
CC ll5-92.HC/pg 1 

iiARRY NODA (Trading as NOPA Construction Co,) -y- S 1. NATIONAL 

£ROVJDENT FUND 

High Court of Solomon Islands 

(Palmer PJ) 
Civil Case No. "1' 5 of 1992 
Hearing: 25 and 26 Au.gust 1992 

Judgment: 28 .';ugust :i.992 

A. Radclyffe for the Plaintiff 
A. Rose for the Ilefendant 

PAlMER PJ: 

("' ,1) 

(iiI 

( iii'l 

(iv) 

(v) 

This is a claim by the Plaintiff, Harry Noda, for -

damages for loss of use of U6 sets of scaffolding; 

for a declar'3.tion that the scaffolding is the 

property of the Pl'3.intiff; 

for an injunction to restrain the Defendant (Solomon 
Islands National Provident Fund) frc'm selling and 
disposing of e,r in '3.!1Y way dealing 'Nith the 
,~,c'3.ffolding without the consent of the Plaintiff; 

an order for the delivery up by the Defendant to the 
Pl'3.intiff of the sC'3.iiolding or pay $15,822 its value; 

damages for detention and/or conversion. 

The Defend'3.nt e'n the other hand h'3.s m'3.de a counter-claim for -

(i) damages for the loss of use of 7 sets of sC'3.fiolding 
and seeks similar' remedies to the Plaintiii inrespec:t 
c:.f the 7 sets of sc:affc,ldbg removed by the Pl'3.intiff. 

7':-:e key issue '3.5 '3.greed by both p'3.rties is the 

(), .... "DeY·sni:s' of the sc:sffolding. 

question e,f 
\ 

There is no dispute that the Pl'3.intiff 'Nas invited to apply for a 
tender 'to do re-f)'3.inting of N'3.tioD'3.1 Pr'ovident Fund's Fiv8 :;tor'ey 

2';.1ildi".~ \ See Exhibit 1). 
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Tnere is no di=,pute that '(he Plaintiff submitted a tender for 
$64,701.00. (Exhibit 2), 

The tender ',.;73.S subseguently accepted on behalf of t~PF by 
Saunders O'Connor and Partners, a duly registered and Corporate 
Quantity Surveyc1r- :md Cost Planning Consultant firm, responsible for 
:;upervision I)f the re-paintir:g work, by letter- d:::.ted 4 October 1930 
(See Exhibit 3). 

Under the tender :::.greement there is a clause which caters lor 
the provision and erection ::,f scaffolding or t!'-estles staging. The 
amount submitted in the tender T,.;7as for- $15,000.00. 

It is cle:::.r th'3.t the Pl:::.intiff did not have any scaffolding to do 
the T,.;7ork with. It is clear too that the Plaintiff made ar-rangements 
with anc,ther ,':'c,ntractor, l-1r Hoses Fuat'3. to hire his scaffolding. The 
'3.mount for hir-e of scaffolding was for $15,000.00 it seems. 

In '3. letter to the Plaintiff by the Resident M:::.nager of Sanders 
O'Connor and Par-tners and copied to NPF it refer-red to an advance 
p'3.yment to the sC'3.ffolding supplier of $16,500.00. 

The Plaintiff stated that this referred to the '3.rr-'3.Dgement to 
purchase the scaffolding from Dongsan Construction Company Limited 
and that it ccmfirmed his'3.r-r-angement with Ni?F to pur-chase the 
sC'3.ffolding 1=,hlS pl:::.nking. 

However. in '3. letter d:::.ted 18 t-lar-ch 1991 wr-itten by the Resident 
t1anager (Exhibit 17) at P;::.Y''3.gr-'3.ph 5 and I quc,te, 

"(in the 8th ,Jct-ober 1990 r,,'e informed you to m3.ke available 
·fl13. 500. ()Q which h'as to be a pr~gress paymenr beir>.g fC'r the 
expenditure of scaffold hire charges, this pa.v7nent was to be 
paid directl.v to Noses Fuata . .. 

The figure of $16,500.00 as far as .3ander·s C,'connor was a',.;7are 
T,.;7'3.S for hir'e charges payable to i:-'lr l:-loses Fuata and this was made 
knoVv'Tl as far back as 8 October 1990. 

i?ar-agra:ph 0 ,:>f th'3.t letter continued:-

, 
"From the 15th January scaffoldi.'-'.g had been aellvered to 
site. J was of the belief that Nr Hoses w'as the supplier for 
no instr'.Jction w'8S given to the contrar-y.E'.tld sceifC'ldir>.g ~v':tS 
nr:,W being erected. rve ;v'ere of the belief that N?F made the 
r"JJ?C'essary payment 
the jeb 811 3S 

for the hire of scaffo1dir>..g, required for 
;.,'e expected to happen nOw'e\'er nC't in 
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accor·dance w'ith ow' Jetter dated 3th October 1990, that is 
not as a pn.""gr-?SS pa57J]ent by NPF. 

