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[TRIANTAFYLLIDES, P., STAVRINIDES, L. LOIZOU, 11.]

MANOLIS STAVROU,
Appellant,
v. )

MOBIL LP GAS (CYPRUS) LTD,,
Respondents.

(Case Stated No. 161).

Termination of Employment Law, 1967 (Law 24 of 1967) as

amended by Law ! of 1975—-Termination of services on
ground of redundancy—Dispute concerning mode of calcula-
tion of amount to be paid to employee out of the Fund under
a collective agreement—An industrial dispute in the sense of
5. 30 of the Law-Sections 3, 5, 16, 17, and 18 of the Law-——
Fact that provisions of s. 17, concerning payments out of the
Fund, have been suspended by virtue of Law 1 of 1975 (supra)
not a sufficient reason for finding that there was no longer an
industrial dispute to be determined by the Industrial Disputes
Court.

Master and Servant—Termination of services—Redundancy—See,

also, under “Termination of Employment Law, 1967".

Industrial Disputes Court—Jurisdiction—Section 30 of the Termi-

nation of Employment Law, 1967 (Law 24 of 1967)—See,
also, under “Termination of Employment Law, 1967".

Following the termination of the employment of the appel-
lant in August 1974, on grounds of redundancy, a dispute
arose between him and the respondents (his employers) con-
cerning the length of the period to be taken into account in
calculating a payment to be made to him by the respondents
under a collective agreement.

The appellant applied to the Industrial Disputes Court for
the determination of the dispute; and the Court took the view
that, in the circumstances, it had no jurisdiction to deal with
the matter, because there was no dispute before it as regards
the lawfulness or not of the termination of the employment of
the appellant and all that was in dispute between the parties
was the calculation of the sum to be paid to the appellant
under a collective agreement.
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Hence the present appeal by way of a Case Stated. 1977
. Febr, 22
The jurisdiction of the Industrial Disputes Court is to be —
found in section 30{1) of the Termination of Employment Law, MANOLIS
1967 (Law 24/67), as re-enacted by section 3 of Law 6/73, STAVROU
which reads as follows: M(Ii;lL
LP GAS

“(1) THe Industrial Disputes Court shall have exclusive
jurisdiction to adjudicate on all industrial disputes arising as
a result of the application of the present Law or of any Re-
gulations made under it or of both, including all matters
incidental or complementary to such disputes”.

Counsel for the appellant contended that since in section
17(1)* of Law 24/67 there is express reference to the right to
compensation for redundancy under a collective agreement,
the Industrial Disputes Court had jurisdiction to deal with the
matter before it in the present case.

Held, (1) that though it is correct that section 17 of Law
24/67 is only applicable to cases of redundancy as defined in
section 18%*, on the basis of the contents of the Case Stated,
this Court does not think that it can be said, with any certainty,
that the termination of the services of the appellant for re-
dundancy is not an instance coming within the ambit of sec-
tion 18.

(2} That once there arises, under section 17, in relation to
the payment of compensation for redundancy, as provided for
under a collective agreement, the possibility of making a pay-
ment to an employee from the Fund, the calculation of the
exact amount payable to the redundant employee under the
collective agreement is directly related to the application of a
provision of Law 24/67; and that, accordingly, any dispute as
to the mode of the calculation of that amount—such as the one
in the present case-—is an industrial dispute in the sense of
section 30 of Law 24/67, which defines the jurisdiction of the
Industrial Disputes Court (see, also, sections 3, 5, 16, 17 and
18 of Law 24/67).

~ (3) That the fact that by Law 1/75 in a case such as that-
of the termination of the services of the appellant for redun-

dancy the provisions of section 17 have-been suspended in-so
far as payments out of the fund are concerned, was not a suf-

{(CYPRUS) LTD.

* Quoted at pp. 126 - 128 post.
** Quoted at pp. 129 - [30 post.
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ficient reason for finding that there was no longer an industrial
dispute to be determined by the Industrial Disputes Court in
the present case, because the amount payable to the appellant,
under the collective agreement, had still to be determined; and
that, accordingly, the Industrial Disputes Court had jurisdiction
to deal with the matter,

Appeal allowed.

Case Stated.

Case Stated by the Chairman of the Industrial Disputes
Court relative to his decision of the 20th September, 1975,
in proceedings under section 3 of the Termination of Em-
ployment Law, 1967 (Law 24 of 1967) instituted by Ma-
nolis Stavrou against Mobil LP Gas (Cyprus) Ltd. where-
by his claim for compensation was dismissed, on the
ground that the Industrial Disputes Court had no jurisdic-
tion to deal with the matter.

