Student ID (in Figures)

Student ID (in Words)

Course Code & Name
Trimester & Year
Lecturer/Examiner
Duration

Private & Confidential

00 BERJAYA

000 o UNIVERSITY COLLEGE
o

FACULTY OF BUSINESS

FINAL EXAMINATION

LAW1523 LEGAL ASPECTS FOR HOSPITALITY & TOURISM
September — December 2024

Ms Amalina Mustaffa

3 Hours

INSTRUCTIONS TO CANDIDATES

1. This question paper consists of:

Part A: 60 marks
Part B : 40 marks

FOUR (4) structured questions. Answer ALL questions.
THREE (3) Essay questions. Answer only TWO (2) questions.

All answers must be written in the answer booklet(s) provided using ENGLISH LANGUAGE

only.

2. Candidates are not allowed to bring any unauthorized materials except writing
equipment into the Examination Hall. Electronic dictionaries are strictly prohibited.

3. This question paper must be submitted along with all used and/or unused rough papers

and/or graph paper (if any). Candidates are NOT allowed to take any examination
materials out of the examination hall.
4. Only ballpoint pens are allowed to be used in answering the questions, with the
exception of multiple choice questions, where 2B pencils are to be used.
The University Examination Board (UEB) of BERJAYA University College regards
WARNING: cheating as a most serious offence and will not hesitate to mete out the appropriate
punitive actions according to the severity of the offence committed, and in
accordance with the clauses stipulated in the Students’ Handbook, up to and
including expulsion from BERJAYA University College.

Total Number of pages = 6 (including the cover page)

Page 1 of 6



PART A : FOUR (4) STRUCTURED QUESTIONS (SHORT ANSWERS)
INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS. (60 MARKS)

Question 1

a) Novus actus interveniens will break the chain of causation between a tortuous act and the
damage suffered by the victim: any damage occurring after the event which constituted novus
will be regarded as too remote.

Discuss the above statement. (10 marks)
b) Determine whether the following act constitutes nova causa interveniens:

The first defendant (D1) drove negligently and his car overturned in a one-way tunnel. The
second defendant (D2) was a police inspector who attended the crime scene. An order from the
Head of the Police required the police inspector to close the tunnel to traffic immediately. D2
forgot to close the tunnel and he instructed the P - a police constable on motorcycle - to drive
against the flow of the traffic in order to close the tunnel. The P was hit by an oncoming car.

(5 marks)
Question 2
Explain the steps for repossession under the Hire Purchase Act 1967. (15 marks)
Question 3

a) Datuk Ramu intends to transfer his bungalow in Langgak Tunku to his only daughter Sheila as a
birthday present on her 21% birthday. However, Datuk Ramu is worried since there is no
consideration for the transfer, the transfer may be void by virtue of section 26 of the Contracts
Act 1950. Datuk Ramu comes to you for advice. (5 marks)

b) Man was instructed by Tan to carry fruits and vegetables from Tanah Tinggi Lojing to Kuala
Lumpur. A trailer carrying concrete slab bound for Rawang had hit Man’s lorry near the Lipis. The
driver of the trailer- Lan, was not injured in the accident, however, Man’s lorry was badly
damaged and Man needed 3 days for the lorry to be repaired. Man decided to sell the fruits and
vegetables for half price. When Tan discovered what had happened, he refused to accept the
action taken by Man and he wants to claim the loss against Man. Advise Tan. (5 marks)

c) San, Sim and Sam have decided to form a partnership business selling shoes and all three have

agreed to exclude Sam from sharing any profit. Is Sam a partner? (5 marks)
Question 4
a) Describe the relationship between principal, agent and a third party. (5 marks)
b) Explain FIVE (5) duties of an agent to a principal. (10 marks)
END OF PART A
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PART B : THREE (3) ESSAY QUESTIONS. EACH QUESTION CARRIES 20 MARKS.
INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ONLY TWO (2) QUESTIONS. (40 marks)

Question 1

Joe is a licensed tourist guide. He had worked for Maju Holidays (MH) in Pangkor Island for 3 years
and 8 months. By May 2024, five serious complaints had been filed against him by clients. Among
other complaints, the clients stated that Joe was rude, unhelpful, selfish and dishonest. Just last
week, a group of tour members complained to MH that at one destination, Joe told the tour
members to return to the bus at 2.00 pm but he did not appear until 3.30 pm. The trip itinerary was
disrupted due to Joe’s lateness. MH has given Joe one month’s notice of termination but the
employment contract was silent on this matter. Joe was furious and seek your advice.

Question 2

Rosnah went to Restaurant Ahmad for lunch and ordered a set of chicken rice for RM10.00 as well as
a glass of orange juice for RM8.50 from the menu. After drinking the juice, she noticed that the juice
was made from a concentrated flavored syrup. She complained to the waiter as she expected the
orange juice to be made from real oranges. The waiter, however, refused to provide her with
another orange juice as the waiter claimed that the one given to her was the right one she had
ordered.

When Rosnah was done with her lunch and as she walked towards the cashier, she passed by several
food vendors in the restaurant. To her surprise, there was a ‘non-halal’ sticker at the food station
selling beef noodle (refer to Picture 1 below) in the restaurant.

Discuss the situation above with regards to Food Act 1983 and Trade Description (definition of Halal)
Order 2011.

BEEF NOODLES

NON HALAL

Picture 1
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Question 3

Sam is the owner of Sewing Sisters Sdn Bhd. One of his employees - Nina, complaint to Sam that she
had been sexually harassed by her supervisor — Paul, in the office gym. As the owner of Sewing
Sisters Sdn Bhd, Sam viewed this as a serious misconduct, and Sam immediately reported the
allegation to the Human Resource Manager, recommending for Paul to be dismissed immediately.

Before the incident, Nina had sold five sewing machines to Puan Lai for her sewing club. Puan Lai
entered into a 15-month instalment agreement with Sewing Sisters Sdn Bhd. All five sewing
machines were delivered to Puan Lai’s club the next day. However, three out of five sewing machines
were not sewing the pieces of clothes together. The three sewing machines merely made holes in the
cloth.

Meanwhile, Sam was feeling agitated when Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd set up a business selling sewing
supplies three doors away from his store. Sam engaged Kapak Tajam to sabotage the store by setting
it on fire. Joe promised Kapak Tajam some amount of money after the job was done. Unfortunately,
Kapak Tajam was caught in action by the nightguard. Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd later successfully sued
Kapak Tajam for RM200,000.00. Kapak Tajam paid the amount and now he wants to recover the
amount paid to Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd from Sam as well as all his legal expenses incurred during the
trial.

Advice Puan Lai and Kapak Tajam.

END OF EXAM
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