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The following are the reasons for judgment 
delivered orally in English by 

URIE J.: Reading the reasons for judgment of 
the learned Trial Judge [page 605 supra] as a 
whole, it is quite clear that his judgment was based 
on his interpretation of sections 24, 25 and 29 of 
the Public Service Employment Act, R.S.C. 1970, 
c. P-32, as applied to the facts of this case. It 
cannot be denied that reference was made in his 
reasons to the common law principle that tenure in 
office in the Public Service was at the pleasure of 
the Sovereign. However, by the same token, it 
cannot be denied that his ultimate decision was not 
based on that common law principle but on his 
view that whether an employee's employment was 
founded on section 24 or on section 25 of the Act, 
such employee is, in either case, subject to lay-off 



under section 29. Since under either section 24 or 
section 25 the person so employed is an 
"employee" within the meaning of section 2(1) 
and thus is embraced by the provisions of section 
29, in my view, the learned Trial Judge was clearly 
correct in so finding. 

The appeal should, therefore, in my view, be 
dismissed. Since this appeal was one of six argued 
together, the respondent should be entitled to costs 
on each but to a counsel fee only in this appeal. 

* * * 

HEALD J. concurred 
* * * 

KERR D.J. concurred. 
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