E. Efstathiou, for the appellant.
A. Dikigoropoullos, for the respondent.

Cur. adv. vult.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by:-

TRIANTAFYLLIDES, P.: The appellant appeals, by way
of a Case Stated, to this Court against the decision of the
Industrial Disputes Court (in application No. 260/74) by
virtue of which it was held that the said Court had no
jurisdiction to deal with the matter taken before it by the
appellant.

The said matter was, in effect, a dispute between the
appellant and the respondents concerning the length of the
period to be taken into account in calculating a payment
to be made, by the respondents to the appellant, under a
collective agreement, due to the termination of the services
of the appellant on the ground of redundancy.

That the services of the appellant were rightly termi-
nated by the respondents, on the above ground, was not in
dispute between the parties.

" The Industrial Disputes Court took the view that, in

the circumstances, it had no jurisdiction to deal with the
aforementioned matter, because there was no dispute be-
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fore it as regards the lawfulness or not of the termination
of the employment of the appellant and all that was in
dispute between the parties was the calculation of the sum
to be paid to the appellant under a collective agreement.

The jurisdiction of the Industrial Disputes Court is to
be found in section 30 of the Termination of Employment
Law, 1967 (Law 24/67), as re-enacted by section 3 of the
Termination of Employment (Amendment) Law, 1973
(Law 6/73); for the purposes of the present case, the ma-
terial part of section 30 is subsection (1), which reads as
follows:-

(1) To Awaotmigiov 'Egyatxdv Alagopdv xéntnia
dnoxdetonndyy dopodibmra vd dmogecily éni Gracdv
v Eoyanxdy diagopdv TV GVOQUONEVOV OUVERELQ
i épagpoyiis Tol mapdvrog Népov i olwvdimote Ka-
voviapdv Exdodéviev duvdper alrod fj dpportépov, ste-
ovhapbavopévor nai navdg magepstimtoviog §| ovpadn-
QOROTIHOT TPdS ToloTag duagogag Bépatog”™.

(“¢1) The Industrial Disputes Court shall have ex-
clusive jurisdiction to adjudicate on all industrial dis-
putes arising as a result of the application of the pre-
sent Law or of any Regulations made under it or of
both, including all matters incidental or complemen-
tary to such disputes”.).

The Industrial Disputes Court, in reaching the conclu-
sion that it had no jurisdiction to deal with the matter be-
fore it, referred to sections 3, 5 and 16 of Law 24/67.

Section 3, above, reads as follows:-
“8. “Ozav, nata 7] petd oy dguotetooy fpéoay, 6 éo-
y00dtg teppatily &’ olovdinore Adyov dhhov 7| tiv &v
® dofow 5 txudeuévov Aéyov, tv drosybinowv ég-
yodotoupévou & daoloc Hxew dnacyohndi) owveydg U’
avtot Emi eixooiE Tovhdyiotov £6douddag, 6 doyodo-
tovuevog xéxmron dualmpa ez drolnuiooy xotabal-
Aopévny Omd Tol Egyoddrov tou xai tnokoyifopéwny oupt-
paveg npoc vov Ipdtov MHivaxa:

Nogiton du Eoyoddme =al &oyodotoduevos Sivarm
3’ #yyodgov cupbaoens ovvaglsions xutd v ypbvov
The mpoohipews 10l Egyodotovpévoy va mugateivoot
v dnd 10D acpdvrog Godoov mooblenopsvny mepiodov
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auveyols anacyoMcewng péyols dvotdrou dolov Exavdy
1e00dguv £6dopddwv’.

(“3. Where, on or after the appointed day, an em-
ployer terminates for any reason other than those
set out in section 5 the employment of an employee
who has been continuously employed by him for not
less than twenty-six weeks, the employee shall have a
right to compensation payable by his employer and
calculated in accordance with the First Schedule:

Provided that an employer and an employee may
by agreement in writing made at the time the em-
_ployee enters into the employment extend the period
of continuous employment provided by this section
to a maximum of one hundred and four weeks”.).

The material part of section 5, above, is paragraph (b)
thereof, which reads as follows:-

“5. Teouanopds dnaoyorjoeng 8’ olovdrirote tdv -
#0ho0Dwv Adywv div mapéye dixalopo eig dmolnpio-
aLv:

(o)

(B) B8rtav 6 éoyodoroduevog xatéom mheovélmv md
oy Evvoroy ot Mégoug TV,

(5. Termination of employment for any of the fol-
lowing reasons shall not give rise to a right to com-
pensation:-

(a)

(b) where the employee has become redundant
within the meaning of Part IV”.)).

