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‘standard form of contract used by Air Pacific for its
GXpatriate engineers. This contract was signed in the
Porsonnel Department of Air Pacgific and an Alr Pacif-c's
officer in the Personnel Department signed on behalf cof

Alr Pacific., Mr. Christoffersen was present when term and
conditions of the plaintiff's employment were discussed with
rAir Pacific's Personnel Officer but he was not present
auring the signing of the contract in the Personnel

Pepartmaent of Air Pacific.

On 30th November, 1977 pricr to plaintiff coming
to P13l to take up employment, Alr Pacific applied for and
obtained from theo Fiji Immigration Department a work permit

for the plaintiff valid to 28th November, 1980 (Ex.F3),

The provisions of the contract of employment

reagarding iks term 1is as Fallows o

e Company offers and the Employee accepts an
ofter of employment as Repair and Overhaul
Superictendent for a minimum perled of 3 vears
from tihe 31st December 1977 subject to earlier
termination ¢ hereafter provided and on the
following terms and conditions: "

The provisicon regarding earlier termination
refaerred te ahove contained in Clause 2{a) of the contract

is ag follows

"2 Contract Validity:

() It is mutually agreed by the Company and
the Emplovee that this contract may be
terminalted by either party -

(i) By threc calendar months' notice in
writing

or

(ii) Ny the payment or forfeiture of thrao
: monti“' salary in lieu of notice, as
applicable in (1) above

(b) Nothing hevein shall bhe construed to
prejudice the Company's right at common
law to dismlss or suspend the ?mplovoo for
misconduct or other sufficient cause. In
the event of dismissal the Employee and
his dependents will be provided with return
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economy class ailr passages only to his
ccountry of origin and shall be paid up to
the tlme of dismissal only "

iﬁy

_ The nlaintiff commenced his duties under the_
¢ontract on lst Januvary, 1980. The "minimum pericd of 3
'ﬂyears” provided for in the contract was due to explre on'
©31st December, 1980. The plaintiff, however, continued to
‘be employed by Alr Pacific after 3lst December, 1980, that
ﬁ is, beyond the "minimum period of 3 years". ©On the 19th |
October, 1981 he was given a 3 months' written notice (Ex.H)
by Air Pacific termina ing his employment on 18th January,
1982, This notice from Alr Pacific advised the plaintiff

‘as follows

I wish to advise vyou that in accordance with
ause 2{a){i) of your contract of employmcnt you
re herohy given threo calendar months notice tha!
our contract of employment will be lterminated on.
Sty January, 1982. ' S

Plnase liaise with the undersigned to finalise
delalls of your final pay and repatr iation.

Satish Mahara] .
Pewborqel Relations Officer ..o

There is conflict of evidence relating to tP=
¢lircumstances in which the plaintiff continued his cn)loyment
with Alr Pacific after the expiry of the "minimum periocd of

December, 1980.

L
'.._J
6l

T

3 years" on

The plaintiff's evidence regarding what tbok_
place is as follows | . o '

In the enrly part of 1280 the plaintiff says ho
found that a house of another Air Pacific employes wes going
to bocome vacant in the niddle of 1980 and he was lnteTe ted
in moving into it. $o he approached Mr, Christoxfersen, the
incering Manager, regarding the Companv's intentions
regarding hiis future cemployment after the 3 yeasr minimuﬁ
period expired at the end of 12480, Mr. Christoffersén_'
assured him that his services would be required for at least
another 2 vyears. On the basis of this assurance.h@_moyed

nto the house in June 1980.
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Pricr to that he had applied for other 7jobs and

 55 a result he was informed of a Jjob being availéble as
fénginoer in charge of workshop with Royal Brune’ Alrlines.
‘He says he informed Mr. Christeoffersen of what he calls the
;éffer from this Airline in March or April 1980. He says

:ﬁr. Christoffersen tcld him he did neot want him to leave

_hir Pacific which required his services for at least another
-2 years. Plaintiff says he then told Mr. Christoffersen that
‘he had receilved a very good offer of employment from Royal
Bfunci Airlines and he wanted Adlr Pacific to guarantee "im

2 vears eaployment failing which he would take up Royal Rrunel
fAirlines‘ offer. He says be told him he wanted guarantecd
'Témploymcnt with Alr Pacific until 31lst January, 1983 - that
2dis a further 2 years and one month £from the expiry of the
Smindmum time of 3 years under his contract. e says he told
 Mr. Christofforsen that his employment for 7 voears once month
~ghould be guaranteed for this period and that he did nol want
 Cmese Z2{n) and (b)) regarding the righf to terminate on 3

months' notice to apply to this 2 year and one month guarantae

' ém?loyment. He says Mr, Christoffersen accepted his proposals
5bn behalf of Aiy Pacifi~. It was on this basis he says that
:hé continued to work for Alv Pacific after 1st January, 1981,
&He says because of this agreement with Mr. Christoffe;sen.he

“wrote to Royal DBrunei Ailrlines rejecting their offer.

