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Before: Sir Peter Crill, CBE, Bailiif

S7/L5 -

In the matter of the Representation of Surjit Kurma Singla,
5 oy s &M/J—M (=] "/&Wa/&" !

re Zaki Limited

oo 1Senta v} [Lotroda correnaodl .

Advocate A. J. Dessain for Rlaintitf £ s /&waén

Advocate R. J. Michel for «Dei’-ead—aﬁ{W 47 [Sorortas

This matter arises from a representation by Surjit Kumar Singla who
practises as a firm of Chartered Accountants at New Broad Street House, 35,

New Broad Street, London EC2, under the name of Singla & COM

Zaki Limited is a company incorporated in Jersey on the 2lst November,

[979. On or about the Ist June, 1982, Zaki Limited purchased the freehold of

49, Berwick Street, London WI1. in order to secure_its indebtednfi;ss to the Bank
' -"-l\ﬂkiaf\hmvl & ?'\ac—n Oj Adime s 1N

of Baroda, a companyYincorporated 1n)[;1gland and authorised to carry on the

business of banking, Zaki Limited gave two charges over the Berwick Street

property.
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On the 2lst August, 1985, an Extraordinary General Meeting of Zaki Limited
was held and a Resolution passed which was subsequently confirmed at a
further Extraordinary General Meeting on the 10th September, 1985, whereby
the company was dissolved and Singla & Co. was appointed Liguidator. On the
30th September, 1985 an application was received at the Commercial Relations
Office from Zaki Limited to order the registration of the Resolution. The
Judicial Greffier made an Act dated the 30th September, 1985, registering the

Special Resolution. The terms of the Special Resolution are as {follows:-

"That the Company be dissolved and Messrs. Singla & Company BE AND
ARE HEREBY appointed Liquidator of the Company for the purpose of

winding-up the affairs and distributing the assets of the Company.

THAT the Liquidator be hereby authorised to distribute the whole or any

part of the assets of the company in specie.

THAT the Liquidator be hereby authorised to appoint any person or
persens as his Attorney or Attorneys, with power of substitution for the
purpose of carrying out abroad all, or any, of this (sic) powers and duties

as Liquidator of the company.

THAT the powers of the Directors shall cease, except so far as the
Company in General Meeting or the Liquidator sanction the continuance
thereof, and subject thereto, that all powers of the Directors shall
subject 1o the provisions of the Companies (Jersey} Law 1861 to 1968,
vest in the Liquidator, who shall have the authority alone to witness the

segl."
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In November, 1985, the Bank of Baroda appointed Arunkumar Jashbai

Patel as receiver pursuant to the terms of the charges and on or about the [1th
April, 1986, the Bank instituted proceedings in England against Zaki Limited
claiming a declaraticn that the charges were valid against the Liquidator
notwithstanding that thev had not been registered under Section 95 of the
Companies Act 1948 of the United Kingdom {now Section 395 of the Corpanies
Act 1985 of the United Kingdom). On the 27th April, 1986, Zaki Limited and
Messrs. Singla & Co. Instituted proceedings in England claiming that the

charges were invalid because they had not been registered as required by

English Jaw.

The Bank of Baroda has challenged the validity of the appointment of
Singla & Co. as Liquidater, and its ability to seek to contest the validity of the
charges. On the 27th May, 1987, Singla & Co. obtained an Order from the High
Court of Justice of England and Wales under the British Law Ascertainment
Act 1859, as extended to the Island by Order in Council of the 3lst May, 1910,

whereby the High Court of Justice seeks the opinion of this Court on certain

quesTions.