Subsection (1) of section 16, above, is the material part
of such section and it reads as follows:-

“16. (1) "Orav xotd % pevd ™y dorodeioav Huégay 7
Gnooyéinorg Eoyvodotoupévoy Graoyolniévios ouveyde
¢ Enotdv téooogoc £6donddac ) mhéov {md Tol oot
goyodétou teopatibnrol Adyq mheovaocpod, 6 éoyodotod-
nevog Suxarotiton ele mhnoopny Aéyew mheovaouob éx 1ob
Tapeiov:

Nosizar 81 6 "Trovoyde ddvaton, dud Avardyparog
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Bnuomeuﬂnoop,avov £lg tnv l:J'IILG‘l]H.OV s,qmp.egl,ﬁa s An-
poxpotiog, v hattaey tov Und Tob magévtog Edagplo
uaﬁogtgop.evov agu‘}uov aﬁbouabmv ouvey o3 aﬂacxoln
cews otwg dote va ingldor in’ Sy Texmixal Enoyia-
2ot Otwwuowcuq Big Ty ana(rxonnow Ev olpdnote &-
nayyéhpan § eidw) Emyegrioa’.

(“16. (1) Where, on or after the appointed day, the
employment of an employee who has been continu-
ously employed for one hundred and four weeks or
more by the same employer is terminated because of
redundancy the employee shall be entitied to a redun-
dancy payment from the Fund:

Provided that the Minister may, by Order to be
published in the official Gazette of the Republic, re-
duce the number of weeks of continuous employment
prescribed by this sub-section to take account of re-
gular seasonal fluctuations in employment in any
trade or specific business”.).

Section 16 is to be found in Part IV of Law 24/67. By
section 2 of the Termination of Employment (Amend-
ment) Law, 1975 (Law 1/75), it was provided that the
provisions in Part IV of Law 24/67 concerning the right
of employees to payments, because of redundancy, from
the Fund—(the Fund being that which is referred to i
section 16 of Law 24/67)—is suspended in relation to
instances where the employment has been terminated or
will be terminated after July 14, 1974; and it appears tc
be common ground, in the present case, that the employ-
ment of the appellant was terminated on the ground of
redundancy in August, 1974.

The Industrial Disputes Court seems to have taken the
view that because it was conceded by the appellant that
his employment had been terminated on the ground of re-
dundancy, and that was a ground mentioned in section
5(b) of Law 24/67, it followed that there was no dispute
as regards the application of section 3 of the same Law,
in the present case, since such section 3 relates to instan-
ces other than those in which the termination of employ-
ment has taken place under the said section 5.

The Industrial Disputes Court, furthermore, took the
view that since there was no dispute before it concerning
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the application of section 3 of Law 24/67 it could not be
said that the dispute as to the length of the period to be
taken into account in calculating the amount payable to
the appellant by the respondents, under the collective
agreement concerned, was a matter within section 30(1)
of Law 24/67, so that it would come within its jurisdic-
tion.

By counsel for the appellant we have been referred to

section 17 of Law 24/67, which reads as follows:-

“17. (1) “Orav Mbyy aheovoopod, og odtog radopi-
Ceran v 1) dollow 18, £oyodotodueveg dixarobror xatd
i uetd mv doueiteicov Muégav e’u; olavdijrote GEpcaov
aingaily Adye ::leovaauou yxoonynuae Adye a:rol'uaa-
g, Prhoddpnua ) mavﬁnnore Ghhny :r)mqmp.nv T0L00-
TOU 71060 xogqyoup.evou gv axacsm nQdg T cmaoxoln-
oiv 1ov mag’ éoyoddt, site 0 duroiwpa tolto vgice-
o Aoy Edpov, vopov, ovhhoyindic ovpguvics, oup-
6doews eite &' dhhov Adyov, &dv T moslv tijg mhnow-
ufig Taimg Unegbaivy v nAngwwv Ty dnoiav 0 Eoyo-
dotovpevog Ba éhdubavev év dvagoed medg tov Té-
tagtov Ilivoxa, 6 égyodotoldpevog Aapubdver 1 peyak-
TEQOV TGV S0 moo@v:

Noettanw du xatd 1ov Umohoyiopov ot duvaper tod
nagdviog Edagiov opsihopévou eig Tov Egyodotodpevov
moooit oladlimote elogogd yevopdvn tnd tob Egyodotov-
pévov Evavi Tig ToLaling nANQwpTg Adyy wtheovaopot,
xoenyfinarog Adyw dmordocws, qrodwpipatog 1| dA-
Ang adngwuig totoitov mocel xal oloodiprote Tdnog éni
ToLoNITYG ELOQoQas dgaipeitol.