He then produced copiles of two letters from Royal
CEBrunei Airlines dated 29th July, 1980 and 26th November, 1980
.(EX.C and D) vhich he says he treated as offers of employment.
fHe did not produce a copy of his letter rejecting these so
“called offers.

. He says that as he had this guaranteed contract of
Cemployment with Mr. Christoffersen before the expiry of the
vear minimum period under the previous written contract, he
3érranqed with Mr, Mapuell of Alr Pacific for certain of his
aﬂyursonal cflccts which he had left behind in dustralic to be

Cobronght to Flji and as a result Hr. Manueli wrote letter Ex.E.

Plaintiff continued working until he received
“Alr Pacific's notice of 1%th October, 1981 terminating hir

‘employment on 18th January, 1982, that is long befo: : the

‘expiry of the 2 years one month period which he ¢
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r..Christoffersen guaranteed him. He says after receiving

ﬁis notice terminating his employment he spoke to _
:ﬁf{_Christofferseh who told him he was surprised that he

h d.bcen given this notice and that it was in breach of the
orbdl agreement they had entered into and that he wpuia
_bg_lcuxlng into the matter. Plaintiff thereafter saw

v, Savu, the Chief Executive of Air Pacific, and mentioﬁed
the agreement he had with My. Christoffersen. He says -
.4:.:Savu told him that Mr. Christoffersen neither had the

right nor power to enlter inte such an agreement.

) In cross examination plaintiff agreed that hig
'ﬁirst contract (Lx.B) was signed by nim at Air ?a;ifi@fﬁéuwe
_ahd-that Mr. Mohandas signed on behalf of Air Pacifi-ﬁéﬁé Lot
1 Chrisloflfoerson., e agroed Lthalb the conbtract was, Iofiu
11nimum pericd of 3 years bnt he knew he could carry.gn.n
.ﬁﬁder it fov a further period. He also admitted that; '
ithough he had made the agreement with My, Christoffersen
;Eof further employment for a fixed period in about June 1980
yet in October 1900 {(according to letter Ex.D) he ca}ied_ o
ﬁﬁdyal Brunci Airlines saying that he was interested in L
'fheir vacancy for a foreman. He explains this by djl?” _
“that he sent his cable because there were delays in qettlnc'
jbiﬁ work permit and he did not want to be left without a'jdb.
=  &150 agreed that Roval DBrunei Airlines' leﬁters cffered
”him an interview only and it was not a firm offer of -

cmnloyment

0

. fle agreed also that Mr., Christoffersen's letter

 ¢£ 17th June, 1980 to the Chief Personnel Officer of Air
Pacific qﬂﬁjﬁglng that a 12 monthé‘ e¥tension of plaintiff's
wdrk'p rmlt be applied for dld appear strénge in view.o{ his
fﬁnrantce Lo him of 2 yuals‘IEmployﬁent. He acgreed that his
Ciscussion with him took place in the middle of 1980. LHe:f
ERTS: acraeed thal his alleged agrecment for a guara tcou

year one month employment was oral and was never reduced
.'tQ writing and that he never asked that it be reduced to
Swriting. lle says that according to his agreement with

Mr. Christoffersen his employment was to be for a fixcd

‘period of 2 years one month on the same terms as the old
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féontract minus the part gilving either party the right to
iterminate one 3 months notice. In all other respects it was
 tHe same as the old contract. He says he did not discuss
_this new agreement with the Persconnel Depariment of Air
JPacific and never sought any reassurance about his employ-
ment in writing, relying entirely on his verbal agreement

Swith Mr., Christoffersen.

Mr. Christoffersen, at present the Manager,
iTechnigal Services for Alr Pacific but formerly its Englneering
 Manaqer, with whom the plaintiff alleges he reached agreem.nt
_ for a fixed term centract for 2 years one month with ut ei ner
'€Side having the right to terminate the employment by 3 months’
” notice, was called by the defendant Company, Alr Pacif.., to
:ine evidence and his evidence conflicts with that of the

S plaintiff. Mr. Christoffersen's evidence is as follows.

