of 298, Pelapitigama, Pallewela,

7. Mr. Hetliya Kandage Lucian Fernando of Gaspe,
Banduragoda, )

8. Mr. Vithana Arachchige Danie Cornelis Vithana of
** Wedanivasa ', Kal-Eliya.
9. Mr. Wadurawa Kankanamalage Methiyas Singho of
Wellawilamulla, Kal-Eliya.
Alivar Marikkar Abuthahir of Wellawilamulla,
Kal-Eliya.
11. Mr. D. C. Dissanayake of Ganimulla, Banduragoda.

12. Mr. Jayasckera Pathirennebalage Samaratunga Jaya-
sekera of Keppitiwalana, Banduragoda.

Nanayakkara Senarath Appubamillage Soma-
chandra Ariyaratne of Banduragoda.

14. Mr. D. C. Wijayasundera of Udu-ulla, Banduragoda,
15. Mr. Dissanayake Mudiyanselage Jayasinghe of Palle-

wela,.

10. Mr.

13. Mr.

16. Mr, Peter Ranatunga of Kukulnape, Pallewela.

* 17. Mr. Amerasinghe Pedige Somapala of Pelapitigama,
-‘Pailewela,

18. Mr. Amerasinghe .Pedige Albin of Pelapitigama,

Pallewela, .
19. Mr. Gamage Emaliyanu of Webodamulla, Kal-Eliya.

(b) appoint Mr. J. M. Piyasena of * Sisira Nivasa ",
Wellawilamuila, Kal-Eliya, to be the Chairman of the
aforesaid Panel; and

(¢) determine that the period for which each such person is
appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be
8 years from the date of the publication of this Order
in the Gazette,

A. F. WorvaNNe,
R Minister of Justice.
Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 19th August, 19G5.

8898

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and
(8 of secticn 8 and sub-sec.jon (1) of section 4 of the Counuilia-
tion Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by At No. 12 of
1963, I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do
hereby—

(a) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel
of Conciliators censtituted for the Apirekka.Bambarenda
viliage area described at No. 8 in the Schedule to the
notice nnder section 8 (2) of the Conciliation PRoards
Act No. 10 of 1938, published in Gazette No. 14,216
of 6.11.1964.

1. "WIr. Pan Cardlis Abevsandera of Kananke Rice Mill,
Kadawedduwa, Yatiyana. .
2. Mr. David Dissanayake ¢f Hunnadeniva, Kottegnda,

8. Mr. Manimendra A.barige Peter of Arapotha, Kose-
goda.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

25.

26.

- Mr. Piyadasa Dantanarayana of Arapotha, Kottegoda.
. Mr. Manimendra Acharige Edmond of Arapotha,

Kottegoda.

. Mr. Nanayakkara Wickremasekera Palliyaguruge

Francisco Gunaratne of Palle Aparekka, Diya-
gaha.

. Mr. Okanda Gamage Don Juwanis of Uda Aparekka,

Yatiyana.

. Mr. Jamis Gunaratne of Hingurupattala, Yatiyana.
. Mr. Weligama Palliyagurge Pon Juanis Wickrema-

*

. sekera Jayawardhena of ** Jayawardhena Stores
Palle Aparekka, Diyagaha.

Mr. Amarasinghe Kankanamge Ariyadasa of Dande-
niya, Urugamuwa.

Mr, Robison Abeygunawardhena of Nakuttiya Colony,
Uda Aparekka, Yatiyana.

Mr. Kankanige Don Dias of Nakuttiya Colony, Uda
Aparekka, Yatiyana.

Mr. Maruthuduwe Gamage Don Samel of Dandeniya,
Ratmale.

Mr. Abeysundera Hettige Sirisena Nanayakkara of
Kadawedduwa, Yatiyana.

Mr. Kananke Liyanage Don Dionis Gunawardhena of
*‘ Nihathamani *’, Bambarenda, Ratmale.

Mr. DPon Turnelis Gunasekera Rajapakse of
‘“ Sudam *’, Bambarenda, Ratmale.

Mr. Damiyangoda Gamage Salmon Yapa of Wadi-
gawegedera, Bambarenda, Ratmale.

Mr. Don Cornelis Bulegoda Arachchi of *‘ Kusum ",
Bambarenda, Ratmale.

Mr. Don Paulis Kuruwita of ‘* Sudharma ", Nelum-
wewa, Ratmale. . ’

Mr. Tippola Gamage Piyadasa Gunawardhena, Sub-
Post Master, Dikwella.

Mr. Suwaris Ratnayake of Baddegammedda, Diya-
gaha,.

. Mr. Hamaragoda Kodituwakku Arachchige Jinadasa

of Baddegammedda, Diyagaha.

Mrs. Hewa Masmullege Soma Abeywardhena of
‘“ Mangala *’, Naotunna, Xekanadure.

. Mr. Palliyaguruge Piyadasa Nanayakkara of Kada-

wedduwa, Yatiyana.

Mr. Don Coreelis Palihakkara Amarasekera of
Hunnadeniya, Kottegoda.

Mr. Abeysekerage Appuhamy of Pohosathugoda,
Kottegoda. .

(b) appoint Mr, Don Carolis Abeysundera of Kananke Rice
. Mill, Kadawedduwa, Yatiyana to be the Chairman of
the aforesaid Panel; and

(¢) determine that the period for which each such person is

appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be

3 years from the date of the publication of this Order
in the Gazeite.

A. F. WIJEMANNE,
Minister of Justice.

Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 19th August, 1965.

8899

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and
(8) of section 8 and sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Conciliation
Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act No. 12 of
1963, I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do

hereby—

(a) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel
of Conciliators constituted for the Gangaboda Pattu Fast
Village area described at No. 2 in the Schedule to the
notice under section 3 (2) of the Conciliation Boards
Act, No. 10 of 1958, published in Gazette No. 18,996 of
26.8.1964.

1. Rev, Millawe Saransatissa Thero of Sri Punyawardhana-

2. Mr.
3. Mr.

4, Mr.

5. Mr.

ramaya, Delmalla, Horana.

Seemon de Silva Ranasinghe of Botale, Bulathsinhala.
Ranawaka Achchige Don Diyes Singho of Botale,

Bulathsinhala.

Karunaratne Arachchige Munis Singho of Botale,

Bulathsinhala.

Don Ilien Somapala of Co-operative Union, Agala-

watta,

6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.

12,
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.

18.

Mr, Botalage David of Immilla, Mahagama.

Mr. H. D. Simon Bingho of Naigoda, Welgama, Bulath-
sinhala.

Mr. Suriya Arachchige Dionis Sarathchandra of Ingiriya.
Mr. P. P. M. Fonseka of Paragoda, Horana,
Mr. A. W. Indraratne of Atara, Bulathsinhala.

Mr D. A. Kannangara of ‘° Jayasirimedura "’, Pahala
Welgama, Bulathsinhala.

Mr, Diyakaduwage Don Hemapala of Hgal-oya, Bulath-
sinhala,

Mr. Nayage Nomis Fernando of Nayadola, Mahagama.

Mr. L. U. D. Perera of Amaragedara, Bulathsinhala.

Mr. Ranawaka Achchige Don Abraham Appuhamy of
Egal-oya, Bulathsinhala.

Mr. [fayana Arachchige Don Dilisiyes Appuhamy of
Delmalla, Horana,.

Mr. Watawala Hewage Saris Abhayaratne of ** Uturu-
sala ’’, Gtalketiya, Yatagarapitiya, Bulathsinhala.

Mr. G." Yasapala of Athara Welgama, Bulathsinhala.

(b) appoint Mr. Seemon de Silva Ranasinghe of DBotale,

Bulathsinhala, to be .the Chairman of the aforesaid
panel; and

(¢) determine that the period for which each such person is

appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall
be three years from the date of the publication of this
Order in the Gazelte.

A. F. WLJEMANNE,
Minister of Justice.

Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 19th August, 1965,

8-—900

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) &nd
(8) of section 3 and sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Conciliation
Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act No. 12 of 1968,
I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do
hereby—

(a) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel

10.

11.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

8.

of Conciliators constituted for the Dikwella Village area
No. 2 consisting of Wards Nos, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 of the Dikwella Village
Council, described at No. 2 in the Schedule to the notice
under section 3 (2) of the Conciliation Boards Act, No. 10
of 1958, published in Gazette No. 14,247 of 4.12.1964.

. Rev. Bambarende Upatissa Thero of Maliyadda, Dikwella.
. Mr. Baron Edirisinghe of Bathiegama, Dikwella.
. Mr. Ariyasinghe Nigamuni of ‘‘ Chandra ”’, Wattegania,

Dikwella,

. Mr. Don Sumatissa Rajapakse of Bathiegama, Dikwella.
. Mr. Dadallage Singhoappu Nandasena of Bathiegama,

Dikwella,

. Mr. Ardiyas Nigamuni of Siri Chullapaduma Mawatha,

Bathiegama, Dikwella.

. Mr. Kirineliya Gamage Danie of ** Shantha '’, Kirineliya,

Urugamuwa.

. Mr. Piyasena Abeywardhena of~ Bathiegama West,

Dikwella,.

. Mr. Yasodis Peter Muthukumarana of Maliyadda,

Dikwella.

Mr. Merenchi Kankanam Gamage Arthur Jayasekera of
Polgahamulla, Dikwella.

Mr. Kapugama Geeganage Dharmasiri of Maliyadda,
Dikwella,.

. Mr. Don Abraham Kumanayake of Pahamunegoda,

Dikwella.

Mr. David Arthar Amarasinghe of Hunnadeniya,
Kottegoda,

Mr, Wilson DPedrick Amarasinghe of Hunnadeniya,
Kottegoda.

Mr. Chandrasiri Palihakkara Amarasekera of Hunna-
deniya, Kotfegoda.

Mr. Don Nickolas Gunasekera of Polgahamulla, Dikwella.

Mr. Hewa Thondilage Thilakawardhena of Folgahamnulla,
Dikwella.

Mr. Hewa Gajaman Kankanamge Dharmadasa of Mali-
vadda, Dikwella,
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Merenchi Kankanamge
Polgahamulla, Dikwella.
20. Mr. Hewa Angappulige Madurapala of Murathagaspitiya,
~ Urugamuwa.
21. Mr. Don David Wickremaratne
Urugamuwa.
09, Mr. IThalawela Kankanamge Somapala of Mukalanyaya,
Urugamuwa.
23.-Mr, Fedrick ILionel de Silva Seneviratne of Wehella,
. Urugamuwa,

19. Mr. Sammie Jayasekera of

of Denimullawatta,

(b) appoint Mr, Baron Edirisinghe of Bathiegama, Dikwella,
to be the Chairman of the aforesaid Panel; and

(c) determine that the period for which each such person is
appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be
three years from the date of the publication of this

Order in-the Gazetie,

A. F. WIJEMANNE,
o Minister of Justice.
. Ministry of ‘Justice, :
Colombo, 19th August, 1965.

8901 -

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT

N Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and
(8) of section 8 and sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Conciliation
Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act No. 12 of 1963,
I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do
hereby— -

(@) appoint the following persons to be the members of the
Panel of Conciliators constituted for the Dikwella Village
area No, 1 consisting-of Wards Nos. 1, 2, 8, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 of the Dikwella Village
Councils described at No. 1 in the Schedule to the
notice under section 3 (2) of the Conciliation Boards Act,
No. 10 of 1958, published in Gazette No. 14,247 of
4.12.1964,

1. Mr, Kutti Vidana Arachchige Amarasena of '‘ Senani ",
Aluthgoda, Dikwella.

9. Mr. Abdul Latiff Mohamed Yehiya of ** Samshul Villa ",
Muslim Street, Dikwella )
Davith  Singho  Sugathadasa
‘* Jayasiri *’, Dodampahala, Dikwella,
4 Mr. Hewa Thondilage Saradiyas of ‘' Nuwana "', Dikwella
5. Mr. Pallimulle Hewa Geeganage Jinadasa of Wewuru-

kannala, Dikwella,
6. Mr. Yasodis Nambukara Palliyaguru of Wewurukannala,
Dikwella. ]
7. Mr. Nambukara Tantirige Charlie Seneviraja of Wewuru-
kannala, Dikwella,
Mr. Sawuda Hennadige Wijayadasa Mendis of Dambagas-
ara, Dikwella.
. Mr. Palawinnage Somaratne Muthukumarana of Indigas-
ara, Dikwella.
Palawinnage Sumanadasa Muthukumarana of
Pelawatta, Wewurukannala, Dikwella.
Talpe Guruge Piyadasa Ferdinandis of °* Ratna-
mahal ', Walasgala, Dikwella.
12. Mr. Nanayakkara Wellalage Dayananda of Main Street,

3. Mr. Jayasuriya  of

@

(=]

10. Mr.

11, Mr.

Dikwella.

13. Mr. Bambarenda Guruge Nandasena of Welihitiya,
Dikwella,

14. Mr. Ahamed Abdulla Mohammed Madani of Muslim

Street, Dikwella.

(b) appoint Mr, Xutti Vidana Arachchige Amarasena of
“ Senani *’', Aluthgoda, Dikwella, to be ¢he Chairman of
the aforesaid Panel; and v

(c) determine that the period for which each such person is
appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be
three years from the date of the publication of this Order
in the Gazette. ) :

A. F.”WIJEMANNE,
Minister of Justice

Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 19th August, 1965.