Under tJJe cc'nr:ract this v..,ij] 1:>e treated as a variation." 

And on t,he second page, last par3.grapn, I quote again -

':As it happened yourself and H. Noda .'!';ade an:'2.!2gement ['(."" 
pw'C.~hase the scaffo] ding, this N'BS completely OLltsi de the 
parameters of the contract ] w'BS not Bw'are of or pcu't of the 
dealings and in ~~uch 3.1'::0 !)L""r: al:»e ro a:"=:5i.:ot you (..""rJler rhan 
the facts outlined abotTe." 

It is crystal clear frc'm '[he aoo'-'e quoted contents of the letter 
that the letter of Sanders O'Connor (Exhibit 5) referred to by t.he 
Plaintiff as confirming t.he arrangement with NPF to advance payment 
for the scaffolding was not. true. The advance payment as underst.ood 
by Sanders OJCOnl'10r of $16,500.00 was t,o be made to Moses Fuat.a for 
hire charge s. 

So the Plaintiff can.'"lot r'ely on the letter- dated 4 January 1991 
(Exhibit 5) as comi'r'ming his ar·r.:mgement to advance payment to 
Dc'ngs.:m Cc'nstruction Cmnpany Limited. That letter' must be put in its 
proper context. 

There is no dispute that the Plaintiff '..Jent to see the Property 
M.anager of NPF, t-lr Eric- Fan':.' about his diffic:ulty in finding scaffolding 
to be able to C(;mInence wClrk on the buildings .. 

The Plaintiff could not remember the aa't.e when he went to see 
the Property M:m=..ger'. Mr F')no stated that the Plaintiff saw him on 
t:-H? ~fterriC\'~n cif the 7th of J:;:..rlu3.r'~1 2.991 .. 

It is not disputed t.hat the Plaintiff went and asked for an 
advance for the sum of $15,9:::2.00 to pay for 133 sets of scaffolding 
that were put on sale by Dongsan Construction Company Limited. 

The Plaintiff stated that the Property Manager agreed to this. 
The PrC'~)erty t-!anager in his e .. ,-idence under oath denied :.his. 

This case Court vie'..Js 
\ 

c1bjec::t.ively to be .spe.a..i-dng the truth. If this Court '3.ccepts the sworn 
evidence of the Pl'3.intiff that there was an agreement '..-ith NPF t·~ 

'3.dvance money to him to pay fC1r the sc:·affolding and then to be 
recovered in his prclgressive payments then the matter re'3.11y ends 
-:.here and he is .::ontided to the remedies sought. Ho',-:ever, tr.e 
?lain-r:.iff rmlst establi.sh C:'1 ~r:e b'ilance of prclbabilit.~es that he made 
2'lC'i1 ~:in agre.::ornent ·..Jl r::.h tlPS', 

: ! 
I 

, I 

. i 
I 



\ 

CC 115-92_HC/Pg 4 

If on the other hand the Court accepts the evidence of the 
f1efendant then again the mat.ter ends there too and the defendant 12-

entitled to the remedies claimed. Again this is a matter of proof on 
the balance of probabilities. 

In a3sessing the credibility and reliability of the two key 
witnesses, namely Mr Fono and the Plaintiff, the events of the 7th 
January 1991 and what transpired subsequently are crucial. 

I accept as fact that the meet,ing between the Property Manager 
and Plaintiff in which the 3dvance payment was discussed occurred on 
the 7 th .J anuary 1991. 

I ::tCCBpt as fact that a !nBmorandum from thB Property Manager 
dated 7th January 1991 (although I point out her'e that the year was 
put as 1990 which could not have beBn correct and I accept it as a 
genuine mistake) was sent to the Financial Controller in which it was 
made quitB clear that the scaffolding were to be pur'chased from 
Dongsan r::omp,::my and hired out to the Plai."'1tiff for' .$15,000_00. The 
memc.'randum cClfltained inter alia, 'the purchase price., and the 
justification for' its purchase as an aSS8't. 