(2) “Orav &v meprmtioss mheovoopov Epyodotod-
pevog duxarottan eig mAngoptv dg xabogiletar &v 1@
Edagiep (1) tob nopdviog dedoov xai | Toraden nhnow-
w1 ioofton @edg Tv mAnpwounv elg v dnoilav o Epyo-
dototpevoc Suxarottan duvdper 108 Tevdprov Ilivaxog 9)
elvas puxgotépa taing, tote mAnowvovial ig tov Epyo-
Sototpevov ta dudrovia:

(0) 6 &pyodorovuevos Aapbdver maga ol £pyodérov
f) ¢ olovdinote tapeiov §| dAkng devderocmg
Aertovpyotione Sl AeyooLaoudv 100 Egyodirtov
10 ovupdvac mpdc 1d Eddglov (1) tob mapbvrog
dpfoov dgpearhdpevov moodv
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(B) N dopogd petatd tob duvdper 10 Terdotov
[ivaxog dperhopévou moooh xai tol duvdpe: tob
€dagtov (1) 1ol nagdvrog dodoov dpehopévou
n060l wAnpdvetor Eig TOV £pyodotoviievoy VO
100 Tapeiov.

(3) “Otav 6 dpyodotoipevog duxowotron duvdper
100 &dagiou (1) tob napdvrog dodoov elc minowpiy
ueyahvtépov éxelvng v omotov da Ehdpbavev év dva-
@opd npog v Tétaprov Ilivaxa, téte whnpdvoviar gig
tov £0yodototpevov 1a andhovia:

(o) 6 #pyodotoduevos hapbdver éx 100 Tapsiov 1o
n0c0v 10 omolov U6 EAdubavey éav 1) nhnowpn
oy UnehoyiCeto &v dvagopd mpog tov Tétagrov
Iivaxa,

(B) 1 dragopd perakv 108 v dvagopd npdg tov Té-
taprov Ilivaxa vmohoylopévoy moool xai tob
duvdper ot Edaglov (1) tob magdvrog FoBoov
ogerhopévoy moool minpdvetan an’ ehdelag eic
v £gyodotovpevov Und tol £gyoddtov 1) £E ol-
ovdmote tapciov f dAhng Sisvlderdoswg Aei-
Toupyolone Hue Aoyapraopdv tol Epyoddrouv’.

(“17. (1) Where because of redundancy, as defined
in section 18, an employee is entitled, on or after the
appointed day, to any immediate redundancy pay-
ment, severance pay, gratuity or any other such lump

" sum payment granted in relation to his employment

with an employer, whether this entitlement is by rea-
son of custom, law, collective agreement, contract or
otherwise, if the amount of that payment is in excess
of the payment the employee would receive by refe-
rence to the Fourth Schedule then the employee shall
receive the greater of the two sums:

Provided that in calculating the amount due to the
employee under this sub-section any contributior
made by the employee towards such redundancy pay-
ment, severance pay, gratuity or other such lump sum
payment and any interest on such a contribution shall
be discounted.

(2). Where, on redundancy, an employee is en-
titled to a payment as specified in sub-section (1) of
this section and that payment is equal to or less than
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the payment to which the employec is entitled under
the Fourth Schedule, then payment shall be made to
the employee as follows:-

(a) the employee shall receive from the employer
or from any fund or other arrangement ope-
rated on behalf of the employer the amount
due in accordance with sub-section (1) of this
section;

(b) the difference between the amount due under
the Fourth Schedule and the amount due un-
der sub-section (1) of this section shall be
paid to the employee by the Fund.

(3) Where an employee is entitled under sub-sec-
tion (1) of this section to a greater payment than that
he would receive by reference to the Fourth Sche-
dule, then payment shall be made to the employee as
follows:-

(a) the employee shall receive from the Fund
the amount he would have received had his
payment been calculated by reference to the
Fourth Schedule;

(b) the difference between the amount calculated
by reference to the Fourth Schedule and the
amount due under sub-section (1) of this sec-
tion shall be paid by the employer or from
any fund or other arrangement operated on
behalf of the employer, direct to the employ-
ee”.).