8902

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and

(8) of section 3 and sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Concilia-

tion Boards Act, No. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act No, 12

of 1968, I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do
©

hereby—

(a) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel
of Conciliators constituted for the Kotadeniyawa Village
area described at No, 1 in the Schedule to the notice
under section 3 (2) of the Conciliation Boards Act, No. 10
of 1958, published in :Gazetite No. 14,216 of 6.11.1964.

1. Mr. David Senarath Dassanayake of Halpe, Mirigama.
2. Mr, Herath Rallage Gunasena of Halpe, Mirigama.

3. Mr. Muthngal Pedige Siriwardhana of Xitulwela,
Banduragoda.

4. Mr. Sinhala Pedige Pabilis of Parans Halpe, Mirigama.

5. Mr. Kankani Arachchi Appuhamillage Charlis Edmon
Appuhamy of Watumulla, Banduragoda. a

6. Mr. Muthukuda, Appubamillage Cornelis of Kuliegedera,
Kotadeniyawa.

Rassapana Appubamillage
Rassapana, Banduragoda

8. Mr. Muthukutti Arachchige Peiris of Nawana.
9. Mr. Hapugala Arachchige Waidyasekera of Paragoda,

7. Mr, Simon Appuhamy of

Kotadeniyawa
10. Mr. Karuna Pathirennehelage Aron Singho of Erabadda,
© Kotadeniyawa
11. Mr. Adikari Appuhamillage Thomis Appuhamy of

Rassapana, Banduragoda.

Jinarajadasa Gamini Wijewardhena Jayatilleke of
Balagalla, Divulapitiya.

12. Mr,

18. Mr. Suriya Arachchirallage Welaratne of Kuliegedara,
Kotadeniyawa.

14. Mr. Elaboda Kankanamalage Piyasena of Kuliegedera,
Kotadeniyawa.

15. Mr. Jayanetti Pathirannehelage Sirigena of Kuliegedera,
Kotadeniyawa, '

16. Mr, Atauda Achchi Talammahara Lekamai&ge Karuna-
ratne of Pahala Kaluaggala, Banduragoda. ’

17. Mr. Don Henry Karunaratne of Kotadeniyawa.

18. Mr. Nainanayake Pathirennchelage Nandasena of Para-
goda, Kobadeniyawa.

19. Mr. Hapugala Arachchige Wijeratne of Paragoda,
Kotadeniyawa.

20. Mr. Adikarige Hemapala Adikari of Naranapitiya,
Banduragoda,

21. Mr. Mudannayake Appuhamillage Emaliyes Appuhamy of
Hangawatta, Banduragoda.

22. Mr. Gardi Achchige Karunasekera of
Hettimulla, Kotadeniyawa.

H

‘* Prayaga ",

(b) appoint Mr. David Senarath Dassanayake of Halpe,
- Mirigama, to be the Chairman of the aforesaid Panel;
and
(¢) determine that-the period for which each such person 1s
appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be
8 years from the date of the publication-of this Order
in the Gazette. )
A. ¥. WIIEMANNE,
S Minister of Justice.
Ministry of dJustice, ’
Colombo, 19th August, 1965.

8§—908

-

THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT

Notice -

I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do hereby
cancel the Order published in the Government Gazette No. 14,407
of 28.5.1965, constituting a Panel of Conciliators for the Udugaha
Pattu Village area in Colombo District. -

A. F. WL/EMANNE,
Minister of Justice.

Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 19th August, 1965,

8—904
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THE CONCILIATION BOARDS ACT
Order

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by sub-sections (1) and (8)
of section 8 and sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Conciliation
Boards Act, Nec. 10 of 1958, as amended by Act No. 12 of 1963,
I, Alexander Fairlie Wijemanne, Minister of Justice, do hereby—

(@) appoint the following persons to be members of the Panel
of Conciliators constituted for the Hanwella-Peruwa
Village area described at No. 8 in the Schedule to the
notice under section 8 (2) of the Conciliation Boards
Ast, No. 10 of 1958, published in Gazette No. 18,837 of

29.11.1963.
\1) Rev. Kekanadure Dharmasiri- Thero of Ihala Hanwella,
Hanwel'a. . -
(2) Mr. Gardiya Tantrige Charles Ruberu of Artigala Road,
Meegoda.

(8) Mr. Kuruppu Arachchige Don Robert Appubhamy of Jal-
tara, Ranala.

(4) Mr. Senarath Mudalige Don Siriyas of Ihala Hanwella,
Hanwella.

(5) Mr. Stanley Weerasinghe of Pahala Hanwella, Hanwella.

(6) Mr. Allis Jayasinghe of Pahala Hanwella, Hanwella.

(7) Mr. Kualupana Badalge Premadasa of Ihala Hanwella,
Hanwella.

(8) Mr. Dayasiri Owasekera Rupasinghe Jayawardhena of
Jaltara, Ranala.

(9) Mr. Don David Hiripitiya of Artigala Road, Meegoda.

(10) Mr. Samaratunga Liyanage Gunawardhena of Artigala,
Hanwella.

(11) Mr. Hettiarachchige Benedict Edward Logus Dharma-
ratne of Owitigama, Meegoda,

(12) Mr. Welikannage Don Aron Singho of Mawatagama,
Padukka.

(13) Mr. Pitiyage Reginald of Mawatagama, Padukka.

(14) Mr. Don Kirineris Sndasinghe of ‘‘ Sinhagiri ’’, Bata-
wala,

(15) Mr. Bope Gamage Sadiris Jayatissa of Thala Hanwella,
Hanwella,

(16) Mr. Dhanapala Welikala of Artigala, Hanwella,

(17) Mr. Don Paul Kariyawasam Atukorale of Artigala, Han-

wella.

(18) Mr. Sendanayake Arachchige Senaratne of Mawatagama,
Padukka.

(19) Mr. Kandanhenage Don Obiyas of Mawatagama,
Padukka.

(20) Mr. Don Sediris Perera Attanayake of Jaltara, Ranala.

{21) Mr. Don Viyolis Kasturiarachch: of Ihala Hanwella,
Hanwella, :

(22) Mr. Piyadasa Perera Attanayake of Jaltara, Ranala.
(23) Mr. Ranjit Dayananda Puswella of Artigala, Hanwella,

(24) Mr. Govinnage Dharmasiri Kularatne of Owitigama,
Meegoda.

{25) Mr, Uggallage Don Sethan Perera of Kurunduwatta,
Meegoda.

(b) appoint Mr, Gardiya Tantrige Charles Rubera of Artigala
Road, Meegoda, to be the Chairman of the aforesaid
Panel; and
(c) deterinine that the period for which each such person is
appointed as a member of the aforesaid Panel shall be
3 years from the date of the publication of this Order
in the Gazette. .
A. F. WITEMANNE,
Minister of Justice.
Ministry of Justice,
Colombo, 17th August, 1965.
8—992

THE CROP INSURANCE ACT, No. 13 OF 1961

Order under Section 11 (1)

ORDER made by the Minister of Agriculture and Food under
Section 11 (1) of the Crop Insurance Act, No. 13 of 1961,

M. D. BanDpa,
Minister of Agriculture and

Colombo, August 18, 1965.

Food.

ORDER

The following causes shall be specified causes for purposes of
section 11 (1) of the Crop Insurance Act, No. 13 of 1961 :—

(1) Lack of water.

(2) Drought.

{3) Excessive water.

(4) Floods.

(5) Plant diseases.

(6) Insect infestations.

(7) Wild boar.

(8) Wild elephant.

(9) Adherence to the methods of farming approved by the

Comumissioner.

8-884/1

THE CROP INSURANCE ACT, No. 138 OF 1961
Order under Section 12 (1)

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by section 12 (1} of the Crop
Insurance Act, No. 13 of 1961, I, Mohottalage Dingiri Banda,
Minister of Agriculture and Food, do by this Order, determine
that the sixth term of Insurance shall be one year, reckoned from
the date of commencement of 196566 Maha season.

M. D. Baxpa, -
Minister of Agriculture and Food.

C'olombo, August 18, 1965.
8-884/2

THE CROP INSURANCE ACT, No. 13 OF 1961
Notification under Section 24 (1) .

BY virtue of the powers vested in me by section 24 (1) of the Crop Insurance Act, No. 13 of 1961, I, Mohottalage Dingiri Banda,
Minister of Agriculture and Food, do hereby determine that the rates at which indemnity is payable in respect of the paddy crop iu the
Maha. season of 1965-66 and the Yala season of 1966, slall be as specified in the Schedule hereto.

Colombo, August 18, 1965.

M. D. Bavpa,
Minister of Agriculture and Food.

SCHEDULE

Stage of Production

Rate

When the loss occurs during the period between
the time when it is not possible to resow or
replant and the time of flowering

When the loss occurs during the period between
the time of flowering and the date of har-
vesting .

8-884/3

In case of Total Loss

70 per centum of the 30 and below 30
‘maximum amount of Over 30
indemnivy payable

100 per centum of the 30 and helow 30
maximum amount of Over 30
indemnity payable

In case of Partial Loss
A

s
DPer Centum of Loss Rate

Nil

Same per centum of the
amount of indemnity pay-
able in case of total loss
during this stage as the
per centum of loss

Nil

Same per centum of the
maximum amount of
indemnity payable as
the per centum of loss
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No. T. 7/755.
THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, CHAPTER 131

THE award transmitted to me by the President, Labour
Tribunal 4 to whom the Industrial dispute which had arisen
between Industrial and General Workers’ Union, 123, Vinaya-
lankara Mawatha, Colombo 10 of the one part and Messrs.
H. W. Pathinayake, C. W. Pathinayake, D. A. W. Pathinayake,

G. W. Pathinayake, D. D. W. Pathinayake and K. W. Pathi- .

nayake, all of Kirinda, Puhulwella, the Proprietors of New Clay
Works, Kirinda, Puhulwella of the other part, was referred by
Order dated January 27, 1963, made under section 4(1) of the
Industrial Disputes Act, Chapter 131, as amoanded by the
Industrial Dispntes (Amendment) Acts, Nos. 14 and 62 of 1957
and 4 of 1962 and published in Ceylon Government Gazette No.
14,312 of February 5, 1965 for settlement by arbitration is hereby
published in terms of Section 18(1) of the said Act.

N. L. ABEYWIRA,
Commissioner of Labour.
Department of Labour,
Colombo 3, 13 Augast, 1965.

In the matier of an Industrial Dispute

BETWEEN

The Industrial and General Workers’ Union, 123, Vinaya-
lankara Mawatha, Colombo 10.

AND

H. W. Pathinayake, C. W. Pathinayake, D. A. W. Pathinayaks,
G. W. Pathinayake, D. D. W. Pathinayake and K. W. Pathi-
nayake of Kirinda, Puhulwella, the Proprietors of New Clay
Works, Kirinda, Puhulwella.

: No. ID|LT|G. 19.
AWARD

This industrial dispute was referred to me by the Hon. Minister
of Labour and Housing under the provisions of Section 4(1) of
the Industrial Disputes Act as amended.

The maitter in dispute between the parties is, according to the
statement of the Commissioner of Labour apperided to the
reference, whether the termination of employment of the emplo-
yees of Schedule ‘A’ hereto is justified and to what relief each of
them is entitled.

The union filed their statement on 9th March 1965 wherein
they claimed that the workers concerned in the dispute have
been unjustly discontinued from employment. On that basis
they claimed re-instatement with back wages.

The employers in their statement took up the position that on
7th Octoper 1964, at the place of business of the employers the
workers concerned had a sit down strike at which there was
intimidation on other workers. On the following day, the Labour
Inspector intervened and attermpted to bring about a settlement,
Two female workers had been suspended vy the management
for a period of three days. The management agreed.to reduce
the period of suspension, to two days, but the workers continued
their strike.  That was on bth October 1964, On the following
day, a Labour Othcer advised the workers on strike Lo resume
work but tfiey refused to do so putting forward 18 demands
which were not the cause of the sirike, On 10.10.64 (that was
the day on which the period of suspension of the women workers
was over) notice was given to the strikers that if they did not
return to work on the 12th October l1th was a Sunday—they
would be deemed to have vacated their posts. The workers not
having turned up, a notice of vacation was read over to the
strikers on the lzth October, but they stil refused to go back
for work. On the following day, namely the 13th October Mr.
H. W. Pathinayake, on bebalt of the management interviewed
* the Labour Otficer, Matara on an invitation. The statement of
the employers further states that the workers agreed to resume
work after an apology to the management but they failed to
tender the said apology. A further diseussion took place on &
" subsequent occasion where the management undertook to give
work to the strikers provided they admitted their fault, and
provided further that tour of the strikers would be given work at
a point of time later than the resumption of work by the other
strikers. The workers failed to carry out “their part of the
agreement’’ and on 4th November 1964 the management informed
the strikers by registered post that they should return to work
“as agreed”. The strikers failed to resume work. The manage-
merit turther adds in their answer that it would not be possible
to maintain discipline if the workers are allowed to be misled by
oae or two designing workers.

I have outlined the answer of the management fully because
of the complicated nature of the dispute between the parties.

The case came up for hearing on 25th May 1965. Mr. Bertram
Gunatilleke appeared for the union whilst Mr. Sumitta Dahana-
yake instructed by Mr. Dudley Samarawickrema appeared for
the respondeunts.