The comments of the Financial Controller wer'e to have the sets 
bought and a check prepared by the next day 8 January 1991- This was 
c'onfirrned by the Financial Contreller' in his evidence under oath. 

It must be pointed c'ut her'e too that both the Property t-la.Ylager 
and Financial Controller made it ciear that their financial 
instructicms for·bade the issue of .advance payments and that they 
<:o'.1ld not have i661.1-9d a c'hed: '''.is advance payment to the Plaintiff tCI 
purchase the scaff olding_ 

A ·:'hec:k W3.S subseg'J.ently r'3.1sed IClr the sum c,f $15,822.00. This 
is t~ation:=il 3anI~. of :3010rnon Islands Limited Check No. C 06:3372 dated 8 
.January 1991, payable to Dongsan Construction, marked Not Negotiable 
<;ind duly signed. (This is Kxhibit 19). 

I 3.ccept '''.is fact, th3.t the ch-9c'k "Nas collected on the 8 .January 
1991 and p:=iid to [iN!gS3.n Constr'1.1ct,ion Company on the S'3.me d·'3.Y and 
d'.11y de-pc.'sited at ANZ Ban..idng Cor'por'ation Limit-9d on the same day as 
well. The c'heck bears the stamp of ANZ Banking Corporation Limited 
dated 8 January 1991. and this c:o'.11ci only le3.d to the only logical 
cc,nclusion th:=it the check was received by Dongsan Company on the 8 
.Januar'y 1991-
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The eviden':e of the NPF driver Allen Maeniua c,:-rresponos t.o t,he 

above facts perfectly. 

The evirlence of the Plaintiff however on the :?ubseguent events 
of the 7 ,h.nuary 1991 is both vague and dubious. He could not 
remember the date he saw the Property Manager, however he stated 
that it T.Nas him who t::ollected the check and then paid it to the company 
and in suppc'r·t '':If this produced the documents marked Exhibit 4 and 6. 

Exhibit 4 is a copy of the pur-chase '3.greement made between the 
i?laintiff a."1d the Company and dated 14 J:muary 1991. It contained in 
Article 1, a description of the equipment a.T1d the purchase price. 

In Ar'ticle 2 headed "Payments", I guote paragraph :2.1 -

"The Purchaser shall pay the total price of 51[115,822. r)(i 
indicated in Article 1. to the :eller upon :igning this 
AGREEMENT in cash or eguivB.lent. " 

The agr'eernent '.Nas signed on the 14 January 1991. 

Th"2re is, no evidence of any payment of $15,8:22.00 being m=:ioe on 
-that date, aft.:::-r the signing of the agr·eement. 

Exhibit 6 merely '.Nas an original cer·tific:ate referring to the 
purchase under' Exhibit 4 and is mere surplusage. 

It is gt..lite. cle=.:r· tn9.t trH? SC\-c'.::;.lled ;:::L:Jment ft:lY' the 2,c=:i.ffc.,lrlir;.g 
r.:::-ferr-ed to in the agreement bet'.N':en the Plaintiff and Dongsan 
Company '.Nas made on the 8 Januar'Y 1991 and not on the 14 J.anuar-y 1991. 

The :::.?~''?-=ment \-Jas made dose tl) t:me week after p=:iyment of th'? 
scaffc,llding :=..nr.i after the sc:affolding had alr'eady been removed. It 
raises some ser-ious guest.ions on the ccrmner'cial sense and pr-udenc'? 
clf such :="D ;;.greement =:ind C'3.S,ts '3. lot of. doubts I"Jn the weight this 
Court would place on such dClcument :=..S suppor-tive clf the Plaintiff's 
assertion th'3.t he bought the sc,-affolding c'n his aCC01.mt. 

I have s'?en the Pl:=..intiif give .:.-virJence. It is clear he has a 
pr-oblern '.-;itn r'':::-ffi'?rnber-ing d=:ites and event.::, and on ~na't. c'asis it is 
guite poss·ible ths.t he may not n:=.ve (een :=.ole tQ rec:=.ll clearly what 
'-:1 t 11 t _. t':1' '- , - d h P , roll(" ae' .''::':='_ Y .r'3.ns!nre ln .n'? r lSc"USS1':1n t:'etween film an t e rop.:::r'ty 

t·1an3.ger-. 