On the 12th June, 1987, the present Representation came before the
Court for the first time and the Court ordered that a copy of it be served on
Arunkurnar Jashbai Patel and that he be convened to appear on the 19th June,
1987, when Advocate Michel appeared and advised the Court that the Prayer of
the Representation should have requested that the Bank of Baroda be convened
and not Mr. Patel, and, accordingly, Mr. Michel accepted service forthwith on
behalf of the Bank. The matter was adjourned for argument until the Ist July,
1987. On that day Mr. Dessain appeared for Singla & Co. and Mr. Michel for
the Bank of Baroda. By agreement of the parties each question was taken

seriatim, and [ shall deal with them accordingly.
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I shall refer to the Companies {Jersey) Laws 1861 - 1968 as the

Companies law.

Question |

Do the laws of Jersey recognise the status of "Liguidator" in

respect of a company incorpocrated under the Laws of Jersey?

There have been numerous cases in which the status of Liquidater
has been recognised and indeed the Court has of its own moticn
appointed a Liquidator when companies have been unable to find one
willing to act, or circumstances have required the Court to exercise its
inherent jurisdiction. See for example the case of Hotel Beau Rivage

Company Limited - v - Careves Investments Limited, 1985 - 86 JLR 70.

Question 2

1f the answer to Question I is "Yes", who may act as the

Liquidator of a company incorporated under the Laws of Jersev?

The Companies Law is silent, as likewise are the Articles of the
company. There is no authority in point. Certainly, an individual may
act as a Liquidator and in the vast majority of cases a single individual,
often an accountant or a lawyer, is appointed. There have been many
cases where the Court has approved the appointment of more than cne
individual as Liquidators. Non-resident Liquidaters and foreign
Liquidators have been appointed. There are cases where a limited
liabitity company has been appointed as a Liquidator. It may be doubted
whether a partnership can be appointed Liquidator; the named partners
in a partnership may be appointed, but the appointment should be to

them individually and not to the partnership as a {irm.
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However, in this case, Mr. Singla, an individual, has adopted a
trading style of Singla & Company, and he is the sole proprietor. No
question of partnership arises. The term '"sole partner”, although used
commercially, is inept and misleading in such a context. (see Lindley on
the Law of Partnership 15th Edition P 35). Although Singla & Company
was nominated in the Resolution, the intention was to appoint Mr. Singla.
Accordingly, 1f | were asked 1o order an amendment substituting his
name for that of the Company, I should do so but, in any case, in my

opinion, the appointment is really that of Mr. Singia as an individual and

1s valid.

1 shall take Questions 3 and % together, which are:-

Question 3

What was the effect of the passing of the Resclution referred to

in Paragraph & above ("the Resolution")?

Question 4

What was the effect of the delivery of the Resolution to the

Judicial Greffier?

Article 27 of the Companies Law is in the following terms, (in

translation. I ignore the so-called official translation, which is highly

defective):-

"Every resolution of an ordinary or extraordinary general meeting of a
Company shall be deemed to be a special resolution and shall have that

effect if the following conditions are complied with:-
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[. that the members or shareholders of the Company have beer
netified, by means of a properly served notice, of the intention to
submit to that meeting the proposition which is the subject of the

said resolution;

2. that the said resolution has been adopted by a majority of at least

two-thirds of the votes cast;

3. that the resclution has been confirmed by an absolute majority of
the votes cast at a subsequent general meeting duly convened and
held not less than fifteen davs and not more than thirty days after
the date of the meeting at which the resolution was first adopted.
A copy, under the secal of the Company, of every special
resolution shall, under pain of being declared void, be sent to the
Judicial Greffier who shall register it in the Register mentioned in