On the first date of hearing a preliminary objection was taken
by learned counsel for the respondents who stated that the refer-
ence was bad on three grounds :—

(1 The reference is in general terms,

(2) The particulars of the matters in dispute are not matters
for the Cominissioner of Labour.

(3) The reference does not specify that the particulars of the
dispute as given by the Commissioner of Labour have
- received the sanction of the Minister.

Section 4(1) read together with Section 16 of the Industrial
Disputes Act (as amended) supplies the answer to these objec-
tions. All that is necessary for the Minister to do for compliance
with Section 4(1) aforesaid is for him to make an order in writing
to an arbitrator for the settlement of an industrial dispute
(notwithstanding that the parties to such dispute do pot consent
to such reference). Nowhere is it stated that the Minister
himself must state the dispute. On the contrary Section 16
aforesaid states that where an industrial dispute has been referred
for arbitration it shall be accompanied by a statement prepared
by the Commissioner setting out each of the matters which to his
knowledge is in dispute between the parties. Thus T see 1o
substance in-this preliminary objection and accordingly I have
dismissed it.

The union had to begin the case as the employers denied
termination of services of the various workers concerned in this
dispute. )

Before I proceed I have to state that of the 52 workers con-
cerned in this dispute the case of four workers was unconditionally
withdrawn.

These workers area :—

14. K. K. Dainis

27. K. K. P. Podihamy
46. J. G. Siyadoris
49. L. P. Jemis

These workers will thus be excluded from he dispute.

Omne clerical error in the schedule of workers of the statement
of the Commissioner was also corrected of consent. The worker
387 will read as W. G. Podihamy. The worker 39 will read as
K. P. Hinnihamy alias K. G. Hinnihamy alias K. P. H. Hinni-
hamy.

It would appear that the dispute in this case arises from a
strike launched by the union on 8th October 1964. On the
preceding day, & union member by the name of Girigoris had
been ordered out of the premises by Mr. H. W. Pathinayake, the
active partner of a brick manufacturing business called New
Clay Works. The incident in question is in connection with the
damage to some tiles manufactured by the firm. On the self
same day two female members of the union were punished by
suspension of work for a period of three days on the ground that
they were detected idling. The three workers made complaint
to their union President. On the same evening a meeting of the
union was held and it was decided that on the following morning
the President should demand work for the three workers and if
that was turned down, strike action should ensue. Accordingly
work was demanded and when it was rofused the strike was
called by the union.

The Assistant District representative of the union, Mr.
Gunawardena sent a telegram (A.1) to the Labour Officer, Matara,
and called at his office the same day to make a written complaict
(A.2). The Labour Officer, Mr. Wijusiri intervened forthwith
but to no purpose. On the following day, that is 9tH October
the union handed over to the Labour Officer the letter A.3 con-
sisting of 18 demands, one of which was the immediate employ-
ment of the workers aforesaid. I shall not enumerate here the
entirety of these demands. Suffice it to state that these demands
related to under-payments, wage scales, mode of payment of
wages, advances, overtime payments, insurance, workmen’s
compensation, maternity benefits, sanitary and welfare facilities
and such other humanitariam requirements. These (barring
one) were not the proximate causs of the strike.

Mr. Pathinayake admits that on the same day, namely 9th
October, he got a copy of the demands from the Labour Officer
who visited the work-place. On the self same day he exprossed
his willingness to the Labour Officer to reduce the period of
suspension by one day, but this did not meet with the approval
of tre strikers. Thus the strike proceeded. The period of
suspension of the female workers was to be over on the 12th
Octoker, 11th being a Sunday. .

The 18 demands aforesaid—rather 17 demands (the other
being the claim for immediate employment of the three workers
in question)—created a tense situation. Perhaps obsessed 'by
the formidability of the 17 extra demands of the union of waich
Mr. Pathinayake became aware on the 9th October for the first
time, and triumphant that he had somehow achieved his object
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of not giving work to the female workers during their period of
suspension, Mr. Pathinayake posted a notice on thenotice
board—vide R. 2—which ran as follows :—

Kirinda, Puhulwella.
10.10.64,

The period of punitive suspension ends today. Therefore
these offenders and other strikers should resume work on
12.10.64. If this order is not complied with, they will be
treated as having unlawfully quitted employment and legal
action will be taken against them for the losses caused by them

to this institution.
Sgd. H. W. Pathinayake

This was read on 12.10.64 at about 11.15 in the preseace of
Police Officers who had come to give protection. Besides, I
once again made order-that they should resume work in the

afternoon.
Sgd. H. W. Pathinayake.
12.10.64.

The post-script, it will be seen is dated 12th October 1964. Tt
invites the workers to turn up on the 12th afternoon.
workers did not turn. up.

This notice no doubt appears at first glance to be a master-
piece. of strategy. Yet it did not achieve its object. The
reason is obvious. The vanquished were not yet to be beaten
up.

In this context the two disgruntled parties attended a confer-
ence summoned by the Labour Officer, Matara, on 13th October
1964. What happened at that conference is a matter of keen
dispute and I shall refer to that later.

Presently I propose to examine the events of the 7th October
to the 13th October in the light of the entirety of the evidence
before me to consider whether it could be said that the strike
and the continuance of the strike from the 8th to the 13th was
justified. There were two grounds for the strike. The first is
the allegation made against Mr. H. W. Pathinayake that he
assaulted a union member called Girigoris and expelled him
from the premises. I shall dispose of the charge of assault by
stating that this Girigoris’s statement to the police on the ques-
tion of the assault is contradictory to the evidence he has given
in this case. But that does not end the cause for resentment on
the part of the trade union in connection with the incident of
Girigoris. Girigoris’s version with respect to the incident
where he figured is to my mind exaggerated. There is no doubt
however that he had been treated in a high handed manner.
One gets a glimpse of what happened in connection with Giri-
goris from the letter Mr. Pathinayake has addressed to the Com-
missioner of Labour on the 8th October which is marked A, 14.
This letter states that on 7.10.64, the writer (Mr. Pathinayake)
questioned Girigoris regarding the damage to some tiles and that
he ordered him out of the gate because he replied in a disrespectful
and obstinate manner. That is all that he states in that letter
in respect of Girigoris. This version of the incident of Mr.
Pathinayake is supported by his evidence on 2.7.65, where he
states that when Girigoris repeated in a loud tone that he did not
"see who had damaged the two tiles in question, he ordered him
to get out of the premises. Apart from Girigoris’s loud tone
there was nothing objectionable in what he said or in what he
did. Mr. Pathinayake specifically states on that date of his
evidence that Girigoris did not say anything to hurt his feelings
either both before or after he was ordered out. This version of
Mr. Pathinayake was no doubt changed on 5th July 1965 when
he continued his evidence before me and, to say the least of it,
I shall not rély on the changed version. I would rather prefor
to act on Mr. Pathinayake's version of the incident as referred
to in his letter to the Commissioner of Labour on 8th October
1964 and his evidence before me on the first date where he deposed
to the incident in question. To use the language of Mr. Pathi-
nayake he had told the workman, “Get out from the place. If
people like you stay in places like this, these places will get
ruined”. This language is indeed too strong especially if the
worker himself was innocent, and it savours of an utter disregard
for human dignity. The modern trends of industrial thought
in respect of the dignity of labour, more specially in respect of
the treatment of labour, completely conflict with this attitude
of the employer. I shall not elaborate this point any further,
but I wish to state that though there is certainly a difference in
the social status between an employer and a workman, the present
concept of an employee is not that he is a chattel but an equal
of the employer 1n the contract of employment. If therefore
the workman uttered, whom he left the premises on the day in
question, as Mr. Pathinayake would have it that the workman
did according to his evidence on the second day, words to the
following effect : “We are all one, this is not your era”, I think
Mr. Pathinayake was himself to blame.

Stronger still is the grievance of the unjon regarding the
attitude of the employer Mr. Pathinayake in respect of the
suspension of the two female workers. The cause of suspension
is according to Mr. Pathinayake the detection of these two
workers idling. Thus suspension admittedly was punitive in
character. The duration of idling one does not know from the
ovidence of Mr. Pathinayake. But even if these two workers
“idled” it must have been, on the impression, I gained, for just
& few minutes. These workers were essentially manual workers

The .

and a little idling I suppose is not absolutely impermissible in
their occupation. Even if, nevertheless, a strong minded employ-
er must take those two “idling” women to task, the punishment
of suspension of these two workers for the first offence of its
kind for a period of three days in an institution where other
disciplinary measures seem to have been adopted, such as fines,
to my mind is impetuous and harsh and must shock the con-
science. At any rate one cannot blame a trade union viewing
such & matter with grave concern. I am not forgetful here of
the principles adopted in the celebrated Buckingham and Carnatic
Mills case (1952 (1)L.L.J. 805) that the mode of punishment
must be left to the management that knows best of its own
problems. But even there it was held that if it is clear that the
punishment is either perverse or baseless (as I shall presently
show), or is such that it disturbs the conscience, that punishment
should not be allowed to stand. I must state here that the
employer has in my view failed to justify this suspension for a
period of three days so far as, at any rate, the suspension of
Gunawathie was concerned. I prefer to act completely on her
evidence. This witness gave her evidence with the utmost
candour and the impression that she created in my mind was
that in her own rustic, illiterate way she was speaking nothing
but the truth. Her evidence has not been shaken, whilst Mr.
Pathinayake’s is open to doubt as I have hinted earlier. She
does not deny that she had been earlier told by Mr. Pathinayake
not to idle. But according to her evidence, on the day in geus-
tion, she was obstructed by another worker whe stooped to
pickup an article called “Achchu Kanda”. There was no space
for her to proceed in her task and whilst she waited i1l the other
worker picked up the said article, the employer Mr. Pathinayake
called her, suspended her for a period of three days and sent her
away. She did not get a name for that day. This punishment
is harsh. It is also two-fold ; the worker does not get a name ;
at the same timé, she is suspended for a period of three days.
According to Mr. Pathinayake when the two workers concerned
were questioned, one of them said that she was waiting ‘till the
tiles were removed’ and the other, ‘till the others get to a side’.
Mr Pathinayake was constrained to admit that the punishment
was heavy. But he added that the type of punishment he gave
was not sufficient for that type of offence. It is interesting to
note here that Mr. Pathinayake said that a fine is a heavier
punishment than suspension for a period of time. His own
evidence illustrates the insincerity of this view. The manage-
ment sought to justify this punishment on the ground that the
trade union workers were adopting ‘‘ Go Slow” tactics for
some period of time. I am of the view that there is no reliable
evidence to support such a position. In fact, in none of the
conferences before the labour Officers or the Asst. Commissioner
of Labour during the pendency of the strike was this position
taken. I am of the opinion that this allegation of a “Go Slow”
is only an after-thought. Sabotage was alleged in that more
tiles happened to be damaged. I can conceive of several ways
in which, apart from sabotage, more tiles came to be damaged.
There is no evidence worthy of acceptance on this point.

One other aspect of the cause of the strike from the standpoint
of the legality of the suspension order I would like to discuss.
In the teeth of the union canvassing the propriety of this suspen-
sion order, one would have expected the employers who sought
to justify the stand they took, to place evidence before me
regarding the terms of the contract of employment which enabled
them to suspend. It is settled law that the employer has no
inherent right of suspension. This right can arise, as far as I
see, from only two sources. One is the express terms in the
contract of employment (see Bird Vs. British Celanese Limited
(1945) K.B. 336). The other is from a given statute governing
& given contract of employment (see Ridge Vs. Baldwin (1962)
1 All E. R. 834).- The only exceptions to the above rule appear
to be in respect of a contract of employment where the current,
operative practice in the kind of employmnet that is in question
provides for, by implication, the right to suspend (see Marshall
Vs. English Electric Co. Ltd. (1945) 1 All E.R. 653), and where,
depending on the nature of the contract, a necessary implication
arises in regard to the right of suspension on the oceurrence of
an unforseen event beyond the control of the employer. As
was said by the Supreme Court of India in Hotel Imperial Vs.
Hotel Workers Union (A.LR. 1959 8.C. 1342 :— )

“It is now well-settled that the power to suspend, in the
sense of a right to forbid a servant to work, is not an implied
term in an ordinary contract between master and servant and
that such a power can, only be the creature either of a statute
governing the contract, or of an express term in the contract.
itself. Ordinarily, therefore, the absence of such power either
as an express term in the contract or in the rules framed under
some statute would mean that the master would have no power
to suspend a workman and even if he does so in the sense that
he forbids the employee to work, he will have to pay wages
during the so-called period of suspension...... These princi-
ples of the ordinary law of master and servant are well

settled”.

The strike no doubt was a lightning strike. But strike strategy
is difficult to predict. This kind of strike action, commonly
described as lightning strikes, is not uncommon in industrial
relations. In its tacticl level, it is extremely effective. In
the ingtant case, on the top of a suspension order which was to
be effective forthwith, strike action could not reasonably have
been postponed if it was to be purposeful. Its bona fides is
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seen from the fact that simultaneously the union sought the
intervention of the Labour Department for re-employment of
the workers. (vide A. 1 and A. 2).