It is ~'l':'=:ir- that he '".;anted =:ind intended to 'o'),y the scaffolding 
r.)1).t h'3.d WJ mc'n'?y. It is clear that it '_HS expl'3.ined to him by the 
tcr-r:-;·er·ty >lan:::.ger th'j"t r:-,:,n.::-y '::c,ulrJ Dc't ':'.::- ':!dvanced T.O him as it '.Nas 
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not permitte.::J "by the finan';::ial pro·:-edures governing N.t:'? The 
Financial Controller himself made it quite clear that had a request for 
3.dvance h3.d "been ~ade, it would have been turned down. 

It. seems dear to me that as a result of the inability of the 
Plaintiff to pay for the sC3.ffolding, the Property Manager then must. 
have decided there and then to purchase 'Che scaffolding for NPF and 
then hire the;;) Gut to the :t'lainti£f, to enable him t.o carry out, t.he 
'wOrl': with immediate 'effect. 

I have 3-::-en the I>efendant's wi'tnesses give e'lidence. They all 
gave clear B.nd d'?tailed '?videnc'? of what occur'r,?d and not Wishy 
'washy. All their' subs'?9u'?nt, ~c'tions 8-Y"J.d le'tter's corresponded to the 
original agre'?IT"1'?nt made by th'? Pr'crperty l:1anager 'with 'the Plaint,iif. 

I ::un sp'?cially impr'?ss'?d with th'? evid'?nce given by the Property 
t1anager. He stated that the Plaintiff and him agreed that NPF will 
purchase the s.caffoldingand hire them out to him for $15,000.00. He 
stated that he instructed accounts section not to give the ch.eck to 
t,h'? Plaintiff. The c'heck was (:()llec·ted by the i'iPF clriv'?Y' ::..nd taken 'to 
[\(·ngs.an Cornp::"IY. H'? denied oeing '3.sked "Co "t:::.."-e "the sc-aiic,lding and te' 
c[!ar'ge "trle l='::'·:':..lr' ::nd tr'3.ns:p(.\y't :::r.a.r·g-=s tel trl'? F-l=..intiff. 

He sta"ted that the Plaintiff only st::..rted to claim the 
scaffolding t,c'wards the end of February. He denied emphatically ever 
ent.er'irlg int0 :.ny 3.gr~em-=nt ~.vith the Pl=::;.i..Y1tiff tel ~:!:"J3.n~·e pe..~,,~m-=nt to 
him. 

I fi."rld evidence of the Defendan't's witnesses on the 'whole "':0 

be consistent ::.nd specific in detail. 

The sup-=rvising firm. ';~'1ders Ci'{::0 I"'.Dor· was no't ,?ven aware te'o of 
'the arr:l.ng-::-men-ss to adv:l.nce paym'?nt f::,r purc.·hase of "the sC:l.ffc,lding. 
They wer'e c~rl~Y 7iT~=..r',? !)1 t,rle flir'e ::·narg.;os t·c.' !:''? ~\aid to tvlc's'?s ttua"C3. 

for .$16,500. l'r-.ey did make a r',?Quest t,o NPF 'to ~dvance this sum but 
the Pr'operty :'l~ager in his evidence in chief stjt,ed th~t this 'was 
turned down '3.5 it w~s not in aC'C'c'rdance with th'?ir financi:l.l 
prc'cedur'?s. 

c'laim 

A sum r>f ::;15,(100.1)0 w~s deduct'?d f0r hire charges in ;;h::..t 
t::ertific~te ,:.>1 :paymen'C. 

"i"" 
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The Plaintiff has sought 'to explain that he limited t.he amount to 
215,000.00 oe,:ause he needed the rerr;2_incier for paying labour and 
,)ther charge.:;. Tnis may well be so, but the details ':In 'the cer'tificate 
of payment stated that the payment was for hire charges and he 
attested his signature to this. If it was for payment. of scaffolding 
t.hen he should have said so and raised i't 'Nith ~,ander O'c,:'rm':,r or NPF. 
He (lid not. 

Th"? suggestion therefor"? rn:td"? tfl:t't "c'he document containing his 
final cl::.im which was ac:cep7.ed by t-i?F c01.l1rJ be seen as :tn 
acknowledgment of the payment of $15,000.00 towar'ds the scaffolding 
dCles not have as much per-suasive effect especially when "the document 
.. ·niS wr·itten out at, a i:,irne when the iss1.le of cMnership was cle.:trly 
being disputed. The dClcument r'eferred to is Exhibit 10 and w,",-s dated 5 
r'l.arch 1991. 

The Plaintiff may have felt aggrieved by the fact that it was him 
whcl arranged fur' NPF to purchase the items. He may have felt 
::.ggr·ieved trl~"t his (l.igh hc.\:;\es of cibt.~ir!.irlg <:~'t.NTler'shi:p and title tl'J the 
.scaffolding did not. work c'ut. 