Article 3.7

The words in Article 27 (3) of the Companies Law are "sous peine
de nullite”. The literal translation is "on pain of nullity”, but 1 believe
the correct translation to be "under pain of being declared void". ({see
Harrop's Standard French and English Dictionary, Part One p575). In
Jackson v Hurst {(Mrs. Gray, formerly Jackson)(197G) J.J. 1285, the Roval
Court held that the word "nul" in Article 10 of the "Loi (1851) sur les
testaments d'immeubles” was a "moven de nullite", that is to say that
the wil! and the devise stood until they fell and they could be made to
fail only by the "moyen de nullite" or ground of nullity, in other words
by means of an action brought before the Court in due time to set aside
the will or devise. In tHat case the Court also said, obiter, that the
words "nul ab initio" in Article 42 of the "Loi (1850) sur la propriete

fonciere” merely create a further "moyen de nullite".
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In Deacon v Bower (1978) J.3. 39, the Royal Court decided that

the words "nul et non avenu" in the judgment of the Court in ex parte
Edouard Mauger (1870) 195 Ex 37 relating to a contract passed during a
"remise de biens" meant not void, but voidable. In that case the Court
distinguished "nul ab initio" from "nul et non avenu", but that is not

material to the question asked here.

The only tenable view, as I comprehend it, is that Article 27 (3)
calls upon the Judicial Grelfier to discharge a ministerial duty and,
accordingly, the Greffier is bound to register any document which
purports to be a special resolution, provided it is authenticated. I{ the
Company fails to cause it to be registered then it is voidable and it is
open to any aggrieved person, e.g. a creditor, to take action before the
Royal Court to have the special resolution declared void. But that right

o
cannot, in my view, be exhaustive. Beagausy lche Greffier cannot pass
judgment, for example, upon the identity of the persons present at the
meetings, or the validity of the notice served on the shareholders or the

number of votes cast or on the counting of those votes. Nor can the

Court pass judgment on persons unheard or on jssues untried.

However, insofar as a Special Resolution to dissolve a Company is
concerned It seems that the words "sous peine de nuilite" are somewhat

meaningfess, because Article 38 of the Companies Law applies.
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Article 38 of the Companies Law, in translation, provides that:-

"A Company Incorporated under this Law shall be dissolved:-
3. Where, at any time, the dissolution of the Company shall have
been decided by a special resolution taken in general meeting, the
dissolution shall be effective from the date on which an authenticated

copv of the resolution shall have been lodged with the Judicia! Greffier."

Clearly, therefore, there are no circumstances in which a Special
Resolution to dissolve a Company need be declared void for lack of
registration because, in any event, the dissolution is effective only from

the date of delivery of the Special Resolution to the Greffier.

Thus, in answer to Question 3 the passing of the Resolution has no
effect unless and until it is delivered to the Judicial Greffier, except

that It records the intention of the Company in general meeting.

Article 39 of the Companies Law, in translation, provides that:-

"Commencing from the date of its dissolution, a Company
incorporated under the present Law shall not be able to contract any
transactions, nor incur any debts, nor enter into any agreements, except
those that are essential to the winding-up and liguidation oif the

Company.
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The persons who were members or shareholders of the Company =1

the date of its dissolution shall be liable jointly and severally ard
without limitation of responsibility, for ail other transactions,
undertakings. debts and agreements contracted in the name of the

Company from its dissoiution."

In answer to Question 4, the effect of the delivery of the
Resoiution to the Judicial Greflier, and thus of the registration of the
Resolution is to dissolve the Company and, where a Liquidator is
appointed, to vest in the Liquidator, in the lieu and stead of the
Directors, the power to take all those steps that are essential to the

winding-up and liquidation of the affairs of the Company.

Questions 5 and 6 are as follows:-

Question 5

Without prejudice to the generality of Questions 3 and 4 above,
was Singla & Co., on the true construction of the terms of the
Resolution, validly appointed by the Resolution to be the Liquidator of

Zaki?