I do not thus agree with the learned counsel for the respondents
when he claimed that this strike is unjustified. Some faint
suggestion was made that it assumed at the inception an illegal
character, and rendered itself unjust. It was stated that the
strikers remsined in the premises when the strike commenced.
Mr. Pathinayake said, ‘ The strikers sat inside the work-place.
I asked them why they were scated. The workers did not reply .
The duration of time of the strikers so remaining one does nop
know. The expression “‘git down strike” was used to describe
this conduct (if any) on the part of the strikers. It is common
ground that the strikers were not on their jobs or at their posts.
The sit down strike, as is known, to industrial law, connotes the
concept of workers feeding and housing themselves on their
jobs and is associated perhaps with the belief that the workers
had property in their job. This kind of strike is iatended to
prevent recruitment of substitutes and to combat effectively
(though not legally) the employer—utilisation of instrumesnts of ~
violence and chicanery in breaking strikes (Ludwig Teller—
Vol. 1 p. 311). It oecurs ‘ Whenever a group of employees or
others interested in obtaining a certain objective in a particular
business forcibly take over possession of the property of such
business, establish themselves within the plant, stop its produc-
tion and refuse access to the owners or to the others desiring to
work” (C. C. H. Labour Law Service, 1937-1940 p. 332). By
what stretch of imagination the conduct of the strikers can be
described as a sit-down strike I regret I cannot understand.

I am unable to state that there is no justification for thiS
strike. = . : ’
The history of the strike shows what mighty contests can
spring from trivial causes. I am not here referring to the cause
for the strike. I am referring here mainly to the incidents of
the 8th Qctober from when intervention by the Labour Depart-
ment went out of gear. On the 8th October, Mr. Pathinayake
agreed to reduce the period of suspension by oné day. The
workers declined this offer. Thence forward the employer laid
more strings on the strikers for settlement. The disappointment
of Mr. Pathinayake with the attempts made by the Labour
Officer is reflected in a graphic letter he wrote on the 14th
October, 1964 (R. 1) where he said that inspite of his own request
that he should reduce the period of suspension, the Labour
Officer was unable to get the strikers to agree. I must observe
here—and this matter I shall finally take into consideration—
that the union aggravated the situation by submitting to the
Labour Officer a letter consisting of 18 demands, 17 of which
were not the proximate cause of the strike and which could have
been more appropriately settled, in my view, by recourse to the
provisions of Section 4 of the Industrial Disputes Act as an -
alternative to the continuance of strike action. In this context,
I must state that the subsequent conduct of the union shows
that they did not press these demands. If that wisdom . was
applied by the union on the 8th itself, the door would have been
open for better relations between the strikers and the manage-
ment. It has to be mentioned here that, as is evident, from the
instant case, strategy apart, the strike continuance caused
immeasurable loss not only to the union but also t0 the manage-
ment. It must have had its repercussions on the state as well,
the employers’ business being a local industry. I propose to
take this matter into consideration on the question of relief.
Strike action is a double edged weapon, the point of which can
sometimes be used to inflict injury on the state. One attitude
to this question derives from the principle that strikes are always
justifiable in a society dominated by the bourgeoisie. This
‘attitude which springs from class warfare as the raison d’etre of
labour movements has not always been acceptable in the demo-
cratic pattern. Though strike has not been cutlawed, it should
not be outside the compass of a community, (and therefore of a
Tribunal) to give some measure of thought to the repercussions
this warfare may have on the welfare of the state itself.

Passing now to the events of the 10th October I must say that
they are tained so far as the employer is concerned by his notori-
ous notice R. 2 (quoted above). It no doubt announced the
employer’s intention to give time to the workers to turn up on
the 12th but the language in which it has been couched, from a
psychological standpoint, is far from inviting. :

This notice was a notice regarding vacation of post. The
workers did not turn up on the 12th October when the vacation
order was to be operative. In that light, Mr. Pathinayake

ests that the strikers had vacated their posts and should

not be entitled to any relief.

This plea of vacation of post in my opinion is untenable. The
with-holding of labour which is the essence of strike actior: and
which has been recognised by the state in its developed industrial
concept, cannot be defeated by a vacation of post order if there
is no 4ntent to determine the 1ndust¥‘1a'l relationship (W. A.
Supply Co. Vs. Registrar of .Frie?ndly Societies (1904) 6 W. A. L. R.
199). The key congideration is the presence or absence of the
demand. ‘A strike does not break the employment nexus,
though if the striking emplpyees do not give the requisite notice
of termination of their services they cormmig a b_reach of contract
in striking. On the other hand, a combination which would
otherwise amount to a strike does no_t cease to be .su_ch merely
because the men give notice of termination of their individual
contracts of service by whatever length of notice is requisite in

law. Mass resignation may still constitute a strike if done
pursuant to combination and the element of demand exists.
This has been several times held by the New South Wales Courts
and is undeniably correct. The only effect of the giving of notice
is that the strikers cannot be sued individually for breach of
contract The only reason why a mass resignation where
the workers all give notice of termination may still be a strike is
that they contemplate that they would seeic re-engagement if
the employer capitulated. By the same reasoning a lock-out
would not be constituted if the employer discharged all the
workmen simply because he was tired of their industrial demands
provided that he did not intend to take them back even if they
abandoned their demands.” Sykes on Strike Law in Australia
P. 87. On this line of industrial thinking, the vacation of post
notice R. 2 did not bring about, whilst the element of demand
existed, an abandonment of the contract of employment when
the strikers did not turn up on the 12th October. The element
of demand is established by the presence of Mr. Pathinayake
before the Labour Officer on the 18th October, the subsequent

“negotiations and the deferment of the dissolution of the contract

of employment on the conduet of Mr. Pathinayake himself till
perhaps towards the middle of November. As was stated in
the American case of Iron Moulders’ Union Vs. Allis Chalmers
(166 F. 45, 91 C. C. A. 631), “Neither strike nor lock-out complete-
ly terminates, when this is its purpose, the relationship between
the parties. The employees who remain to take part in the
strike or whether the lock-out do so that they may be ready to
take them back on terms to which he shall agree. Manifestly,
then, pending a strike or a lock-out, and as to those who have
not finally and in good faith abandoned it, a relationship exists
between the employer and employee that is neither that of the
general nature of employer and employee nor again that of emplo-
yer looking among strangers or employees seeking from strangers
employment . See also~ Newcastle Wharf Labourers’ Case

(1902) 1. A. R. (N. S. W.) 1.

I shall now proceed to the next stage of the history of this
dispute. It is common ground that both Mr. Pathinayake and
the . union representatives appeared before the Labour Officer
Mr. Wijesiri. on the 13th October at his office at Matara. Mr.
Pathinayake refused to recognise_the union and participate at
the same table in any discussion where the union representatives
were present. Accordingly the Labour Officer held discussions
separately and went through the entirety of the 18 demands.
A, 4 constitutes the notes of this conference. According to
these notes the first demand was the re-instatement of the two
female workers concerned and the male worker Girigoris with
wages for the period of mon-employment. An agreerent was
reached to take them back without back wages. Some demands
were withdrawn, some postponed and others Settled. A com-
promise appeared to have been reached.

As to the nature of the compromise there is certainly some
confusion. Mr. Pathinayake is alleged to have stated to the
Labour Officer that he had informed the strikers that their
services had been terminated for contravention of his vacation
of post notice. He was willing to take them back however
provided they tendered an apology to him. The conference
notes pointly state that when Mr. Pathinayake was told that

’ that could not be done by the strikers, he unconditionally agreed

to take them back on the 14th October. (The italics are mine)
The notes state that the workers also undertook to resume
work on the 14th October. Notwithstanding, it has been
strongly urged that Mr. Pa.th.i.nayake' did not give any under-
taking to take back the strikers without an apology. Mr.
Wijesiri, the Labour Officer, was perfectly certain both from
his memory and his notes that Mr. Pathinayake ultimately agreed
to take baek the workers without an apology. Learned counsel
for the employers states that Mr. Wijesiri’s evidence on this
point must be rejected for several reasons. One is that according
to Mr. Alwis, Assistant Commissioner of Labour, who presided
at the conference of the 23rd October, neither Mr. Wijesiri nor

" Mr. Piyasena, the two Labour Officers who handled this dispute,

made any mention whatsoever about this broken undertaking,
But it is the evidence of Mr. Alwis that he did not go into the
history of the dispute and in that light, whilst there was perhaps
something wanting on the part of the Labour Officers not to have
acquainted the Assistant Commissioner of Labour with the history
of the dispute particularly with reference to the allegation made
that Mr. Pathinayake had gone back on an undertaking, Y shall
not draw any serious inference against the version of Mr. Wijesiri
that when Mr. Pathinayake refused to take back the strikers
on the 14th October unconditionally, he (Mr. Pathinayake) had
broken his pledge. Learned Counsel for the respondents then
refers to the evidence of the Labour Officer Mr. Piyasena and
urges that if Mr. Pathinayake had undertaken to take back the
workers unconditionally, the first question that this Labour
Officer should have asked Mr. Pathinayake at the conference of
the 16th October which he held was as to why Mr. Pathinayake
had gone back on his undertaking. This Labour Officer stated
that he learnt from Mr. Wijesiri that the dispute had been
gottled on the 14th October without the workers having to
tender an apology, but at the same time (as lea'.rned ‘counsel
argues) he did not confront Mr. Pathinayake with the most
pertinent question of a retracted undertaking. To e, ce;'tamly,
Mr. Piyasena’s omission to do so looks strange, Jutzlglng the
maitter from the standards of common sense,‘bl.lt as this officer’s
evidence is full of contradictions, I must say it is safer for.me to
consider that his evidence should be of no asswtance this way
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or the other on this muach disputed point. I must however
state that some suspicion as to the truth of the version regarding
the retracted undertaking has been infused into my mind by
this officer’s evidence. The next point made by learned couusel
is that Mr. Wijesiri’s telegram of the 13th October to Mr. Pathi-
nayake should suggest that Mr. Pathinayake had only under-
taken to take back the strikers conditionally. Learned counsel
relies on the text of this telegram (X. 4) which runs as follows :—

““ In accordance with the discussions with me, the workers
will turn up for work on the 14th. Please give them work—
Labour Officer, Matara.” (The translation is mine)

It was suggested that the phrase * In accordance with discussions
with me ™ has been put into the text as the l.abour Officer kn-w
that Mr. Pathinayake was willing to take back the workers
subject to the condition~(as discussed) that they tendered an
-apology to him. The phrase aforesaid, I must mention here,
is used in the telegram seut by the Labour Officer on the self
same occasion to the union. This telegram (Y) runs as follows:—

“Tn accordance with the discussions with me, please ask
the workers of New Clay Works who are now on strike to go
for work on the l4th morning—Labour Officer, Matara.”
(The translation is mine).

There is no doubt some point in the counsel’s submission but it
would strike me that if the Labour Officer sent the telegram in
that form because of a conditional undertaking, it would equally
not have been difficult for him to have iuformed the parties
specifically about what they should respectively do on the 14th,
T am rather inclined to thie view that the phrase in question (in
Sinhalese) was just a reference to the discussion that morning—
as is usually included in official correspondence—and no more.
In point of fact no question was asked from this Labour Officer
as to what he actually meant by the use of this phrase in his
telogram. 1 must state here that Mr. Pathinayake who refused
work to the strikers on the 14th morning on their failure to tender
an apology (or to admit their fault) appears to have given (in
my view, after reflection) a twist to the Labour Officer’s phrase
when on the 15th October—not the 14th—he wired to the Labour
Officer as follows :— P

“In-accordance with the discussions, workers have ncb
turned up for work after admitting their fault,”

Incidentally what appears in Mr. Pathinayake’s text in regard
to the question of the apology is the phrase ‘“‘after admitting

. their fault” and not “‘after tendering an apology’. The telegram
of Mr. Pathinayake is certainly beluted and its belatedness
coupled strongly by the fact that when on the 14th October
Mr. Pathinayake wrote to the Labour Officer—vide R. 1—(that
was after the workers had at the morning muster time failed to
“*admit, their fault”’)— no mention whatsoever has been ade
about the union mem! .~s going back on the undertaking to
apologise or to admit their tault (as alleged), drives me to the
ccn lision that the telegram A, 6 is the product of some fcrtile
aftar-thought. In this context I must observe that some effort
was made Lo show that this telegram which was received in the
Labour Officer’s office on the 15th October was despatched to
the post office by the management on the 14th itself, but the
telegram receipt bears the date of the 15th October. The
telegram itself bears evidence that it was handed over to the
post office on the 15th afternoon at “13.15”. It was also urged
by learned counsel that the failure on the part of Mr. Wijesiri to
take the signature of Mr. Pathinayake and the union officials to
the memorandum of scttlement on the 13th October (A. 13)
shows that this Labour Officer’s notes should not be accepted.
In this connection 1 must state that I place reliance on the evid-
ence of Mr. Wijeriri though I dare say that had the signatures
been taken, this case would not have assumed the complexion
it has. Mr. Wijesiri's evidence is corroborated by the evidence
of Mr. Jinadasa, the union President, which is unshaken in
eross-examination and which 1 believe. 1t is also corroborated
by the evidence of Mr. Gunawardel.a, Assistant Distiict Repre-
sentative, whose evidence again 1 lean on (though somewhat
shaken in respect of immaterial particulars). The view theretore
I take in respect of the discussions of the Labour Officer with
the partics on the 13th Oectober is that Mr. Pathinayake had
ultimately undertaken to take back the workers on the 14th
unconditionally.

