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Conciliation Boards— Scope o f their functions— Conciliation Boards Act, No. 10 o f 
1958, ss. 2, 6, 14.

The Conciliation B oards A ct, No. 10 of 1958, does no t app ly  to an action upon 
a contract which was m ade in an  area prior to  the date when it  became a  
Conciliation B oard area and  in  respect of which th e  dispute between th e  parties 
also arose prior to  th a t  date .
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This is an action upon a contract which was made after the enactment 
of the Conciliation Boards Act No. 10 of 1958, but before the Wards of 
the Municipality of Galle were declared by order under Section 2 of that 
Act to be a Conciliation Board area. It appears that the dispute between 
the parties also arose before that order was made.

The point taken by the defence was that Section 14 of the Act applies 
in relation to the present action. That section only applies to a dispute 
referred to in Section 6 of the Act. Section 6 of the Act p r im a  fa c ie  
applies only to disputes arising after a particular area becomes a 
Conciliation Board Area, and paragraph (c) of that Section appears p r im a  
fa c ie  to apply to disputes in respect of contracts made in an area after it 
becomes a Conciliation Board Area. We hold therefore that since the 
contract in the present case was made before the Galle Municipality Area 
became a Conciliation Board Area and since the dispute also arose before 
that time, the provisions of Section 6 do not apply in this case. 
Accordingly Section 14 also does not apply.

The learned District Judge has held that the Conciliation Boards Act 
No. 10 of 1958 is u ltra  v ires  of the powers of Parliament. But in view of 
the opinion we have formed that the Act does not apply in regard to the 
present action, it is unnecessary to decide the constitutional question as 
to the validity of the Act, and the judgment of the learned District Judge 
must not be regarded as having decided it.

The appeal is dismissed with costs, and the case will go back to the 
District Court for trial on the remaining issues.

A b b y e su n d e b e , J.— I  agree.

A p p e a l d ism issed .