Question 6

if the answer to Question 5 is "Yes", does Singla & Co., on the
true construction of the terms of the Resolution, retain the status of the

Liquidator of Zaki?
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In my opinion, the answers to both Questions 5 and 6 has to be in
the affirmative. | have already expressed the view, in answer to
Question 2, that the appointment of Mr. Singla, in his firm's name of
Singla & Co. is valid. Prima facie, the Special Resolution is valid. 1 did
not hear evidence as to whether all the requirements of Article 27 of
the Companies Law were fulfilted but, on its face, the Special Resolution
validly appoints Singla & Co. to be the Liquidator of the Company.
Singla & Co., on the true construction of the terms of the Reseolution,
retains the status of the Liquidator of Zaki until the winding-up of its
affairs and the distribution of its assets have been completed. 1 have no
doubt that the Roval Court has and would exercise an inherent
jurisdiction to remove a Liquidator if in any particular case there were
sound reasons for deing so. In such event the Royal Court would, no
doubt, appoint a new Liquidator to complete the winding-up and
distribution and such Liquidator might well be the Viscount, as an
Officer ¢f the Court. But no matter has been disclosed to me requiring
the investigation of the Court as affecting the status of the Liquidator
of Zaki. There is no time limit (apart from the Court having the power

to remove a Liquidator) on the term of office of the Liquidator.

Question 7

When, on the true construction of the terms of the Resolution,

did, or does, the dissolution of Zaki occur?
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The date of the dissolution of Zaki, subject to the answer to

Question 8, was the 30th September, [985.

Question &

Does Zaki, on the true construction ol the terms of the

Resolution, continue to exist as a legal entity?

The Companies Law makes no provision for a company 10 continue
to exist as a legal entity, except by inference. Moreover the statute
makes no distinction between a dissolution, a winding-up and a voluntary
liquidation. ] refer again to Article 39 of the Companies Law which I

cited in my answer 1o Question 4.

The words in that Article are echoed in Artucle 19 which, in translation,

is as follows:-

"Every Company incorporated under the present Law, the number
of whose members or shareholders shall be reduced to less than three
and which, during a period of six consecutive months, shall continue with
less than that number of members or shareholders, shall, at the end of
that period, be dissolved without further legal process. The members or
shareholiders of whom the said Cormpany was composed at the date of its
dissolution shall be responsible jointly and severally and without
limitation for all debis and transactions entered into in the name of the
said Company from that date, except those that are essential to the

winding up and liquidation of the aiffairs of the Company thus dissolved.

"Minors and interdicts who are members of a limited liability
Company shall not be included in the number of the three shareholders

required by the Law for the continuation of a Cornpany."
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It follows that after a company's dissolution, that is to say, upon
the registration of a Special Resolution to dissolve the Company, it has
to cease all business activities, except those permitted by Article 39. A
line of Jersey cases suggest that the Court will not sanction the
appointment of a Liquidator to wind-up a company until it has been
dissolved. Egually, however, there are many examples of the words
dissolution" and "winding-up" being used indiscriminately by companies
and of Special Resolutions in the terms of either word being registered
at the Judicial Greffe. The word "dissolution" is used in Articles 6, 19,

38, 38A, and 39 of the Companies Law.

Subject to Articles |9 and 39, a company continues to exist as a
legal entity but only through its directors or liquidator, who must take
all proper and necessary steps 10 effect its winding-up and only for the
purposes of the winding-up and distribution of its assets. [t may
therefore be said that, whilst the company itself has been dissolved, its

jegal entity is continued, for the resiricted purposes of Articles 19 and

39.

Question 9

In the events which have happened, has Singla & Co., under the
provisions of the Laws of Jersey capacitv as the Liquidater of Zaki to

challenge the validity of the First and/or Second charges?

If the challenges to the two charges are deemed by the Liquidator
of Zaki, acting in good faith, to be essential for the proper winding-up of
the Company, upon which [ express no opinion, then the Liquidator of

Zaki would have capacity to challenge their validity.
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Question 10

Did Zaki, as a Company incorporated under the Laws of Jersey,
have capacity to incur obligations as guarantors and/or to charge its real
property in circumstances where Zak! did not itself receive any monies,

or derive any commercial benefit therefrom?

Zaki has the power to charge its real property and/or to act as
guarantors, having regard to paragraphs (a) {f} and (g) of Clause 3 of its

Memorandum of Assoclation.