T must confess that the conclusion that T have arrived at in
this regard has been reached after cousiderable difficulty. T
might not have experienced that if when the matter was going
out of hand the departmental officers who knew of the possiLility
of a reference of this dispute to au arbitrator acted with greater
foresight., I am constrained to state this because much has
been made of their omissions and ccrmmissicus by learved
counsel for the respondents. T regret also to observe that three
officers from the Labour Departinent had mediated in this dis-
pute. but the situation gradually deteriorated. The fault may
perhaps be in the employer or in the union. Or even in the
conciliator. As for official mediation this has to be said : it is
baffiing that there has been some ignorance of the history of the
dispute on the part of the departmental officials barring one.
Persuasion, so necessary in conciliation, where human problems
are concerned, cannot always succeed with the history of the
dispute relegated to the background. The most pertinent
question that should have been asked from Mr. Pathinayake on

the Jevel of official mediation was, as learned counsel for the
respondents suggested (in a different context), why Mr. Pathi-
nayake had gone back on an undertaking to take the strikers
back unconditionally. The truth would have emerged then
and the dispute perhaps thrashed out. The tendency (if auy)
to undermine the value of conccntrated conciliation purely
because arbitration machinery is available I must state achieves
a result which is the very reverse of the vbjeetives of industrial
peace. “An agreement arrived at in the course of eonciliation
proceedings stands on a higher footing than a settlement by
arbitration, for a third party decision in a field where no decision
can be impartial iu its effects cannot produce a more equitable
state of affairs.”

. In the view I have taken that Mr. Pathinayake undertook
on the L3th Qctober to take back the strikers unconditionally
on the following day, the failure to do so must have caused
more provocation to the union members. But what amuses
me here is the employer going perfectly out of control. Mr.
Piyasena, the Labour Officer, met the respective partis on
the 16th October when the situation decteriorated. Mr. Pathi-
nayake handed over the document X. 3 to this Labour Officer
where he cat: gorically stated that even with an apology (or
admission of guilt) he was not prepared to take four strikers
along with the others. These four strikers are Piyasena, Guna-
dasa, Jinadasa and Dayananda. These excepted cases (he
states in hiys letter) could not be considered till the 24th October ;
“they had always misled illiterate workers and caused losses
to the firm and to the workmen.” This hostile attitude was
adopted by Mr. Pathinayake at the conference of the Assestant.
Comimissioner of Labour on the 23rd October for which he was
sumimoned, but which he attended only after a Labour Officer
fetched him.

From the angle of industrial relations, this attitude of dis-
criminatory treatment has to be condemmed. Tt, to my
niind, reveals the adoption of an extra legal weapon with which
he interided to st.m the growth of trade union organisation.
Such employer-tactics are not countenanced in modern indus-
trial adjudication. Victimisation of trade union leaders has
never be.n allowed. 1t iv truc that employers have sometimes
resorted to such indirect tactics to cripple trade union solidarity.
For example, one hears of dismissals of employees for joining
trade unions or attending trade union meetings or employers
forming “company dominated” or puppet unions, or adopting
judicious espionage and thuggery against trade union officials,
The *'yellow dog” contract (in the United States) or *‘the docu-
ment” (in England) are among such examples. Black listing
is another taciic. These and such others that obstruct the
legitimate growth of the trade union movement should peace-
fully disappear from the industrial sphere. The singling out
of workers for discriminatory treatment—even if it was not
for trade union activities—is born out of vindictiveness and
is an “‘unfair labour practice.” Vide the United Commercial,
Bank Ltd. Vs. Their Workmen (1953) 1 L. L. J. 879. I think
the strikers were justified in rej. cting such unfair labour practice.

The question remains now, where the generality of the strikers
was concerned, why this crucial apology was insisted upon.
If it is because a strike must disturb the smooth progress of
the institution, it must pot be forgotton that it is vet a legitimate
weapon in the hands of the worker in our law. The right to
strike is a part of the wider right of workers to have a share
in determining the conditicns of their work. It is bound up
with the conception of employnent as a civil conitract between
equals. The struggle down the ages to redress the balance
of factual inequality between employers and workmen has
produced the row undisputed strike-weapon.

“1t is easy for employers to talk about the “sanctity” of
contracts, because they are seldom under any induc. ment
to break them. But the workmen have sometimes to choose
between breaking their contracts ard breaking faith with
their fellow-workers, in such a way as to allow the employer
to worsen the conditions of employment. Unrnder such
corditions, workmen cannot he expected to keep their con-
tracts : indeed. they would be wrong to do so, if it is in their
power (o resist.”—Professor Cole in British Trade Unionism
Today (1939)—pp.86-7.

Or was this apology (or the admission of guilt) demanded
because the strikers disregarded the vacatior. of post notice ?
As I bhave shown earlier, this notice did not have any legal
effect. There was no obligation on the part of the workers
to obey it. Besides, it was a rude ruse.

At this juncture T would like to advert to the fact that
right from the beginning Mr. Pathinayake refused to recognise
the trade union. At none of the couferences with the Labour
Officers was he prepared to enter into discussions with the
trade union representatives at the same table. The tendency
at present with some employers to refuse recognition to trade
unions has to be viewed with serious eoncern not only from the
standpoint of harmonious relations in the sphere of labour,
but also that of the state. The refusal to recognise trade unions
has endangered industrial peace in the private sector. Even
bloodshed ha: been caused by the attitude some employers
adopt towards trade unionism. Itis too late in the day to
canvass the legality of trade unions or their logitimate activities.
That being so, au employer’s refusal to recognise a trade union
amounts to his incapacity to look at the problems of labour
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(which are his concern) squarely and justly. Quite apart,
experience all ever democratic countries has shown that trade
unionism has promoted industrial peace and harmonious rela-
tions. The advantages of trade union organisations for the
development of private enterprise are so marked that in sorue
instances private employers have directly encouraged trade
unionism in their industry or enterprise. “A very strong
reason for the ‘enlightened employer’s approval of Trade Unions
in that without the Unions there can be no authoritative nego-
tiation.” Another advantage as statistics show is that it
would help to prevent unnecessary strikes, Yet another advant-
age is that workmen will be disciplined. Lord Northeliffe is
reported to have said:— :

“ Every skilled worker belongs to a union and his employers
want him to. Ten years ago, when I acquired control of
the London Times, this ancient institution was what is known
as an open shop. It had never allowed Trade Unionism.
I expressed my urgent wish to the various staffs that they
should become members of the various labour unions to
which they are attached, and there are now memhers of
fifteen different labour unions working in this and every
other newspaper office in Great Brtain.

"*T believe that the lahor unions make for another relations:
Without labor unions our strike last week (the rail strike)
would have been a civil war. It was the control of the men

by their leaders which made it a peaceful struggle’.

As was asked by Mr. Bevin at the 1926 Trade Union Congress
“Is it not also true that when Trade Unionism has come into
an industry one of its first tasks has been to get some samblance
of organisation, not only on its own side, but also on the emplo-
yers’ side, and in hundreds of cases they have had to rescue the
industry itself from self-destruction, from stupid competition,
and the wrong handling of its affairs?” From the standpoint
of the state too, the employer-recognition of trade unions is
essential for industrial peace. The economic coundition of our
country is deperdent on industry and industry eannot flourish
where there is war—I mean, strike-war. Viewed thus, it is
the civic duty of every employer to recognise the place of trade
unions in industrial peace. Sir Hartley Shaw Cross said in
the House of Commons in 1946 :—

* Most people nowadays realise that it is in the interest
not only of industry but of the State to have strong and
powerful trade unions of which all the workers in icdustry
are members, and which are able to guide and lead their
members.”

In this context it has to be observed that on several occasions
trade unions have come to the Industrial Court complaining
of employers not recognising their umion. The legal difficulty
of having such a dispute raised as an “industrial dispute”
is there, and some of the trade unions are left high and dry-and
frustrated. This must produce industrial unrest. 1 think
it is also the experience of departmental officials that some
employers do not recogunise the right of some trade unions to
participate in discussions. If I may make an observation in
this connection, it is not only in the interests of the state and
the trade unions that legislation should ba introduced to ccmpel
tecogn tion of trade undons, however swell they wmay be but
also in the interests of the employers themselves who run the
risk of committing suicide for non-recognition. Legislation
quite apart, it is hoped that at least {frcm now onwards the
r.spondents would reccgnise this trade union.

It became necessary to discuss the history of the strike,and
its various aspects, the attitudes of the parties in various situa-
tions in order to consider the nature of the velief the strikers
shonld have. The principles on the question of punishment
of workmen for participation in a strike have-been set out in
Rama Krishna Iron Youndry, Howrah Vs. Their Workers
(1954 (2) L.L.J.375 equal 1904 L.AC.T3). It wes seid in this

- Case i—

* Our conclusions are, therefore (1) that a workman cannot
be dismissed for joining a strike which is not illegal but which
js simply unjustified, (2) that the employer, however, will
have the right to dismiss the workiman joining an unjustified
strike (a) when the strike was not bona fide; or (0) when
it was launched on other extraneous cousiderations and
not solely with a view to better the conditions of labour. But
in all these exceptional cases, the facts whether the strike
was unjustified or not, and whether the exceptional circuins-
tances were present or not, must be lefy to the unfetvere
decision- of the Tribunal—without the limitations indicated
in Buckingham and Carnatic Mills case—whenever the pro-
priety of the decision is called in question.”

The strikers in the instant case were factually or constructively
discentinued from  employment. The introduction by the
employer-of unreascnable terins for taking them back amounted
to a constructive termination of employment. :

In the view I take, all the strikers will be entitled to re-instate-
ment. As the union has dropped its claims in respect of four of
them and as two names in the statemnent of the Commissioner
have to bo read differently, the workers referred to in Schedule
«B* will be those entitled to re-instatement. They will tender
no apology nor will they express any regret to the mangement.
This re-instatement order will take effect from 23rd August, 1965.

The vexed question is whether any further relief should be
granted, and if so what. The normal principle is that an order of
re-instatement must accompany back wages.

As I have observed the main reason for the strikers being out
of employment is the unreasonable attitude of Mr Pathinayake.
A contributory factor to this state of affairs was perhaps the
eighteen demands and the failure of thss rikers to r.spond to
the vacation of post notice.Mr. Patllinayake had a grievance that
his invitation to the strikers to resume work on the 12th October
unconditionally was flouted. Thence forth (and perhaps ther.fore)
he insisted on an apology or admission of guilt as a conlition
precedent to the -giving of work. In other words, the strike
fa.ssumed the character of a lock-out, Time elapsing, its intensity
inecreased in geometric proportion and heavy damage must have
been caused to either party. That is tho usual result of protracted
strike warfare. It was yet a case of each party feeling justified.
From the angle of reason_ it was—as has bean seen—up to the
employer to prevent the continuance of damage. This fact I
cannot lose sight of. But, as in the case of the common law,
damages must be mitigated. In industrial jurisprudence, the prin-
ciples of mitigation are not necessarily identical with those in the
common law, which has its rigoursand which pivot round the law
and judicial pr. cedent. The statutory requirement that an order
made in these industrial forumns should be * just and equitable ”
has extended the field of the common law to one of social justice
where t] @ standards are not as rigid as in the common law. For
example financial hardship to the employer is a relevant and
consistent factor in the determination of compensation (see 1956
{2\ L. L. J. 84). The ability to pay, the interests of the enterprise
have to be weighed and such a question h..s to be decided without
adopting any legalistic or dortrinaire approach (1954 (2) L L.J.
733). The nature of the dispute, the number claiming relief,
and other considerations that spring from notions of social justice
ar= necessarily intervoven with the question of relief. The stand-
point of the state that industry must not perish, that industrial
peace must be maintained havs I suppose some relevance on the
distribution of the spoils of strike warfare. It has been said that
in the industrial sphere, ‘tis relevant in the assessment of damages
to give some thought to laws delays. The instant case (the delay
in the hearing of which was queried in Parliament) is one of
those severa! cases which have suffered delay as a result of a state
of affairs within the system which it should be within the perview
of the legislature to examine. Be it as it may, in the assessruenb
of damages I think it should not be inconsonant with the notions
of social justice to give some measure of thought to this aspect.
These concepts are alien to the common law but I suppose should
not be divorced from industrial thought. The extent to which
such concepts have influenced industrial adjudication is seen
from & stat~ment that appears in The State and Industrial Order
Qua. terly Journal of Economics (February 1939) p. 197—Hugh~
Jones, where it ‘s stat d that the arbitrators’ judgments have as
their aim industrial peace rather than industrial justice. Whilst
to this view cne cannot wholly contribute, one cannot yet be
ins nsitive to its philosophy. Taking all these aspects into con-
sideration, and various other considerations that have a bearing
on the assessment of damages and yet not forgetting that a wrong
cannot be treated too lightly. I think the ends of justice and
equity will be not if I award back wages in a sum equivalent to

_one month's wages (that is 26 days’ wages) to each of the workers

represented in Schedule * B . Accordingly the employers will pay
to those workers the amounts represented against their names.
The said amounts will ke deposited with the Assistant
Commissioner of Labour, Gale. on or before the 30th September,
1063. and the workers concerned will be free to withdraw same.
In addition an amount of Rs. 250 which I order by way of res-
tricted costs will be remitted by the employers on or before the
same date to the said authority to be paid to the union.

