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Jurats Vibert and Jones~ 

Ewa Ann-Kristin Karlsson 

Rolf Christer Karlsson 

Bank PLC 

Aplplic:atilln by the Defendant 10 vary ~'1e inhmolimH 

contained in the Plaintiff's Order of dated 
29th November, 1996. 

Advocate J.A. for the Plaintiff. 
Advocate J.C. Young for the Defendant. 

The Cited was not and did not appear. 

JUDGMENT 

Plaintiff 

Defendant 

Cited 

THE DEPUTY BAILIFF: On 29th November, 1996, Hrs. Ewa Ann-Kristin 
Karlsson obtained an Order of Justice her husband! Rolf 
Christer Karlsson. Bank PLC was the Cited. The 
plaintiffJ"s claim concerned 'Vlhat she described as a ary 

5 interes t in relation to a bank account in the Defendant r s sole 
name in Jersey. The Order of Justice was ace by an 
afi~idav.i t in which Mrs ~ Karlsson 'that the Defendant had 
come to ,Jersey with the from the sale of their flori.st's 
shop in Stenungsund, Sweden, sometime in 1989. She had 

10 lea.rned that the De,fendant had not the account 
as she had ant ed in their joint names, but in his name 
alone~ It was admitted that some of the money it-laS the Defendant"s 
as he had worked in the wi th the Plaint:iff t but 
her affidavit she had the knowl and the mc~in 

15 for the business~ 

20 

to serve the Defendant t way of sUCJsti tuted 
and two addresses were r one in 

Leave was 
service f on his 
North Carolina! United states of America, where he lived cn a 

; the other at 
account~ 

There was some £'135,000 in the 
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The case 'fJlas ca11ed before the Court on 13t.h December i 1996 t 
and ourned sine die and then adjourned generally on 21st 

1997~ 

5 There is now an ication by the Defendant to vary the 

1 () 

: 5 

unction to allow £5,000 to be to his advocates towards his 
1 costs and £1,500 to be paid monthly for the same purposes 

Hunt!l the conclusion of this caseH~ 

We hav"e an affida.vit from 11r* Xarlsson and a second affida'.fit 
from Hrs. Karlsson~ 

in S'V-leden have moved on apace and 'de have had an 
to read part of the Swedish Marriage Cede (the 

of 1987 as amended in 1984. 

The ss were divo:rced in Sweden on 16th January! 1997! 
and an Executor I Mr ~ Christer Eiserman of v.ias 

by the Court~ He is what is termed under the Marriage Code, a 
·~O Division Executor. We were told that he will 

divide the on the basis of lithe division on the 
when for divorce were commenced!l~ lYt 

when the assets have been deductions are made to 
coy-er debts and then the net value is divided between the 

25 spouses. That is I of course f a sim?le on the Swed.ish Code 
and this Court yields to no man ~n its of Swedish 
Matrimonial La'.;!. There is f however I common between counsel 
that there is no problem foreseen in the Executor eventual 
dividing the assets! in this case, because of alieuB.Ll 

30 being made each side, his final decision may not be imrnediate~ 

Mr~ Karlsson t in his affidavit, says that some of the money 
frozen in must be his as of I and that without 
advice his s in the divorce and the anoi 

35 matters, as well as in the present proceedings, will be 

40 

udiced" Furthermore, he sayst that the funds in 
the account and the divis~on of fund~ in Sweden the 
Plaintiff is to force him to agree to cond:Ltions which are 

t his interests. He goes on to say that the Plaintiff has 
substantial accounts in Liechtens a matter that in her later 
affidavit she denies. 

The Defendant swore his 
f'ebICui,rv, 1 997 ~ Since then his 

affidavit in Florida on 28th 
has 

45 The boat on wh.ich he was I is now sold and he himself is 
living in Sweden~ We heard of much amendment to the sworn 
in his affidavit~ That cannot be Evidence is heard 

50 

in Jersey, either by agreement of 1es, or written 
evidence sworn to affidavit, or oral evidence~ 

In our view counsel 
evidence but he must not 

can comment 
evicence 

on matters aIre 
himself. We do not 

in 
say 



3 

this to criticise Advocate beC2.'..lse boL:.h coui:"lsel havE:: behav~3:d 

bf:::for8 the C01Jrt and. }\Ch7()C2..7.=2 -Smith is 
simi a.no as r;d.1 
that matters should have 

critici5ed~ It is a statement of the way 
If the s~tuation had 

J we should b,2tve received an ameTlded affidavit from Hr. K2rlssCD 1 

10 

20 

even if it meant an a We have ~ot, ef course. 
him for tJ1.1s aberration. 

We are, as a matter of fact, in te a diffe~ent 5 tuation 
to the facts of the cases tbat Hr. Young very helpfL:lly 
his bundle and \Vi tll )Nh.ich t<J8 a.re very fzul1iliar ~ We t,\fi11 not rerer 
to them '- 'VIi th one ion - further ir: thj, S ~ UClCjIIl!"LL 

Although thi.s is an for li 
the six 
(for 

are now as the 
exper~ses f fOUl- of 

has been sold 
t- ~I aTld i tern six i tern is headed lImar~Ll1a fee for 

is headed llmarina costs (fuel .. 

Mr. Karlsso11, 2S He have said, is nOT,,; :Ln Sweden and thc:;re: may 

well have been monies received 
There are, in :Cact p 

as 25th April/ 1997; Advocat,E; Cl 
alternative tion to Advocate 

him as well as altered 
made and as late 

-Smith proposed as an 
"as our clients are TIC:;\! 

di verced and in accordance t1,fi t .. h. Swedish Law f ma tr.imonial proper 
25 .is divided bettrleen the i ftl2 wou.ld agree to an 

division oE the funds heJ,d on the account _i.n question in order to 
resolve the matter. Fail your client's agreement to this 

30 

proposal, we suggest that your 
referred to be dea1 t ';Ilj. t11 by the 
be bound h_is d~::c~is,.i,on in this 

It j,s clear from 
[1980] 

c.Lient/s ica t .. ion should 
Swedish Executor and we agree 

]:;e 

to 

conceived as or [J":ll,CiLising ~ 
unction is not 

It is also clear; as we 
35 have sa.id r that the cases to lfllhich we ""Tere referred ,in the bundle 

can be distu:iglE:snea 
seized of the 

It seems to us t:lat the Swedish Executor is 
Ee is by the Sv-ledish Court ~ He 

will understand the amount of the matrimonial assets that are 
available for distribution~ We have a clear undertaking from 

40 Advocate -Smith that whatever the Swedish Executor shall 
agree his client will not to obstruct that amOl:nt cei.ng 

and if Mr. Karlsson is in 
immediate relief~ 

need the::'1 he can for 

45 ':rhis Court vJould not be minded to allot¥ a solamIl. affidavit to 
be altered on what Advocate told us were tel ed 
instructions from his client ~ He v,lould j in any event I an 

affidavit. As it is it seems to us that it will be 
better to obtain an interim order from the Swedish court which 

50 this Court will allo~rl to be enforced T,>ri thout 
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