It was argued by counsel for the appellant that, since in
sub-section (1) of section 17 there is express reference to
the right to compensation for redundancy under a coliec-
tive agreement, the Industrial Disputes Court had jurisdic-
tion to deal with the matter before it in the present in-
stance.

It is useful to refer, also, in order to complete, as much
as it is reasonably necessary for the purposes of this case,
the picture of the relevant and interrelated legislative pro-
visions, to section 18 and subsection (3) of section 16 of
Law 24/67.
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Section 18 reads as follows:-

"18. Awa tovg oxomotc 1ol magdviog Népov, épyodo-
tovpevog elvon mheovélov Stav 7 drooydinels tov éteg-
patiotn S Adyovs dhhous tdv xodopillopévavy év T
npdty émepurdEel Tot Edagiov (3) voi dodgov 16:-

(a) didu 6 2oyodiémg Enavoev 1 mpotieton vi mad-
oy va dieEdyy vy mugelonowy &v tfj dnoig o £o-
yodotoupevog dmjoyoheito §)

(B) dudn & doyoddmg Exavoev 7 mgotideran vi mad-
oy) va deEdyy émyelonow glg tov téaov Smov &

. £pyodotoUpevog dmmoyoieito:

Nogirar 6n w Awwmuxdv Awootiglov dv-
vatov vi drogacioy 6w dhhayi) tob témov dna-
oyoMocwg dtv npoxadel mAcovaopov dtav, xatd
Y yvounv 1ot Awttnuxotd Awaotpiov, elvou
Aoywov @g mpde tov £pyodotovpevov & Gmoiog
drexduxnel tAnoopv Adye mheovaouot va Gvapé-
wton dnwg & Eoyodotoluevog olvog ouveyioy
™V anaoydineiy tov eic tov véov ténov draocyo-
Mosac 1)

(v) Bvexa oioudinote tév dxolotBwv dAlov Adyav
oyeulopévary meds v Aatoveyiav tig fmyer-
oNoEWG :

(i) Exovyyooviouod, unxa'voaml.ﬁoswg 1] oloo-

Smote aM’qg aMay’qg gig wg um‘}oﬁo'ug
:n:agaymwmg 3 ogyowwaemg 1 dnotor Ehat-

Tdver Tov dotludy tdv dvayxaotviay So-
yodotoupévov

(il) drhaydv slg ta mpoidvra | tég pedddovg
nogaywyiic i eig g dvayxoiovoag eidi-
xdmtag tév Spyodotovpévav

(iii) xatoQyfoewg TunudTov-

(iv) duoxoridv elg viv tomotémow mpolévravy
gic ™V dyopdv ) motonxdv duorodv

(v) EMhelpene mapayyshd@v ) modtov YAV
(vi) endveng péowv aapaywyiis xal
(vil) megLogLopol ol Syxov Tiig fgyaciag f tig
Emyeipfiosns”.
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E 1:’722 (“18. For the purposes of this Law, an employee is
o redundant when his employment has been terminated
MANOLIS for reasons other than those specified in the first pro-
STAVROU viso to sub-section (3) of section 16 of this Law:-
MOBIL (a) because the employer has ceased or intends
LP GAS to cease to carry on the business in which the
(CYPRUS) LTD. employee was employed; or

(b) because the employer has ceased or intends
to cease to carry on business in the place in
which the employee was employed:

Provided that the Tribunal may decide that
change of place of employment does not
cause redundancy when, in the opinion of the
Tribunal, it is reasonable, in respect of the
employee claiming a redundancy payment,
to expect that employee to continue his em-
ployment in the new place of employment; or

(c) because of any of the following other reasons
concerned with the operation of the business:

(i) modernization, mechanization or any
other change in methods of production
or of organization which reduces the
number of employees necessary;

(ii) changes in products or production me-
thods or in the skills needed on the part
of employees;

(iii) closing of departments;
(iv) marketing or credit difficulties;
(v) lack of orders or raw materials;
{vi) scarcity of means of production; and
(vii) contraction of the volume of work or
business”.).
Subsection (3) of section 16 reads as follows:-

“(3) To nooov tilg nhnewufis Adyp nheovaocuod tmoko-
yilerar ouppdves nods tov Téraptov Hivaxa:

Nositon du 8rav, dg dmotéheopa tob mheovaopod,
&m pewdi] A xotd v yvouny 1od Avevtyusoet Awa-
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omgiov évdéyetan vo. parwd) 10 xdotog g napaywylig
7 Aewtoveyiog Tijg émyapotwg dg ouvéhou 1) ToU ®AG-
dov 1iig dmyempfoews eig Tov Omoiov mpoexhnilin mAeo-
vaapog §] e dateni olarwdds 10 altd § Ba dmteu-
x 0] ymAdregov éninedov nogaywyijg fj xatd v yvé-
piv b Awmanuxet Awaomoiov dvdégetar va diat-
ot f Emreuydi dua mixgotépov douluod £pyodotoups-
vav, 10 1000V Ui AdY® mheovaopol mAnpapiis Umoko-
yiCeton év dvagopd meog wv Ilpdtov Ilivaxa, dg £av
7] TAnpwpl) dretéhel anolnuioow dmduracdeioay eig 8-
yodotovuevoy duvaper tob dodoov 3:

Nogiton negautépm dut, drav 10 Avwnuxdy Awaot)-

- QLOV dmoQaoioy 6tL 0 mAsovacplds Eumtimrer Eviog TG

mponyouuévns émguidEewg tob magoviog £dagiov, 1)
nepiodog 1) dmola mopéyer t dxalopa dud mAnowpiv
Aéyw nheovaopob elvon sixoaltE E6Bopades, oyt d¢ éxa-
1OV 1é0oapeg £6dopddeg g mgovositay Und 0¥ £daglov
(1) tob nopdvrog Gotoov”.

(“(3) The amount of the redundancy payment shall
be calculated in accordance with the Fourth Sche-
dule:

Provided that where, as a result of the redundancy,
there has been or, in the opinion of the Tribunal, is
likely to be, a reduction in the cost of production or
running of the business as a whole or of the branch
of the business in which redundancy has occurred or
substantially the same level of production will be
maintained or a higher one will be attained or in the
opinion of the Tribunal it is likely to be maintained
or attained with a smaller number of employees, the
amount of the redundancy payment shall be calcu-
lated by reference to the First Schedule, as if the pay-
ment were compensation awarded to an employee
under section 3:

Provided further that where the Tribunal decides
that a redundancy falls within the preceding proviso
to this sub-section the qualifying period for a redun-
dancy payment shall be twenty-six weeks and not one
hundred and four weeks as provided by sub-section
(1) of this section”.).
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Counsel for the respondents has pointed out that sec-
tion 17 of Law 24/67 is only applicable to cases of re-
dundancy “as defined in section 18”; that is correct, but.
on the basis of the contents of the Case Stated before us
we do not think that it can be said, with any certainty, tha:
the termination of the services of the appellant for redun-
dancy is not an instance coming within the ambit of sec
tion 18,

We are, furthermore, of the opinion. that once there
arises, under section 17, in relation 10 the payment of com-
pensation ior redunddncy, as provided for under a coliec
tive agrezment, the possibility of making a payment to ax
employee from the Fund, the calculation of the exac.
amount payable to the redundant empioyee under the col
lective agreement is directly related to the application of
a provision of Law 24/67; and, thus, any dispute as to the
mode of the calculation of that amount—such as the one
in the present case-—is an industrial dispute in the sense
of section 30 of Law 24/67, which, as already stated, de-
fines the jurisdiction of the Industrial Disputes Court,

The last point with which we have to deal is the fact
that, by virtue of Law 1/75, above, in a case such as tha:
of the termination of the services of the appellant for re-
dundancy the provisions of section 17—(which is in Part
IV of Law 24/67)—have been suspended in so far as
there are concerned payments out of the Fund.

In our view this was not a sufficient reason for finding
that there was no longer an industrial dispute to be deter-
mined by the Industrial Disputes Court in the present case.
because the amount payable to the appellant. under the
collective agreement, had still to he determined; of course,
to what extent such amount should have been paid, and
from what source, was another matter, depending on the
construction of the provisions of the collective agreement
concerned and other relevant considerations; and as this is
an issue in relation to which we have not heard any argu-
ments we leave it open.

For the foregoing reasons we find that the Industrial
Disputes Court has jurisdiction to deal with the matter
taken before it by the appellant and, therefore, it should

132

1r

26

]
tn

35

40



proceed to do so under the provisions of the relevant le-

gislation.

. In view of the novelty of the issue raised in this case we
shall not make any order as to the costs of the proceedings

5 before us.
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Appeal allowed.
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