I make award accordingly.

W. E. M. ABEYSEKERA,
: President,
Labour Tribunal (4).

Dated at Galle, this 5th day of August, 1965.

SCHEDULE ‘A’

1. K. K. G. Jinadasa

2. 8. P.N. Gunadasa

3. W. A.D. Serath

4. G. Piyasena

5. P. H, Gedrek Appu
6. L. P.Siridias

7. H. B. Karolis Appuhamy
€. H.P. Arnolis Appu -
9. D. H. Hinni Appu
10. H. A, Ariyaratna

11. M. Chariis Singho

12. H.P. Sirisena

13. P. M. Saranelis

14, XK. K. Dainis

15. K. D. Kirigoris

16. P. Diyouis .
17. D. H. A, Seneviratna
18. W. P. Dayananda
19. P. H. Karanelis

20. J. P. Piyasena

21. A. B. Karamasena
22. H. A. Bastian
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23. A.L.Jemis .
24, I. Jayatissa
25. K. K. P, Somawathi
26. K. K. P. Dinohamy
27. K. K. P. Podihamy
28. M. Karunawathi
29. C. Wickramasinghe
30. W. Karalinahamy
31. H. C. K. Karunawathi
32. K. M. Karalina
33. K. C. Karanawathi
34. W. Hinnihamy
35. -H. M. Lilawathi
36. C. Babyhamy
37. W. P. Podihamy
38. H. B. Yasawathi
39. K. P. Hinnihamy
40. TU. D. Dinghihamy
41. K. A. Emalihamy
42, K. P. Babyhamy
43. W. P. Gunawathi
44, A. B. Hinniappuhamy
45. H. P. Dharmasena
46. J. G. Siyadoris
47. W. A. Gunaratna
48. W. G. Piyasena
49. L. P. Jomis
50. T. G. Abraham
51. R. A. Juwanis
52. H. W. Pinohamy
SCHEDULE ‘B*
: Rs. ¢
1. K. K. G. Jinadasa .. .. 8736
2. 8. P. N. Gunadasa .. .. 87 36
8. W. A.D. Serath .. .. 87 36
4. G. Piyasena e .. 8736
5. P. H. Gedrek Appu .. 8736
6. L. P. Siridias 87 36
7. H. B. Karolis Appubamy .. 8736
8. H. P. Arnolis Appu . .. 8736
9. D. H. Hinni Appu . .. 8736
10. H. A. Ariyaratna .. .. 87 36
11. M. Charlis Singho . .. 87 36
12, H.?. Sirisena .. .. 87 36
13. P. M. Saranelis .. .. 8736
15. XK. D. Kirigoris .. .. 8736
16. P. Diyonis .. .. . 87 36
17. D. H. A. Seneviratna .. .. 8736
18. W. P. Dayananda e .. 87 36
19. P. H. Karanalis .. .. 87 36
20. J. P. Piyasena . .. .. 87 36
21. A. B. Karamasena e .. 8736
22, H. A. Bas tlan .. .. 8736
23. A.L.Jam .. .. 87 36
24. 1. Jaya tlssa. .. .. 87 36
25. K. K. P. Somawathi .. .. 76 96
26. K. K. P. Dinohamy .. .. 76 96
28. M. Karunawathi .. .. 76 96
29. C. Wickramasingha . .. 76 96
30. W. Karalinahamy .. .. 76 96
31. H. C. K. Karunawathi .. .. 76 96
32. K. M. Karalina .. .. 76 96
33. K. G. Karanawathi .. .. 76 96
34. W. Hinnihamy .. .. 76 96
35. H. M. Lilawathi .. .. 76 96
36. C. Babyhamy .. .. 7696
37. W. G. Podihamy .. .. 76 96
38. H. B. Yasawathi z 76 96
39. K. P. Hinnihamy alias K. G. Hmmhamy alias
K. P. H. Hinnihamy .. 6 96
40. TU. D. Dinghihamy .. 76 96
41. K.-A. Emalihamy .. .. 76 96
42. K. P. Babyhamy .. .. 76 96
43. W. P. Gunawathi .. .. 76 96
44. A. B. Hinniappuhamy .. ... 87 36
45. H. P. Dharmasena .. .. - 87 36
" 47. W. A. Gunaratna . .. 8736
48. 'W. G. Piyasena e .. 87386
50. T. G. Abraham .. .. 87 36
51. R. A. Juwanis .. .. 87 36
52. H. W. Pinohamy _ . .. 7696

Total .. 3,995 68

3—839

No. W. 105/450.
THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, CHAPTER 131

I'HE Award transmitted to me by the Arbitrator to whom the
I[ndustrial Dispute which had arisen between the Lanka Estates
Workers Union, 47, Jayantha Weerasekera Mawatha, Colombo
10, and Caldera Estates Ltd., 49, Ward Place, Colombo 7,
Proprietors and Agents of We Oya Group, Yatlyantota was

referred by Order dated December 26, 1964, made under section
4 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, Chapter 131 as amended
by the Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Acts, Nos. 14 and
62 of 1957 and 4 of 1962, and published in Ceylon Government
Gazette No. 14.287 of January 8, 1965, for settlement by arbitra-
tion is hereby published in terms of section 18 (1) of the said
Act.

N. L. ABEYWIRA,
‘Commissioner of Liabour,

Department of Labour,
Colombo 3, 18th August, 1965.

W. 105/450.
In the matter of an industrial dispute
between

The Lanka Estate Workers’ Union,
47, Jayantha Weerasekera Mawatha,
Colombo 10,

and

Caldera HEstates Limited, Proprietors and
Agents of We Oya Group, Yatiyantota,
49, Ward Place, Colombo 7.

The Award

By Order dated 26th December, 1964, the Honourable Minister
of Liabour and Housing, by virtue of the powers vested in him
by section 4 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, Chapter 1381 of
the Legislative Enactrments of Ceylon, as amended by Acts
Nos. 14 of 1957, 62 of 1957 and 4 of 1962, referred the above
dispute to me for settlement by arbitration.

2. The matter in dispute, as set out by the Coramissioner of
TLiabour in the statement annexed to the said Order, is the demand
of the Union that workers cccupying line-rooms at Pudukatu
and Rockhouse Divisiong of We Oya Group, Yatiyantota, be
igsued rice at the leaf weighing shed on Field No. 8, and that
the expenses of transporting rice from the Rice Store at the
Factory Division to the leaf weighing shed on Field No. 8 be
borne by the Management.

8. Inquiry commenced on 25.5.65 and was continued on four
other dates. On the first date of inquiry the Union was
represented by Mr. A. Thevanesal, Proctor, and on the remain-
ing dates by Mr. P. K. Liyanage, instructed by Mr. A. Theva-

nesal, while Mr. Isidore Fernando, instructed by Mr. B. M.
Senevnatne, appeared throughcut for Messrs, Caldera Estates
Limited.

4. Consequent on the demand put forward by the Union and
the refusal of the Management to agree to it a strike had taken
place on the estate lasting for nearly 72 days. The strike had
been called off on certain termns of settlement being agreed upon
by the parties before the Assistant Commissioner of Labour,
Avissawella, According to those terms of settlement the Manage-
ment agreed to issue rice to the workers residing in the line-
rooms in Pudukatu and Rockhouse Divisions at the leaf weighing
shed on Field No. 8 provided the District Representative of the
Union supplied the van for transporting rice from the Rice Store
in the Factory Division to the said leaf weighing shed without
expense to the estate. It is submitted on behalf of the Union
that the said settlement was only a temporary one whereas the
employer has contended that it was a permanent settlement and
that no industrial dispute existed on or about the date the order
of reference was made by the Honourable Minister., In support
of this contention an interesting argument was addressed to me
by learned Counsel appearing for the employer but after evidence
of some witnesses was recorded parties were able, with my
agsistance, to come to a settlement. The terms of settlement
are as follows:

1. The employer agrees to contribute a sum of Rs. 50 monthly
from 1.8.1965 towards the expenses of transport now
incurred by the District Representative of the ILanka
Estate Workers’ Union, Yatiyantota, in distributing
foodstuffs within the Rockhouse Division and Pudukaddu
Division of We Oya Group, Yatiyantota.

the event of a similar demand being put forward by
the workers in the rubber division or any other umion
on the estate, the employer will be entitled to recon-
sider this matter and repudiate the agreement after
giving a month’s notice to the Commissioner of Labour
and to the Union concerned after the expiry of one
year from the lst of August, 1965, but such repudiation
shall become effective only after the expiry of one year
from the 1st of August, 1965.

3. Repudiation of this agreement by the employer at the end
of one year shall not debar the Lanka Estate Workers’
Union from re-agitating this matter before the Labour

Department.

2. In
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4, If the Union obtains the approval of the Labour Depart-
ment and the Food Control Authorities for the deduction
of half a cent on each pound of rice and flour from the
workers of the Union for the purpose of meeting a
portion of expenses of transporting of foodstuffs now
incurred by the Union, the employer undertakes to
deduct that amount from the workers of this Union
and pay it to the Union.

5. I am of the view that the above terms of settlement are
just and equitable and I make my award accordingly.

H. SAMARANAYAEE,
Arbitrator.

Colombo, 80th July, 1965.
8915

No. W. 105/1282.
THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, CHAPTER 131

THE Award transmitted to me by the President, Labour
Tribunal IIT, to whom the Industrial Dispute which had arisen
between The Sri Lianka Independent General Workers® Union,
805, Kahatapitiya, Gampola, and A. A. M. Aboobucker,
Proprietor of Goorookelle Estate, Galaha, was referred under
section 8 (1) (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, Chapter 131,
as amended by the Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Acts,
Nos. 14 and 62 of 1957 and 4 of 1962, for settlement by arbitra-
20;1 is hereby published in terms of section 18 (1) of the said
ct.

N. L. ABEYWIRA,
Commisgioner of Liabour,
Department of Labour, .
Colombo 3, 19th August, 1965.

LD.L.T.K./5.
In the matter of an industrial dispute
between

The Sri Lanka Independent General Workers™ Union,
305, Kahatapitiya, Gampola,

and

~ As A, M. Aboobucker, Proprietor, Goorookelle Estate;
Galaha.

The Award

By order made under section 8 (1) (d) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, Chapter 181 of the Legislative Enactments of
Ceylon, as amended by the Industrial Disputes (Amendment)
Acts, Nos. 14 and 62 of 1957 and 4 of 1962, the Commissioner
of Liabour referred to this Tribunal for settlement by arbitration
an ‘industrial dispute between the above-named parties, who
are hereinafter referred to as ‘‘the Union’ and ** the
Employer " respectively. The matter in dispute has been stated
to be whether the transfer of Mr. Sivanu from the factory to the
field is justified and to what relief he is entitled.

The dispute was taken up for hearing on the 5th of July, 1965,
and on that day the Union stated that it was not pursuing the

-matter as the workman had reported that he had come to an

amicable settlement with the Employer. According to the
Employer, Mr. Sivanu was employed as a labourer and the
transfer complained of was from work as factory watcher to work
in the field and was for the reason that his work as a factory
watcher was unsatisfactory. It was said that the transfer did
not involve any reduction in the rate of wages and the workman,
having accepted the transfer, was doing field work from the day
the transfer was ordered. The Union agreed that under the
contract of employment the Employer had a right to make such
a transfer as was made, but alleged that as a watcher the
workman had been receiving a higher wage and the transfer
was unjustified. However, the Union was not in a position to
lead evidence to prove its case.

The Union, having conceded that the Employer has a right
under the contract of employment to transfer the workman from
one type of work to ancther, bas to prove that the workman has
suffered a loss by the transfer or has other cause for grievance.
The Union being mot in a position to prove this and the workman
being apparently satisfied with the transfer, it has to be taken
for the purpose of the disposal of this dispute that the transfer
is mot unjustified and the workman is not entitled to any relief.

I make award accordingly.

R. SUBRAMANIAM,
President,
Labour Tribunal (8).

Dated at Kandy, this 28th day of July, 1965.

. 8-914

THE WAGES BOARDS ORDINANCE
Notification

IT is hereby notified under regulation 26 of the Wages Boards
Regulations, 1948, that under section 9 of the Wages Boards
Ordinance (Chapter 186), the Honourable Minister of Labour,
Employment and Housing has been pleased to appoint Mr. M.
S. M. Bawa to be a Nominated ‘Member of the Wages Board
for the Coir, Mattress and Bristle Fibre Export Trade, in place
of Mr, W. B. Dorakumbure who has resigned.

A. O. WIRASINGHE,
Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Housing

Colombo, August 14, 1965,
8—956

i
L. DB, 80/44. -
THE WAGES BOARDS ORDINANCE
Notification

IT is hereby notified under section 29 (3).of the Wages Boards
Ordinance (Chapter 136), that the decisions of the Wages Board

for the Liquor and Vinegar Trade made under section 30 of that

Ordinance and specified in the Schedule hereto bave been approved

by the Minister of Liabour, Employment and Housing.

The decisions shall come inio force on the first day of
September, 1965.
A, O. WIRASINGHE,

) Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Housing.

