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Towne v Einser, 245 U.S, 418,425, 621, ed 372,376 (1918).
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~ Bell, J & Engle, G (2005) Cross Statutory interpretation 3" edn, New York: Oxford

University Press, p.34
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&) Sinna Lebbe Saliya Umma v. Shahul Hameed Mohammad Yaseen (SC Appeal
99/2014)

av) Sriyani Silva v. Iddamalgoda officer mcharge Police station Payagala (SC
No.471/2000) FR

a1) Royal College of Nursing of the UK v. DHSS (1981) 2 WLR 279

@) Stassen Exports Limited v. Brooke Bond (Ceylon) Limited and another (1990) 2 Sri
LR 64
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