Alr Paciflic had & vacancy in its Tngine Overhaul

™

“and Repair Division. The plaintiff applied for the job and
S talexes were exchanged with him in August 1977. 2As a result
;érrangemont was made for plaintiff to fly over from hustralie
for an interview. Mr. Christoffersen interviewed him on a .

;purely technical basis and found him suitable so he recommendac

s
I

~him to the Personnel Deparviment of Alr Fhe terms
and conditions of plairn 1ff's employment were then discussed
between the Personnel Department and the plaintiff at which

Mr, Christoffersen was prasent,

Later the plaintiff signed a contract of employment
“with Air Pacifilc but Mr. Christoffersen wasg not present when
it was signed hut he was avare of it. It was in the Company's

standard form used for all expatriate engineers. A work

-

coprermit to 30th dHovowber, 1980 wag 1ssued to the plaintilff

and he commenced working for Air Pacific on lst January, 1978.

During 1900 Me. dergensen, an englneer wilbh Alc
Pacific, vwas inlerested in applving for Fifjl citizenship and
Mr. Christoffersen's intention was to appoint liim as Repair

and Cverhaul Superintendent in place of the plalntiff upon

“the expiration of plaintiff's 3 year period. e wrote the
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féiiowing letter to the Chief Personnel Cfficer of Air

_bjcjfic on 17th Junec, 1980

" Please find attached letter from Mr. K.J. Hart
re his work permit. I would suggest we apply for =
a 12 months extensicon. .

Mr. Jorgensen has been nominated to take over
the positicen currently held by Mr. Hart but the
C.A.A. Surveyor |3 stipulating a 12 month under-
study period. lowever there is a possibility that
Mr. Jorgensen may decide to terminate his employ-
ment with Alr Pacific which would necessitate the
need for continuing Mr. Hart's employment. "

The letter from Mr. Hart attached to

,Mf. Christeffersen's letter (Ex.FS) was dated 20th May, 1980

and was as follows

“Chiiel Tmmigration OFfFicor,
Povelopment Dank Pullding,
Suva.,

My presaent work permit expires late November
1080, Adr Pacific have owproached me ih regard to
continuing employment with them, and this letter 1s

Lo coruify ny willingnoss to do so.

Yours sincerely,
Kenneth J. lart
Overhaul Superintendent "

In September Mr. Jorgensen resigned and

(AW
o
=}

o

 H:. Christoffersen wrote another letter (Ex.F7) dated

1980 teo the lersonncel Officer as follows

?

_Séptember

" Ref. attached. Would you please apply for
2 year ovteonslon to Mr. Hart's work permit.

jadl

Mr. Jorgensen who was to take over from Mr. Hart
has recigned and is due to leave “n mid-October. We
shall have to appoint an uncerstudy to Mr. Hart but
at this tim2 we have not as vet moade a scclection.  We
intond to ol for aoplications an the neor Future, ©

E
[

A local citizen, Mr. Abkdul Aziz, was thereafter
appeinted to understudy Mr., Hart. Mr., Christoffersen says

the pericd of understudy would be based on how well Mr. Azlz
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.progrcsscd and functicned. in this pos;tlon. This he.sayé
‘was the reason for applying for a two vear éxten51on to
:plaiﬂtlff's work permit. Mr. Aziz did this understudy_
'untll plaintiff 1eft and is still performln satisfa;torily

’thc Wwork plalntlff was doing.

o At about the time he wrote the letters dated 17th
?June, 1980 and 22nd September, 1980 Mr. Christoffersen had
:smv ral discussions wits the plsa 1nt1ff about the exteﬁglon

; ¢£ his work'permit. e says :

" As to the 1980 situation and discussions

with plaintiff. I did not make any agreemcent with
him, I did not at any stage guarantee him employ-
ment till the end of 1982. I did not have autho. ity
to do that, I believed I would reguire his ervlces
Fow approximately 2 yvears honcoe my reason for
rocommending 2 ovear work permil o extension oo..o..n .