Colombo, 23rd August, 1965.
SCHEDULE

The decisions relating to annual holidays made by the Wages
Board for the Toddy, Arrack-and Vinegar Trade and set out in
the Schedule to the notification published in Gazette No. 9,671 of
February 21, 1947, shall be varied by the addition, at the end of
that Schedule, of the following new decisions:—

‘* PUBLIC HOLIDAYS (SECTION 25)

9. (a) Bubject to the provisions of this paragraph and of
paragraph 10, every employer shall allow ag holidays with
remuneration to all workers employed by him, the following
public holidays within the meaning of the Holidays Ordinance

< {Chapter 177):—

(1) The Tamil Thai Pongal Day;

(2) Independence Commemoration Day (February 4);
(3) The Sinhala and Hindu New Year's Day;

(4) May Day (May 1);

(5) Full Moon Day of the:Sinbhala Month of Wesak;

(6) The Birthday of the Holy Prophet Mohamed (On” Whom
Be Peace, Meelad-un-Nabi); and

(7) Christmas Day.

(b) The provisions of sub-paragraph (a) of this paragraph ahall
not apply to a worker in any case where & public
holiday referred to in thaf sub-paragraph oceurs during
any period when such worker is on strike.

(¢) The remuneration payable to a worker for each such
holiday as is referred to in the preceding sub-paragraph
(a) shall—

(i) in the case of a worker who is entitled to be paid at
a minimum daily rate of wages for time work be
not less than the minimum rate of wages payable
for a normal working day;

(i) in the case of a 'worker who is entitled to be paid
at & minimum monthly rate of wages for time
work be not less than the minimum daily rate
(ascertained by dividing the minimum monthly
rate by 25);

(iii) in the case of a worker who is entitled to be paid
at a minimum rate of wages for piece work ue
not “less than the average daily wage of the.
worker -obtained by dividing the total wage
(excluding bonuses) earned by the worker on the
days on which such worker has actually worked in
the period of 180 days immediately preceding each
of the holidays as is referred to in sub-paragraph
(a) of this paragraph, by the number of such days.

10. An employer may employ any worker on any such public
holiday referred to in sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 9 subject
however, to the following conditions:— )

(1) in the case of a worker who is entitled to be paid at a

minimum rate of wages for time work—

{a) & day on or before the thirty-firsi. day of December
next succeeding such public holiday shall be
granted to the worker as a holiday with
remuneration ab not less than the minimum daily
rate of wages (ascertainable in the case of a
monthly paid worker by dividipg ‘the minimum
monthly rate by 25); or ’



1148

19 om0t : (1) OB oed — CeBRed osd spw — 1965 gonsen a7 0B &

PartT I: Spoe. (I) — (GENERAL) — CEYLON GOVERNMENT GAZETTE — Ave. 27, 1965

(b) such worker shall be remunerated for work done un
any such public holiday at not less than double
the minimum daily rate of wages for work done
during the number of hours constituting a normal
working day and at not less than 3 times the
normal  hourly rate (obtained by dividing the
minimom dai'y rate by 8 or the minimum monthly
rate by 200V fqr work done during each hour fand
proportionately for work done for part of sach
hour) in excess of the number of hours constituting
a normal working day,

@i1) in the case of a worker who is entitled to be paid at a
minimum rate of wages for piece work—

(@) such worker shall be remunerated for work done on
any such public holiday at not less than the
minimum rate of wages for pigce work paya.le
to him; and

(b) a day on or before the thirty-first day of December
next succeeding such public hoiiday shall be
granted to such worker as a holiday -with
remuneration, such remuneration being not less
than the average daily wage of the worker
obtained by  dividing the total wage (excluding
bonuses) earned by the worker on the days ¢n
which such worker has actual'y worked in the
period of 180 days immediately preceding the day
on which such alternative holiday is granted, by
the number of such day.”

8—1029

) THE PRISONS ORDINANCE

THE Honourable the Minister of Justice has been pleased under
section 85 (1) of the Prisons Ordinance (Chapter 54) to appoint
the person mensicned in Column II of the Schedule hereto to
be a member of the Liocal Visiting Committee of the Institution
mentioned in Column I of the Schedule for a period of three years
from the da.e of this notice.

D. J. R. GUNAWARDENA,
h Permanent Secretary,
to the Ministry of Justice.

Colembo, 18th August, 1965.

Schedule
I I
Matara Prison Mudaliyar V. E. de Saram

8912

Miscellaneous Departmental Notices

CHOLERA—MORMUGAO PORT AND LUCKNOW
AIRPORT

IT it notified for general information that India has declared
Mormugao Port and Lucknow Airport infected with Cho'era.
Apart from the usual requirement of immunization against
Cholera in the case of passengers arriving in (eylon {rom
Mormugao port and Lucknow airport, landing at any Port in
Ceylon of any fresh fish, shell fish, vegetables, fruits, jaggery,
mus:at (or any ecther artice of food likely to carry Cholera
infection) shipped or air lifted from Mormugao port and
Lucknow airport is prohibited.
A further notice will follow when Mormugao port and Lucknow
airport is declared free of cholera.
Director,
Quarantine Department.
Quarantine Office,
Colembo, 21st August, 1965.

8—957

My No. 8/8.
PILGRIMAGES ORDINANCE

Pandiruppu Thuropathaiamman Temple Festival—1955

IT is hereby notified for the information of the pi'grims who
attend the above festival and others concerned that the above
festival commences on 21.9.65 and terminates on 8.10.65.

The attention of the pilgrims who attend the above festival
and others concerned is drawn to Standing Regulations published
in Government Gazette No. 10,247 of 11.5.51 which will be in
force during the duration of the above festival.

The Camp area referred to in the above Government Gazetle
No. 10,247 of 11.5.51 has been enlarged as follows:—

North: By Cemetery Road. ,

East: By Pandiruppu Fisheries Road.

South: By Arasadi Amman Kovil Road.

West: By Ratticalna-Kalmunai P. W. D. Road.

Z. S. RarmarL,
for Government Agent, Amparai District.
The Kachcheri,
Uhana, 20th August, 1965.

8—974

My No. 8/9.
PILGRIMAGES ORDINANCE

Kalumunaikudy Kadalkarai Palli Mosque

IT is hereby notified for the information of the Pilgrims
who attend the above festival and others concerned that the
above festival commences on 26.9.65 and terminates on 7.10.65.

Tlhe attention of the pilgrims who attend the above festival
and others concerned is drawn to the Standing Regulations pub-
lished in Government Gazette No. 13,529 of 22.2.63 which will
be in force during the duration of the above festival,

Z. S. RAPHAEL,
for Government Agent, Amparai District.
The Xachcheri,
Uhana, 20th August, 1965. '

8—975

THE PILGRIMAGES ORDINANCE

Kokoddicholai Thanthonrisparan Kovil Festival—1965

IT is hereby notified for the information of the Pilgrims who
attend the above [estival and others concerned that the above
Fesiival cominences on 28th August, 1965, and termina.es on
l4th September, 1965.

The attention of the pilgrims who attend the above Festival
and of others concerned is drawn to the Regulations published
in Government Gazette No. 10,434 of 15th August, 1952,
which will be in force during the duration of the above
Festival,

R. G. G. O. GUNASERERA,
" Acting Government Agent, Batticaloa District.

EC/D 39 (1)
The Kachcheri,
Batticaloa, 18th August, 1965,

8836

* NOTICE

NOTICE is hereby given that the areas declared infected in
Mirthanegama Village mn the Divisional Revenue Officer's Divi-
sion of Devamedi Hatpattu in the Kurunega.a District of the
North-Western  Provwoce, in accordance with the provisions of
the Contagious Diseases (Animais) (Amendment) Act, No. 33
of 1957 and secuion 4, sub-section 1, of the Contageous Diseases
(Animals) Ordinance (Cap. 470) and published in Government
Gazette No. 14,421 of 11.6.65 are free of ‘‘ Haemorrhagic
‘* Bep.caemia ' and are no longer an infected area.

This declaration shall take effect from the date hereof,

ABEYARATNE BANDARANAIRE,
Chief Govt. Veterinary Surgeon.

Office of the Chief Govt. Veterinary Surgeon,
Department of Agri:ulture,
Peradeniya, 16.8.1965.

8§—882

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Western Division—Colombo Nor.h District

VICTORIA BRIDGE—COLOMBO-PUTTALAM ROAD
THE above bridge will be closed to all traffic from 81st Angust
to 4th September, 1965, to carry out repairs to the surface of
the bridge.

The alternative route will be through New Kelani Bridge.

N. G. WICKREMASINGHE,
for Director of Public Works,
P. W. D,
Colombo 1, 23.8.65.

8--1032
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THE CEYLON STATE MORTGAGE BANK

AT a meeting held on the 7th of April, 1965, the Board of
Directors of the Ceylon State Mortgage Bank resolved specially
and unanimously:—

() that a sum of Rs. 5,848.51 is due from Mr. Arapangams
Don Appusingho Appuhamy also known as Alawattage
Don Appusinghe Appuhamy of Talawitiya, Ehaliya-
goda, on account of principal and interest up to
11.2.65, and further interest at 5} per centum per
annom on the sum of Rs. 5,267.23 from 12.2.65 il
date of payment on Bond No. 2019 dated 24.12.1959,
attested by V. H. Abeyratne, Notary Public;

(b) In terms of section 62 (1) of t]je Ceylon State Mortgage
Bank Ordinance (Cap. 398 of ;Legls @ve Enactments of
1956) that Mr.; Obias Llyargggg‘ A 'ctmneer of 1/12,
Nambapana ad, Ratnapu¥a; - bel autborised and
empowered to séll by public auction—all iﬂlat allotment

et
of land called Wanumafewatta compr sing thirteen (13)

allotments of lahd marked lots 1 to 1§ in Survey Plan
No. 1773 dated 27th February, 1959.*made by B. A.
Thambyah, Licensed Surveyor, together with the build-
ings, trees plantations and everything standing thereon
situated at Hindurangala in the Meda Pattu of Kuru-
witi Korale in the District of Batnapura.. Sabaragamuwa
Province; containing in }Xt%{lﬁ Mourteen acres and
twenty-nine perches (14A. QR§29P) according to the
said Survey Plan 1773, hfortrr’gged to this Bank as
security by Mr. Arapangama Don"*{Appusmgho Appuhamy
also known as Alawattage Don Appusingho Appuhamy
of Talawitiya, Eheliyagoda, by bond No. 2019 dated
24.12.1959 attested by V. H. Abayaratne, Notary Public,
for the recovery of the sum of Rs, 5,848.51 due under
_ the said bond together with interest at 53 per cent.
per annum on the sum of Rs. 5.267.23 from 12.2.65
to date of sale and costs and monies recoverable under
section 63 of the State Mortgage Bank Ordinance.

H. B. KAPUWATTE,

Colombo, 27th July, 1965. Acting Manager.

8—200
2 '__4 *
L 1903/8157.

THE CEYLON STATE MORTGAGE BANK

AT a meeting he'd on the 26th of November, 1964, the
Board of Directors of the Ceylon State Mortgage Bank resolved
specially and unanimously:—

(a) that a sum of Rs. 82,503.70 is due from Mr. Mana-
meldura Piyadasa De Zoysa of 27/1, Sri Dharmapala
Road, Mount Lavinia, on account of principal and
interest up to 29.5.64, and further interest at 5%

per centum per-annum op the suth of Rs. 27.986.29
from the 30.5.64 till date ﬁof paymept on Bonds No. 5

dated 11.31952, attested by sT. £ Victor Fernando,
Notary Pulihc, and No, 870. dated £17.1.1957;" attested
by Derrick iKoch Notary ?’%hc,

) in terms of sectlon 62 (1) of the Cey n State Mortgage
Bank Ordinante (Cap. 898 of Legwlative Enactment
of 1956), that Mr. V. A. Dahanaydke, Auctioneer of
"Fort, Galle, be authorised and empowdered to sell by
public auction—All that defined allotment of Tand
called and known as Mawata Addara Malabodagaha-
watta depicted in plan No. 2600 dated 24th November,
1852, by F. G. Speldewindq, Qur\&_yar together with
the buildings trees and: pla ?tatmns standing thereon
bearing assessment No. 548 Colombo Road, situated
in Gintota, within the Munict ality and Four Gravets
of Galle in the District of Gglle, Southern Province;
and containing in extent one
decimal six six perches (IA. 1R. 9.66P.) according
to the said plan No. 2600, mortgaged to this Bank
as security by Mr. Manameldura Piyadasa De Zoysa
of 27/1, Sri Dharmapala Road, Mount Lavinia, by
Bonds No. 5 dated 11.3.1952, attested by T. Victor
Fernando, Notary Public, and No. 670 dated 17.1.1957,
attested by Derrick Koch, Notary Public, for the
recovery of the sum of Rs. 32,503.70 due under the

%acre one rood and nine .

sald bond together with interest at 5} per cent per
annum on the sum of Rs. 27,986.29 from the 30.5.64
to date of sale and costs and monies recoverable under
section 63 of the State Mortgage Bank Ordinance.

H. B. KAPUWATTE,

Colombe, 9th July, 1965. . Acting Manager.