A Jersey company, if it has the appropriate powers In its
Memorandum, may exercise those powers in the United Kingdom. Clause
3 of the Memorandum is, in a sense, ambiguous, because some of the
objects are expressiy stated as extending to any part of the world and
others are not. However, there is a "sweeping-up" provision at Clause 3
(i1) of the Memorandum which empowers the Company to do all or any of
the foregoing objects in any part of the world. A general power is
conferred by Article 105 of the Articles of Association upon Zaki's
Directors. It follows, in my opinicn, that the Directors of the Company
had the necessary powers to charge its real property in the United
Kingdom and to incur obligations as guarantors. Nevertheless the Royal
Court will set aside the exercise of such Directors’ powers if they were
exercised for improper purposes (see Golder - v- Societe des Magasins
Concorde Limited. Jersey Judgments 1967 - [969 p72l) where the
Directors exercised their powers by effecting a sale in order fraudulently

to defeat the claims of judgment creditors).

I was referred to Rolled Steel Products (Holdings}) Limited v
British Steel Corp and others (1984) BCLC 466. Paragraph (3) of the

headnote to that case, at pi68, is as follows:-
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™(3) A clear distinction should be drawn between transactions
which were beyond the capacity of a company and those which were in
excess or an abuse of the power of directors. Whether or not a
particular transaction was ultra vires, in the sense of being beyond the
capacity of a company, must depend on a true construction of the
company's memorandum of association. Although each provision in the
memorandum was to be given its full effect, a particular provision might
by its very nature be incapable of constituting a substantive object or its
wording might indicate that it was intended only to constitute a power

ancillary to the other objects.

Where a particular transaction was capable of being performed
only as something incidental to the carrying out of a company's objects,
it would not be rendered ulira vires merely because the directors, in
entering into the transaction on behalf of the company, did so for
purposes other than those set out In the memorandum. Such a
transaction would bind the company because a company holds out its
directors as having ostensible authority to enter into transactions falling
within the powers expressly or impliedly conferred on it by its
memorandum, unless a person dealing with the company had actual or
constructive notice that the directors were exercising their powers for
unauthorised purposes. On the facts, ¢l 3 (K) pf RSP's memcrandum of
associatton was not a substantive or separate object but was merely
designed to confer on the company an ancillary power to give guarantees
and grant securitv. And, therefore, although RSP was apparentiy capable
of entering into the transactions with C Ltd., the power had been
exercised for a purpose not authorised by RSP's memorandum, and C
Ltd., and therefore BSC, was aware of this. and according!lv BSC could
not rely on the ostensible authority of the directors and hold RSP to the

transactian'.



The judgment of Slade L3J, giving the first judgment, on what was
conveniently called '"the ultra vires point" is set out at pages 499 - 509
inclusive and need not be repeated here. The principles to be applied

are also set out in the judgment of Browne - Wilkinson L.J. at pages 517

and 518.

Applying the principles to the present case ] am satisfied that the
purchase of real property, the charging of that real property and the
giving of guarantees are all independent objects of Zaki and, therefore,

are intra vires.

The further question, then, is whether the directors acted
improperly, or in excess or abuse of their powers. I have no doubt that
Zaki had the capacity to incur obligations as guarantor and/or to charge
1ts real property In circumstances where Zaki did not itself receive any
moneys or derive any commercial benefit therefrom. That, effectively,
disposes of Question 10. But [ think that I should add, by way of
cauticn, that whilst there would be no question of the relevant -
transactions having been beyond the corporate capacity of Zaki, theyv
might have Invoived breaches of duty on the part of directors and, thus,

be liable to be set aside,

In Re Horsley & Weight Ltd (1982) 3 ALL ER 1045, at plO5l,

Buckley L.J. says this (at letter {(1):

"the doing of an act which is expressed (by the company's
memorandum) to be, and is capable of being, an independent
object of the company cannot be ulira vires, for i1 is by definition
something which the company 1s formed to do and so must be

intra vires'.
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And at pl052 (at letter(e):

"The objects of a company do not need to be commercial; they
can be charitable or philanthropic; indeed they can be whatever
the original incorporators wish, provided that they are legal, nor is
there any reason why a company should not part with its fund

gratuitously or for non-commercial reasons if to do so is within its

declared objects".