T did not cver Lell pladntiff that this 3 months?
notice pzov1 ion in. s contract would no lenger
apply. " | |

Mr. Christoffersen says Air Pacific's policy in

~mid 1981 was to l-calize as guickly as possible and a major
sre-organivation of the engineering section was going on.
“Bearing this in mind in the latter part of 1981 he
“rocommaended to the Perscnnel Department the termination of
prointment of three cxpatriate contract engineers one of
. whom was Lo be the plaintiff. He says he reconm ﬂendcd two
engincers ' enployment be terminated in January 1982 and.
that of the plaintiff in aApril 1982. These posts wese to

S e localized in accordance with the Company's policy of

 loCalization

_ _ Thereafter.on 1%th Cctober, 1981 the Perscnnel
ZiDepnrtm?nt cgave the plaintiff 3 months notice of terminatiqn
f:Qf his employment (Bx.H). Personnel Cfficer, Mr. Satish
.iHaharaj, hrought the notice to Mr., Christoffeorsen's offlice

whrnre Mr. Christofiersen handed 1t over to the plaintiff.

Later that afterncon Mr, Christoffersen says_hg
‘drove plaintiff in his car. e saw that the plaintiff was

“genuinely upset. Mr, Christoffersen says: "I don't believe
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.ﬁé_stated at the time that it was a breach of his contract.

jé'was complaining that the period of his weork permit had

ot been worked out., He felt he should have served for the
périod of his work permit. He was not critical of me during
tﬁe'discussion. He did not say I had made contract with

him for 2 years. He kept talking about the period of work
'@ermit which was 2 years. I was a little disappointed that
my recommendation had not been accepted by the Persconnel
bepértment. At this time I felt I really needed his services

till end of April.r”

_ Plaintlff asked him if he could intervene on his
behalf. Mr., Christoffersen had a meeting with the Engineering
'.('TIO.-—(‘)?“Hi nation Commitlhae. Nl the Committea folf that the
:“i:."{._‘.i":._;()zinc.I Dopran tmen . had Doon dntovmed thal Meo Aziv hood

fbéen approved and there was no point in Mr. Christoffersen

making any further recommendations.

Mr. Christeoffcrsen sayvs that to wailve the 3 months

notice provision "there would be agreement on both sides and

wat no time did plaintidf aszk me Lo recommend a change in his

‘contracth,

Expilaining wh, the period was extended for 2 voars

1

and Z months to 3lst Joanuary, 1983 Mr. Christeffersen snvys
his original recommendation was 2 years but the plaintiff
Svranted the pericd to go to Januoary 1933 for personal reasc .8

thnat the plaintifl had discucsions with fhe Personnel

Départmcnt about 1t,

On the guastion of the extension of plaintiff's
“work permit for a further two vyears he savs "I have dealt
 ﬁith a lot of enrgineers. T yvou apply for 2 or 3 yeavs'
fﬁefmit it is gencrally assumed that he would work for that
time. If for some reason operation of the Airline changes
“and they do nobt necd bhim for 2 or 3 vears then it is
'-terminated on 3 months notice”., Later he says "I know of
many expatriate engineers whose contracts were terminated

on 3 months notice before the expiry of their contracts".
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Exhibit F12 shows that initially the plaihtiff‘s
1Qork permit was renewed for 1 year on 20th November;.l980.
‘Thereafter Exs. F3, F13 and 14 show that on 26th November,
 ;980 it was further extended to 3lst January, 1983.

. Plaintiff in his letter (Ex. 9} sent to the
zlmﬁigration Department on 20th October, 1980 wrote: "I have
:bQCﬂ asked by my employer Mir Pacific Limited and agloe tc
:EEEEEHﬁYWEQEEEEEE of empleyment for a further perlod of two
f{z) vears, It would be appreciated 1f vyou could kindly
renew my current work permit accordingly.® Mr. Ganley who
was called by the plaintiff says he knew in general terms
that the plaintiff's contract had been extended for 2 ygars
ﬁbut he was not aware that it was for a fixed period. _@é
admits he was not present during the discussions bet@e@en
.tjzc plaintilf and M., Christolfersen but as Ganeral Manager
fbe was Lold of the discussions. fle knew that applic aLlon
 §3. roen made Lo renew plaintiff's work permit for 2 yééff.
:on says he understood from his conversaltions with g
 @§._ChriStOff“r“cn that plaintiff‘s services would'bé héedéd
for a further 2 years as a local was not then avai laoie TO

take over the plaintiff's work

- In cross examination this witness said 1 5 e
Ex.B. This is standar. form of contract. I see Clauce 2( )
 éithér party terminate on 3 months notice. To my knowledge
'fthe Company has never employed an expatriate without vzqn
‘to terminate on 2 months notice....... For Air Pac’ Flc -
contract without such termination rights would be most
extraordinary. As General Manager I have ncver come & ross
such a contrackt. Plaintifl never suggested thét the Cbmpany
did not have right to terminate his employment on 3 month
notice. If he had made this suggestion I would not-havé

x agrced with it. -~ ‘'hat is part of contract. ‘Whether plalntlff
.hnﬁ one coniract which was extended or a new one wmuld'not
alter that fact., The infermatlion I haod been given was