The fact 5'ti11 remains 'that at nc' t.ime did ownership to the goods 
'?ver '.-Jent to him. 

Th"? sC:tIIc,lding \,'eY-e bCI'l,ght by l-JPF money and cdlected by [,JPF 
;.''?rscmne 1 (In t.h<9 8 ~T :tnuary 2.981. Ther"?:'5 ver'Y .:: le:tr' '::L."1d undisput.ed 
~'\lidenc:e C'"[J. t:nis given tl~l th8 i~PF d:r'i"J'='!'~ Allen t"'1e.-=ni1.1!3.. He s:pecially 
stated that he gave the check to the bc\ss of Dongsan c.c\rnpany, a 
~;ere,on '.Nhom he described as a Taiwanese, but in fact is a Korean) and 
-:hen a fmc-klift then lCladed the pile r...f st::affoiding into his trucJ.._ He 
c<)rrJne.rlc'.e.::.1 lo~.jing fr'c'm Ie) - 1:2 ~'1d ~r:.\ri'ti!i'J.ed ::::..t l_~:i(' :p .. !n .. ~ncl c'clrrt:£Jl~ted 

it that after-n('c'n. The st:::tif.:>lding w"?re taken to NPF war-ehcluse at 
?e1int Cr'uz, and later to the 't;tork sit'? 

The chet::k 'Nas depositeci at ANZ Banking Corpor.ation on the 8 
.]an1.lary 1991 whic:h ,:-learly suppc\r·ted the ver'sion given oy the driver 
t.hat it was paid in the mor-ning. 

The Plain'tiff ·::o1..11d not r'emember t[le ,:iates c:le'3.rly, at fir'st he 
tho1Jght it '.Nas the 12th or t.he 1:3th, but. it is obvious that part c\fi the 
reason felr -:he difficulty in r-emem'oering is due to the f:tct th'3.t his 
version ,:>f events "Nere not cor-rect '3.nd nc't tr-ue. 

t-11..1('h h'3.5 been said a'o01.l't the :tbs-::-flc'e rJi '3. receipt. A receipt is 
merely proof 0f payment.. There has n"?ver been any di2I~te that any 
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h3S never rai3ed 3n isstle <Xl ':ra.3. :>elivery W2.S effected ,::m the 2·3.me 
time. I am 3atisfied th3.t evidence has been 3.dduced to show that 
payment was duly made to the company on the morning of the 8 ,-1 anuary 
1991 and not on the 14 .]3.n1..13.ry 1991 ?_s t.he Plaint.iff would have this 
Court to believe in his very questionable documents submitted as 

Exhibi ts 4 and 6. 

The check was stamped with the ANZ Banking Corporation stamp 
for the 8 January 1991 and confirms the evidence of the tlPF driver 
that the check '.-Jas not only paid but was duly Y-ec:eiv<:-o and ther<:-fore 
bank<:-d on that same day. 

Tne 2.caffolding '.-JeY-e coll<:-cted on the S::L.Tfle day 3...'f1d kept at the 
t-JPF premis<:-s at Point f::ruz a..""10 later brought dO'Jm to the wc'rk site. 
P'3.yment of the c-heck was made by NPF s.taff and items collected by NPF 
staff. All these '.-Jere acting fc'I' and on behalf of NPF. Title passed 
immediately on payment of the c-heck. And there is no doubt in my mind 
.as to whom it p=.sserl to. 

Subsequent actions of the NPF in arr-anging to refund the sum of 
$13.22.00 as S00n as the Prc'p-s-rty t-1anager- becB.me awar-e of the p.ayment 
by the Plaintiff lends Sl..'-l'pc'rt -:'0 their c-laim. On 'the 22nd of Febr-u=.ry 
a letter \oJas ,'~ritten by the Hana_ger (Employers .3ervices) to the 
Plaintiff and advising him to Y-eturn whatever scaffolding he had 
removed. This is all consist.ent with the s-tano that the Defendant has 
taken right fr0m the start. 

Th<:-r<:- is littl<:- d01.1bt in my mind as to the ac-curacy, the 
correctness, the truth and the reliability of the evidence of Mr Fono. 
On the balance of probabilities. Mr Fono's evidence is more credible 
than that of the Plaintiff. There is supportive eviden~-e from the 
(:olleagues and s1.1}:'erior-s ()£ the Prc'p<:-rty Man'3.ger. (If the v<:-rbal 
arrangement m'3.de with the Plaintiff, and this evidence is clear and 
undis::;luted. The s'J.bseguent tr'ansactions -all point in favour c.,f the 
NPF -as the rightful and legal c'wner ()f the sc:aifc>lding. 