As a matter of construction I find that Zaki is not entitled, by its
objects, to part with its fundSgratuitously, except to the limited extent

contained in Clause 3 (ff) of its memorandum.

I was also referred to Rosemary Simmons Memorial Housing
Association Ltd v United Dominions Trust Lid (Bates & Partners (a firm),
third party) (1987) 1ALL ER 281. However, in my view, that case turned
on its particular facts, since it dealt with implied powers to give away
assets of a charitable body to a non-charitable body. The Court there
found that it could not be implied that a charitable housing association
had corporate capacity "gratuitously" to guaraniee the liabilities of a
third party with whom it had no legal tie. The Court found that it was
bevond the corporate capacity of the plaintiff to give the guarantee 1o
the defendant and accordingly the guarantee and morigages were void.
The principal question in that case as Mervyn Davies J said, was whether
or not a gratuitous guarantee by a charitable housing association was
valid. There was no express reference to guaranteeing either as an
object or as a power. 5c¢ the Ccurt had to consider what if any power 10
guarantee might be implied. Accordingly, that case has no application 1o

the instant case.
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The question addresses itself to the receipt of monies or the
derivation of commercial benefit from the transactions. Jersey law
requires that there should be a 'cause' for a promise which is to be
enforceable. The exact meaning of 'cause' in this doctrine has not been
defined. (see Gallichan v Gallichan (1954) Jersey Judgments 1950 - 66,
57). In Granite Products Ltd. v Renault (1961} Jersey Judgments 1950 -

66,t>163, the Court said, at pl69 that:-

"In our opinion there was sufficient proper 'cause' for this
agreement. 'Cause' is not the same thing as 'consideration', an element
necessary to the validity of a contract in the United Kingdom, but not so
necessary to a contract here. The 'cause’ for this agreement was, in our

opinion, the continued employment and lodgement of the defendant."

In Wightman v Cathcart Properties Ltd (1970) Jersey Judgments

1970 - 71TH¢33, at pl4&l, the Court said that:-

"Such agreement of variation would not be enforceable unless
there was sufificient proper 'cause'. 'Cause' is not the same thing as
'consideration’ an element necessary to the validity of a contract in the

United Kingdom, but not so necessary to a contract in Jersey.

We think that there was sufficient proper 'cause' here and that it
consisted of three benefits received by the plaintiff, to none of which he
was entitled as of right - (1} an additional three weeks paid leave; (2)
permission to the plaintiff to take the whole of his leave at once; (3)

payment of two months salary in advance."
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Therefore, although Zaki might not itself receive any money or
derive any commercial benefit from giving a guarantee it is possible, for
example, to contemplate a situation where the directors of Zaki acting
in good faith, and in the best interests of Zaki, would have given a
guarantee to a third party against a promise, by that third party, of
future business. 1i the guarantee was given gratuitously and the Bank of
Baroda had actual or constructive notice of that fact and the Directors
were unable to show a 'cause' for the guarantee having been given in
good faith and in the best Interests of Zaki, and that, on the contrary,
the Directors had abused their powers for the benefit of the Bank of
Baroda or other third parties then the Royal Court would, in my opinion,

set aside the transaction.



s

o _ o p
Lhreqd CJ el t rc\..-: :;L:f\r’?r\ \t_u‘-jl. - L8
.

———
e e

- oo " ) .