:_Mr. Hart was expected to be with the Company for 2 years,

- They always look at locals to do work and 1f opportunity

“Larose his employment would be terminated.,.... We are always

[at

-

on lockout for localizing expatrilate engilneers’' Jobs,

local was availlable to do cupatriate engineer’s Jjob 1t would
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he Companry policy to terminate expatriate's cemployment.
Engineering Manager decided Mr. Hart'sg place could be
‘localized and that is why it was localized.” Later he says
f”I don't know if he was assured his contract would not be
 {crﬁinated before January 1983". Mr. Satish Maharaj, a
- §ersoﬁnel Officer in Air Pacific, said in his evidence that
. {he plaint:iif’s contract with Air Pacific {Ex.B) was the
anlY contract with him. He says that the plaintiff never
~”gppr ached him for any renewal of this contract “though
soontract dees not need cencwal”. He says there was no
-:Qariation of contract {(Ex.B) at any time and says "I do not
tknqw of any contract which would disentitle Company to give
-f} months notice. Ll contracts so far made by Compeny with
‘contract enginecers provide for termination on 3 months

noltice™.

As we have seen the contract between thé parties
is "for a minimum period of 3 years" with Clause 2(a) giving
“either party the right to torminate the employment by 3 months
“notice at any time. It could, for example, be terminated
.'%y either side by 3 months notice during the minimum period
-_Cf 3 years. Dhe contract uses the word "minimum period!.
~1nomy opinion the intention to be gathered from the use of
i}those words is that 1ts operation weuld not be restricted
Eo the minimum pericd 1f the parties mutually agreed to
“continue the empleyment beyond the minlmum period without
 ﬁaking a new contract.  They could, of course, 1f they
"mutuaily agreed, makke o completely new contract alter the
"ﬁiniﬂum period and wmutually agree to any varlation 3n the
old contract. I have to declde whal actually happened 1h

S ilhis cace,

I have carefully considered all the evidence
Refore me and have szon and heavd the witnessces for both
tzo considered »ll the documents put in evidence.

2l
{J it

ToaiAa not

the plalntiff to be a relloble and truthful
‘wiltness and I do not accept his version of his discussions
with Mr, Christoffersen. On the other hand, I found

Mr, Christaoffersen toc be a reliable and truthful witness and

’

1 accept his version of the discussions he had with the

-~ plaintiff. There 1is no other witness to the discussions
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_ The plaintiff relies entirely on his allegation
?fhat bMr. Christoffersen verbally agreed to guarantee.that
'his employment would be for a further period of 2 years .
:one month with neither party having the right to terminate
.the employment during this period as is provided in Tlause
2(a) of contract Ex.B. lie says he did not ask for this
:hgreement to be confirmed in writing.by Mr. Christoffe: sen
or Air Pacific. He knew porfectly well that although |
er._ChriﬁLo[fcrson intervicwed him in 1977 before he first
Tﬁommcnced working for Air Pacific his contract of emplovment
was made with the Fersonnel Department of Alr Pacifiéfénd
{ﬁot.uith Mr. Christoffersen. He must have known that_. 
 con?rnhfﬁ of empltoyment for expatriate engincers woré.&ﬁde

- by the Personnel Department.  Yet aflter his discusgiohé with
:;Mr. Christoffersen he did not ask for his alleged newfccntract
fc:, if he allegos only a variation of the first contractv'ahy
variation thereof, to be confirmed by.th@ Persohnel De:§rtmﬂﬂt.