8202

i/
THE CEYLON STATE MORTGAGE BANK

AT a meeting held on the 7th April, 1965, the Board of Directors
of the Ceylon State Mortgage Bank resolved specially and
unanimously : —

(a) that a sum of Rs. 17,688.73 is due from Mr. Piyasena
Samarawickrema of 47, Temple Road, Colombo, on
account of principal and interest up to 18.2.65 and
further interest at 5} per centum per annum on the
sum of Rs. 16,420.32 from 19.2.65 till date of payment
date of payment on Bond No. 606 dated 19.8.1956,
attested by Derrick Koch, Notary Public.

(b) in terms of section €2 (1) of the Ceylon State Mortgage
Bank Ordinance (Cap. 398 of Legislative Enactments "of
1956) that Mr.

Street, bo, be

Vincent Perera, éuctioneer of 161/32,
authorised and

Wld Llcensed
p mises No 37),

bearing -

Hulftsdorp

. thereon %alled and known as ** Pa Sevana **,
a.ssessmt No. 47, Temple Road, situated at Temple
Road, Maradana in Kuppiawatta Ward within the
Municipality and District of Colombo, Western Province,
containing in extent fifteen decimal eight one perches
(0A.. OR. 15.81P.) acci,rdmm to the said Survey Plan
No. 2572—Tovetherw1ﬁ ' th? fall and free right liberty
_leave and license of" wva 3nd passage for both foot and
vehicular traffic in™and: over the roadway marked lot 7
in the said Survey Plap No, 2572, mortgaged to this
Bank as security by Mr. Piyasena Samarawickrema of
47, Temple Road, Colombo, by Bond No. 606 dated
19.3.1956, attested by Derrick Koch, Notary Public, for
the recovery of the sum of Rs. 17,688.78 due under the
said bond together with interest at 5% per cent. per
annum on the sun of Re. 16,420.32 from 19.2.65 to date
of sale and costs and monies recoverable under section 63
of the State Mortgage Bank Ordinance.

H. B. KaruwaTTa,

Colombo, 23rd July, 1965. _\ Acting Manager.
8201
L. 1364

THE AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL CREDIT
CORPORATION OF CEYLON

Notice under Seciion 6% of the Ordinance (Cap. 302)

To—1. M/s. Peiris & Abeyeward%na. Ltd,, Hemas Bulldmg,

& York Street, Colombo. * . %
25 he Chmrman, Urban Cougcl} ﬁayalaw

It reby notl ed at the fo]Ewmcr solution was passed
oard of Directors of thel Corpor%lon on August 29,

&
H
HL‘REAg Omar Lebbe Mohamerf Lebbe of Balantota
Groug, Nawalapitiya, in the District of Kandy, has made

defaft in the payments due on bond No. 181 dated "

y 16, 1956, attested by S. E. Abeysuriya, Notary

Janu
Pub'i ‘of Colombo, in favour of the Agricultural and Indus-
trial §Credit Corporation of ~ ~Ceylon and there is now due

and gwing to the Corporation & sum of rupees two hundred
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and fourteen thousand six hundred and forty and sixteen
cents (Rs. 214,640.16) on the said bond; the Board of
Directors of the Agricultural and Industrial Credit Cor-
poration of Ceylon under the powers vested in them by
the Agricnltural and Industrial Credit Corporation Ordi-
nance (Chapter 402 of the Legislative Enactments of Ceylon,
1956) do hereby resolve that the property and premises mort-
gaged to the said Corporation by the said bond No. 181
dated January 16, 1956, and attested by S. B, Abeysuriya,
Notary Public, be s5ld by public auction by Mr. Lloyd
Samarawickrema, [Licensed Auctioneer of Kandy, for the
recovery of the said sum of Rs. 214,640.16 with further
interest on the principal sum of Rs. 194,098.76 at 5 per
centum per annum from August 30, 1963, to date of sale
and costs of sale ’'.

DESCRIPTION OF MORTGAGED PREMISES

All that and those the estate plantation and premises called
the divided western portion of Hyndford Estate, situated in the
villages of Medagama, Dekinda and Bowwagama in Pasbage
Korale of Uda Bulathgama in the District of Kandy in extent
five hundred and sixty-eight acres, one rood and seven perches
(568A. 1R. 07TP.). :

1. All that lot marked 1Bl (being a divided portion of 1B

in Field 1 on the Hyndford Hstate Survey Plan) with the
labourers lines standing thereon situated at Bowwagama afore-
said in extent one acre (1A. OR. OP.).

2. All that divided lot marked 1B2 (in Field 1 on the Hynd-
ford Estate Survey Plan) with the garage thereon situated at
Bowwagama aforesaid in extent four perches (0A. OR. 4P.).

3. All that divided lot marked 2Al1 (being a divided portion
of lot 2A in Field 2 on the Hyndford Estate Survey Plan)
situated at- Bowwagama aforesald”™ in extent eight perches
(OA. OR. 8P.) with the rights of way reserved in favour of the
mortgagor in the second schedule to the deed of transfer No. 77.

SECONDLY—AIN that allotment of land called Badalgedera-
watte (now called the factory block of Balantota Group) with the
factory, machinery and buildings thereon at Nawangama in
Pasbage Korale aforesaid in extent one acre and thirty-four
decimal five perches (1A. OR. 84.5P.) which said land is also
described as situated at Nawangama aforesaid to contain in
“extent two pelas and five lahas of paddy sowing or one acre
and one rood (1A. 1R. OP.),

H. S. F. GOONEWARDENA,
.General Manager.
292, Galle Road, Kollupitiya,
Colombo 3, August 4, 1965,

8--858

L. 1414.
THE AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL CREDIT
CORPORATION OF CEYLON

Resolution under Section 71 of the Ordinance (Cap. 202)

IT is hereby notified that the following resolution was unani-

mously passed by the Board of Directors of the Corporation
on February 18, 1965:— : o

‘*“ WHEREAS Ramanada Mudiyanselage Chandrasekera

alias Robert Mihindukulasuriya Chandraseketa and Warna-

kulasuriya Mudiyanselage Piyasen;{ggﬂﬁndrakera (hushand

and wife) both of Udaniita, Ra Y ukkang, the District

of Kegalla, have made default in the ;p:

bond No. 189 dated February 17§ 1956

B. H. R. T. SeneviratnegNotary ub‘i;i%

Agricultural and Igdggﬁeﬁal Credit Lorporati

and there is now due and owsd i

of rupees four thousemdstwo hundred and n

fourteen cents (Rs. 4,298:14) on the said bo

of Directors of the AgMBultural and Industrial® Credit Cor-

poration of Ceylon under the powers vested §n them by

the Agricultural and Industrial Credit Corporatida Ordinance

(Chapter 402 of the Legislative Enactments of Ceylon, 1956)

do hereby resolve that the property and premises mortgaged

to the sgaid Corporation by the said bond No. 189 dated

February 17, 1956, and attested by B. H. R. T. Seneviratne,

Notary Public, be sold by public auction by T. Jayawardena,

Licensed Auctioneer of Kegalla, for the recovery of the said -

sum of Rs. 4,298.14 with further interest on the principal
sum of Rs. 8,932.08 at 6 per centum per annum from
February 18, 1965, to date of sale and costs of sale .

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES MORTGAGED

All that lot B of the land called Kandagalennawatta with
buildings thereon situated at Udanwita in Weligam Pattu of

* out among cattle in Panadura-Totamuns

Kinigoda Korale in the District of Kegalla and containing in
extent seven acres, one rood and two perches (7TA. 1R. 2P.) as
per plan No. 3042,
H. 8. F. GOONEWARDENA,
. General Manager.
201, Galle Road, Kollupitiya,
Colombo 3, August 17, 1965.

8--859
J

e N,

L. 456.

THE AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL CREDIT
CORPORATION OF CEYLON

Postponement of ,Sale

IT is hereby notified that the auctions sale of Keenagahs lla
Estate situated at Balangodd;yfixed for Saturday, Aungust 28,
1965, at 1 p.m., and published in the Ceylon Government Gazette
No. 14444 of July 9, 1965, has been péstponed, A farther notice

published later re%ga,rdisﬁg the date.and time of sale.
a8 ¢ & f.v"mE

5

e H. ?5 T GOONEWARDENA,
. 5 General Manager.
, Galle Road, £ .
Colom‘e , August 23, 1965, i
8————1031};
21
- U
&

* PILGRIMAGE ORDINANCE
Kotabowa Esala Festival-—1965

IT is hereby notified for the information of General Public that
the above Festival commences on 27th August, 1965, and termi-
nates on 11th September, 1965. .

The special attention is drawn to the Regulations published in
Government Gazette No. 14,117 of July 24, 1964.

M. T. W. AMERASEKERA,
) Acting Government Agent.
The Kachcheri,
Moneragala, Augusi 17, 1965.

8—817

PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS * Haemorrhagic Septicaemia *' disease has broken
in the Divisional
Revenue Officer’s Division of Panadura in Kalutara District of
the Western Province, I, Abeyaratne Bandaranayake, Chief
Government Veterinary Surgeon, by virtue of the powers vested
in me under the Contagious Diseases (Animals) (Amendment)
Act, No. 83 of 1957, and in terms of section 4, sub-section (1)
of the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Ordinance (Chapter 470),
do hereby declare an ‘' INFECTED AREA " the area bounded

on—

North by Talpitiela and Bolgoda ela;

South by Kalapdgama, Dalduwa, Puwaktharamulla, and
Pothupitiya;

Hast by Tappualla; )

West by the Sea. .

2. Under section 7 of the same Ordinance, I proclaim that no
movement of cattle or cart traffic from and to this area shall
be allowed, until thig proclamation is revoked.

8. The attention of all cattle owners and carters. in the area
is drawn to the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Regulations, 1937,
which lays down the actions which persons are by law requirsd
to take in an ** INFECTED AREA . Detlails of these Regula-
tions can be obtained from the Government Veterinary Surgeon,
Kalutara, and the Divisional Revenue Officer, Panadura.

7

4. This declaration shall take effect from the date hereof.

. A. BANDARANAYAKE,
Chief Government Veterinary Surgeon.

Office of the
Chief Government Veterinary Surgeon,
Peradeniya, 21st August, 1965.

8930
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THE CONYERSION OF ESTATE ROADS INTO PUBLIC
ROADS ACT, CHAPTER 196 OF LEGISLATIVE
ENACTMENT .

BY virtue of the powers vested in me, by section 2 of the
Conversion of Fstate Roads into Public Roads Act (Chaptet
196) I, Haputantirige Leelaratne Gunasekera, Government Agent
of the Administrative District of Kegalla do by this order:—

(a) declare—

(1) that the Hemingford Estate Road marked *'A.B.C.”
in the sketch to this order and more fully des-
cribed in the Schedule hereto be a Public Road;

(i) that the portion of the land within twenty five
feet from the centre line of such road shall be
a road reservation for the purpose of the widening,
extention or deviation of such road; and

(b) determine that the responsibility for the maintenance of
the estate road referred to in paragraph () shall be
imposed on the owner or owners of the estate affected
by this order,

&G gemes’ 04,
Government Agent, Administrative
. « District of -Kegalla.
The Kachcheri,
Kegalla, 17.8.1965.

Schedule

The Estate Road 3.242 miles in length situated in Heming- -
ford Estate branching off from the 2nd mile Parakaduwa-
Beville-Digowa P. W. D, Road and ending near the Hemingford
Hstate Factory.

HIM/KGIORD LSTATE ROAD

j’ccxleg-f‘l Inch e & mile

Digowa

NOTE )
PROPOSED ROAD SHOWN THUS it

5—872

BYECUTIVE E NGICEER'S OFTAE
RAT AL APUR A
['7 [ (g * "

E. L. Ra'nahura
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PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS ** Haemorrhagic Septicaemia ' disease has broken
among cattle in Alankulam in Thunukai G. S. Division Karale
1In the Divis'onal Revenue Officer’s Division of Thunukai in
Jaffna District of the Northern Province, I, Abeyaratne Eandara-
nayake, Chief Government Veterinary Surgeon. by virtue of the
powers vested in me under the Contagious Diseases (Animals)
(Amendment) Act, No. 38 %f 1957, and in terms of sect on 4,
sub-section (1' of the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Ordinance
(Chapter 470), do hereby de:lare an ** Infected Area ™ the area
bounded on—

North by: Southern and Western boundaries of the HNew
Karachchi D, R. O’s Division,

South by: Mannar District boundary.
East by: Vavuniya and Mannar District boundaries.

West by: The Mannar District boundary up to the bend 28
shown on the original Topo 1 sheets and thence along the
Thunukai-Kumulamunai Road and the eastern boundary of

Kaariyalai-Nagapadduvan Scheme and from it the boundary goes
up to Pandiveddi Aru along the arbitary line and meet tae
northern boundary.

2. Under sec'ion 7 of the same Ord'nance, I proclaim that no
movement of cattle or cart traffic from and to this/these area/
areas shall be a'lowed, until this proclamation is revoked.

8. The attention of all catt'e owners and carters in the area
is drawn to the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Regulations, 1937,
which lays down the actions wh ch persons are by law required
to take in an ‘* Infected Area . Details of these Regulations
can be obtained from the Government Veterinary Surgeon,
Kilinochchi, and the Divisional Revenue Officer, Thunukai.

4, This declaration shall take eflect from the date hereof.
A. DBAND'‘RANAYAKE,
Chief Government Veterinary Surgeon.

Office of the
Chief Government Veterinary Surgeon,
Peradeniya, 21, August, 1963,

8—929

3.30 p.mn. on Monday).
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