Holet Beon Rave v Com P oenroy Ll v — Coamove g Trvastiemts Ll (3985-8L) TR o
—_ ~’

"}CHG‘{L‘-‘I’I' N - HLL:';L‘ {M-.; Gu O '%t’r“"“ih; JQ,‘{«‘\-S.‘.,-,) . (quo),‘g 3 liss

Dcozen v Poeer (1978 )15, 3G

Crectchue v Do b sb REEE Co R R A (irI’L’]— |r['é“"[).]_:1 7‘-?—-” .
R e L T BN P T N IR TIPRN WA TRAY (LA N e
R AT T SN U B PR S R N S S VI R U R (el ST
IS Sy C«lhn‘w oy Rlon ol € e uiéh'/_ I S B RV S B T
Tl"\iil l_l.r'\ { l}_.-; t K !-’rv- ! ry,il_‘.f)f. ;;"\f‘f‘.\)r).\:liltl \f !’4 "l '("‘(l"f_f f} , ‘{\\:\--I: k: 7:(- JE]
- LA
G"\;.('i',iva&u- vk AV (”?3“) JJT V0 b N e
: N - ‘ ‘ - o
(hoeule Predacts Lidh -ve Barnadt (i961) 3.5, 1650 -bEp. 3.
\f\!\(j%ywﬂ— v (g Heg sl P\trTJr; ['1[4‘11.'_6'_ (lq’yo)ji. NG '”rP”S?’ ‘
Le C'J]'btf) ey Cong v, oL L
o PO (s dosybonc e I L=V ke
JiiLEEﬂf HUJ?E?‘E;TijEt(J {(hJa:‘Laamihtlfﬁ‘ﬁﬁd-RfLEq
- T —
1. British Law Ascertainment Act, 1859 and Receuil

des Lois (1908 - 1915} confirming Registration.

2(a Companies Act, 1948. Section 85
(b} Companies Act, 1948. Section 416
{c) Companies Act, 1581. Section 109

{(d) Companies Act, 1985. Section 395

(e} Companies Act, 1985. Section 65§
3 — e —Comrer e iver ey Taws, i A0 — 566
4. In Ee: Representaticn of Abranam de Gruchy &
Company Limited (198%2) J.J. Vol.l 2265
5. Le Gros: Traite cdu Dreit Coutumier de L'Ile de

- PO = -~ -z = hd PN oy 3 = Fond
£~ o< < p=psa =g TS ET CORETT TR T TR L TTITNEE
T= oo o e o Y= = 3 Il PR bt I 0 WP Y i =
pog | ey ey 3o - s g Pigrvig ey T P S s e S P . CITeT Y 7
A -
Eatas o
-\ Dma S 4 i D= s
—Cx = et EAR = |
i~ i RSP P ES N Y = Soacde
7 SRR ] L o S S G P S W Sk

7. Steplen Metthews Limited {Unreported) (15£0)



0

10.

11.

1z2.

13.

14.

15.

1s5.

18.

15.

Asplet -c~ C. Asplet & Company Limited (1893)

216 EX 49 122.
a) Act of the Royal Court dated 2nd June, 1893

b)) Translation

Le Breton -c- Gzllichean (1891) 214 EX 559
al Act of the Royal Court dated 29th Rugust, 1891

Huelin -c- de l& Have (1892) 215 EX 385, 435
2) Act of the Royal Court dated 12th September,

1892
b) Act of the Royal Court dated 15th October,

1892

Laverny -c- Laverny (1890) 214 EX 91

Representation of T. McMurray re Killaloe
Investments Limited (1978) 265 EX 61

Application of Jannine §Singer ([(nee Demange) re

Cheevey Limited (1980) EX 183

Lindlay on the Law of Partnership, 15th Edition,
pp 34 - 38.

jarrops French &end English Business Dictionary
1

, Pp 54, 104, 109 & 2390.

mers Company Law, 23rd Edition, Veolume 1 pp 168

- 1¢2; 826 - £2%; &3z - 855; E70.

1l
L
m
.}
[e)]
f=%

Gere-Zrowne on Companzes, 44th Edition, p