A

He did not even ask Mp., Christoffersen to confirm his alleged

cagrecment with him in writing., i1 ollaged agreement

ot

intreoduced a very important change 1in the standard form_@f.
'Zbontracts used by Mir Paciflc for expatriate engineers in
; hat i1t took away 1ts right fo terminate the contract on

"3 months netice. The plaintiff mad@ noe effort at all ‘3 
* have the new agreement confirmed in writing but continucd

Cto work from the expiration of his minimum term of 3 yeares
on 3lst Decemler, 1280 to 19th Octoker, 1981 when he received
‘notice of tormination of his employment, In hils two letters
'Taﬁdreﬁged to the Immigration Office he does not refer {o” '

Cany new agreement or vairlalion of the first agreement but

n

tates in his letter of 20th May, 1980 that as "Alr Pacific
;_have appreoached me in regard to continuing my employmeqt;
and this letter is to certify my willingness to do so”.and
in his lattcr of 20th Octoher, 1980 he says: "I have been

oasked by my employer A7 Pacific Limited and agree to ronew

w

my contract for a further pericd of 2Z years....." ile speaks
here in October 1980 of "renewing® his contract and not of
a new contract or any important change in the terms »f hir.

o contract.
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T have considered all the evidence on the o
_ﬁéétion of the signing by the plaintiff of an approval for
.. TFremlin, I do not believe him when he says he signed

thiS paper blindly without knowing what he was signing.

Even Mr. Ganley, who was called as plaintiff's
;itness and who was General Manager of Air Pacific, and who
gmys he was kept informed of developments, says that the
piaintif[ never suggested Lo him that the Company did not
3$ve the right to terminate his contract cf employment on
“3 mbnths' notice aﬁd that 1f£ he had made such a suggestion
.é wou1d never have agreced with 1it. He said that the |

plaintiff was expected to boe with the Company for a .urthe.

the Company's pollcy to terminate the expatriate's
employment. He further says that for Aiy Pacific any
centract without such termination rights would be most

cxlracrdinary and as General Manager he had never come

across such a contract.

~+
O

The plaintiff says Mr. Christoffersen agreed

 the flived pericd of further employvment without right of
termination in the middle of 1980, Lven the plaintiff
fagreed in cross-examination that 1f he had so agreed it
was strange that ¥Mr. Christoffersen initially recommended
va 1?2 months' extension of plaintiff's work permit in his

cletter to the Povsonnel Depariment on 17th June, 1980, It

Lwas pot uncil M, Jorgenses resigned that Mr, Chraistuffersen

recommended a twe year extension of the work permit on Z2nd

o September, 1980,

T accept as true Mr, Christoffersen’'s evidence
that he did not at any stage guarantee or have the authority
o oguarontaee the plaintifil employment for 2 years or 2 yaars

coand one month. I accept his cevidence that he bolieved b

]

‘would require plaintifi's services for approximately 2 vears
‘after Mr. Jorgensen's resicgnation and that is why he
S recommended a 2 vyear extension to the work permit. T believe

'his evidence that he did not ever tell the plalntiff that
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thé.B months notice provision in hig contract would_nd.
langer apply to this extended period of employment._:in
_iQSl'due to the re-organization in the Company and its
1bcalization policy and the availability of Mr. Aziz he
recommended that the plaintiff's employment be terminated
zﬁﬁ Arril 1982 and that of two other expatriate engineeré_
'1n January 1982, Ailr Pacific while accepting his |
recommendatlon that the plaintiff’s employment be termlnated

'QQCAQGd to Lwrw1ﬁate it oarll r than he recommended,

I have no doubt on all the cvidence before me
that the p]aintiff's employment with Air Pacific continnéd
under the provisions of contract (Lx.B) after the expirat ion

“of the minitmim poriod of 3 yoars montzonod therein.

T therefore find that the termination of the
Cplaintiff's employment by 3 months notice as aforesald was
“lawivl and as i]cv1ﬂ“” for in the contract {Ix.B) which =

applied at the date of guch termination.

The plaintiff's claim for damages for breach of

]
—

onvract therofore fails. T am satisfied frem the evidence
£ Mr. Satish Maharaj, Personnel Officer for Alr Pacjfic;
cthat all amounts due to the plaintiff were pald to the
 fla1nL1f£ Az to the alleged telephone account of 520

.1he defcendant Company is willing to pay it if the plaiﬁtiff
submits detalls, As regords 3 dayvs' hotel accommoda 1Gﬁ 
Jentitiement the pleintifl was reguested to pick up the.
véucher it failed to do so. This voucher is still "”nltlnq

“collection by the plaintiff.

The plaintiif‘s claim is, therefore, dismissed

1

with costs to the defendant Company

P o
o] et 2~

Y T. Madhoiji )
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