The suosequent documents r-elied on by the Plaintiff in reality 
are meaningless as the tr-ans-actic'ns for -the payment and delivery had 
already be<:-n effec,,:ed and title -alr-s--ady transf<:-r<:-d. Any person c-an 
ma.1.:e any -agr-eernent they VJish '.-Jith the cc·rnpany but in reality, title 
h=.d ah-eady pass-s-"'J on the i3 -January 1981 to NPF -and the company nc' , 
lor..ger h'3.s any rights '.-Jha'tsc'e'.:er over those scaffolding to enter into 
any -agr-s-ernent '.-Jith -anyon<:- else. 

If the Plaintiff feels aggrieved by the purchase agr-eement then 
it isa matter h<:- ·:-an tak-s- up ',oJith 'the c-c·mpany. 
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He never l.=sid for the scaffolding on t.he 14 .January 1991. 

on the 8 January 19~11. 

NPF did 

He !flay fJ':1'-'1? 'played a rn'3.jer p'3.rt in the bar-gaining of the prices, 
however. he nl?ver acguiro::-d title. NPF did. Subsequently, the cl'3.im of 
the Plaintiff is di2mi2.so::-d. 

Judgment is given to the Defendant. for its counter-claim. 

of scaffolding 'Nrongfully rernove·:J. by the Plaintiff. It is obvious that 
-=.he Defo::-nd'3.nt has lost Qut in not hiring out tho::- other scaffolding 
:hat have oe'?n in its J)f)sses2i0n. It has purposely and respo::-ctfuily 
not rented Q'..1t those scaffoldiYlg '3.nd in that sense has lost Qut Qn 
cPPc'rtunities that may have arisen to do so '3.nd hence lost OU1: I)n 
r'evenue. 

However, it is only seeY..ing damages for the loss of 7 sets. The 
Plaintiff on the otho::-r- hand h'3.s had the benefit of hiring out thQse 

Th'? rates used for c'3.lcu~a:t ion c..f tho::- dam'3.ges is nClt in dis:pute. 
It is the same rates used in the calculation of the Plaintiff's claim 
for damages. 

I ~rn 2·=::ttlsfi-=d trl~t th~ <::l:=.im f·:'r ci::±.!n:.g~s is j't12,tifiat\le. 
HO'Never. I do t:J.:e into aCCC'1..mt too 'that th'? D'?!'?ndant is in '3. far 
better positicm to shoulder' any losses than the Plaintiff. ·,,;rho is but. a 
sc·le contractor struggling in 1:he h'3-rsh I?nvironrnent of the business 
world tl) meJ.':1? ends mel?t and to make a success in his business. 

~r'c'm Harch 1991 to July 1992 is 16 mon'ths - converted to weeks 
it is r34 wl?e ks 'i.e. lr3 x 4). 

At the rste of $5.25/sl?t/day for 5 days in a week fClr the 7 sets 
the total amoufft due/'.-Jl?ek is 51.3:3.75 

for 64 wl?eks is $11.760.00. 
r limit ~hE:' clai:n for damages t') ,$1l,500.00 '3-nel payar..:1E:' in 4 inst'3.lments 
:,A :~2,875/rnonth effectivl? frc'ln the 30tJh clf :3E:'ptembl?r 199'2. 

I m0:e a DECLARATION for' s':ike ·:,f c'ompleteness that all of the 
scaff0lding i:lcluding the 7 sets (c'omprising scaff0lding (vertical) :31 
Units. (,:'c'!l'lprising scaffolding (horizontal) :26 Units, (cc.mprising 
scaffolding Ibra:·l.'lgi 63 Units:' ar'l? 'the prr"j'perty clf 'the ['l?fend'3.nt !NPF). 
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CC 1l5-92.HCjPg 10 

I ':1.130 imp03e an 
Plaintiff not to sell, 

injunct ion eff ecr.:i ve f orthwi t.h agair.2.t 
di3po2e of or in any way deal wit.h 

:3caffo1dir.g without the consent of the I'efendant. 

t.ne 
the 

I a130 ma}:e an Order for the delivery of the 7 sets or 

scaffolding t·o t.he I)efendant forthwith. 

No damages is given for datention and/or ccnver2ior.. 

(A. R. Palmer) 
PUISNE JUDGE 
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