(N THE SUPREME COURT oF FIJI AT SUVA

ON_APPEAL FROM THE FI1JI COURT OF APPEAL

CIVIL APPEAL NO:CBV0003 OF 1994

(Fiji Court ¢ Appeal No. ABUGD3Z
of 1994)

BETWEEN
MITCHELL LIMITED
Appellant
AN D: ROBERT YOUNG
ALFRED YOUNG
Respondents
Coram: The Hon. Sir Timoci Tuivaga, president
The Right Hon. Lord Cocke of Thorndon
The Hon. Sir Anthony Mason
Hearing: 3 September 1996
Counsel: V. M. Mishra for the Appellant
a. patel for the Respondents
Judgnment: 17 September 1996

This is an appeal py Mitchell Limited {'the company ')
from a judgment of the Ccurt of Appeal (Tikaram P., williams and
Dillon JJ.A.) delivered on 25 August 1993 dismigsing an appeal
from Sadal J., who in the High Court on 8 July 1994 dismissed a
claim by the company against the respondents for loss and other

damages for breach of contract.
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"HOUSING AUTHORITY

Our ref: LS/4297/16/VD
25%+h March 19381

M/s Young & Asscciates
Rarristers and Solicitors

P O Box 60
LAUTOXA

re: APPLICATION TO SUBLET LOT 16 DP 4297

we refer to vour application dated 29th December 1930
to sublet the above property to Mitchell Ltd for a
period of 1 year and are pleased to inform you that we
have no objections to the subletting arrangement as
applied for provided that the sum of $2802.00 1is paid
in full being ground rent.

Please note that this consent ije valid only for the
pericd of one year effoctive as from the date of this
letter. Tn the event vyou wish to continue the
subletting arrangement after the expiry of the period
as allowed for herein, or should you wish to sublet o
another within the period allowed for above, then you
will need to fill in another subletting application
form pay the requisite fee and forward the application
for our consideration.

Yours faithfully

{REPELI NADASE)

DIVISTONAL MANAGER WESTERN
for CHIRFP EXRUCTIVE

IK/EN/AK/Tkn"

The evidence casts no light on the reference +o an application

dated 29 December 19%0.
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