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PART A : TWO (2) STRUCTURED QUESTIONS (SHORT ANSWERS)

INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS. (60 MARKS)
Question 1
HOME LOCAL WORLD BUSINESS SPORT MOTORING UFESIYLIE OPINION IMAGES CLASSIFIED EDUCATION
One victim in poisoned crackers
incident dies
KULIM: One ,

Answer the following questions based on the incident provided above.
a. Identify the wrongful act in the incident above. (2 marks)

b. Explain the elements necessary to prove the tortfeasor liability for the wrongful act

contemplated in question (a).
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c. Assuming that the two victims survived but suffered permanent brain damaged, what are the
remedies available to the victims? (12 marks)

Question 2

a. Ronaldo and Park Do are partners in an accounting firm. Ronaldo was caught by the authority for
theft. Park Do comes to you for advice. Provide cases to support your argument. (7.5 marks)

b. Chi was instructed by Kut to carry fruits and vegetables from Cameron Highlands to Penang. A
trailer carrying concrete slab bound for Perlis had hit Chi’s lorry near the Kedah — Penang State
Border. The driver of the trailer — Teh was not injured in the accident, however, Chi’s lorry was badly
damaged and Chi needed to wait for 3 days for the lorry to be repaired. Chi decided to sell the fruits
and vegetables for half their price. When Kut discovered what had happened, he refused to accept
the action taken by Chi and he wants to claim the loss against Chi. Advise Kut. (7.5 marks)

¢. Wan, Tan and Mee have decided to form a partnership business selling books and among the
agreed terms is to exclude Wan from sharing any profit. Is Wan a partner? (7.5 marks)

d. Chee, Chong and Fun are partners in a firm called "ATM Services" which maintains and repairs
automated teller machines of banks in Malaysia. Chong wants to retire as a partner. Advice Chong as
to the legal requirements and mode of giving notice of dissolution of partnership to customers of
ATM Services. (7.5 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

Nora stopped by Restaurant Bismillah for lunch. She was given the lunch special menu by the waiter.
She then ordered a set of chicken rice for RM12.00 as well as a glass of orange juice for RM8.50 from
the menu. However, after tasting the juice, she noticed that the juice tasted like an orange juice
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 Nora 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 Restaurant Bismillah.

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

Order 2011.

4 km')

Sl

BEEF NODDLES

Picture 1
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Question 2

Joe is the owner of Sewing Sisters Sdn Bhd. A colleague, Nana, has made a complaint to Joe that she
had been sexually harassed by his supervisor — Norman, in the office gym. As the owner of Sewing
Sisters Sdn Bhd, Joe viewed this as a serious misconduct, and Joe immediately reported this matter
to the Human Resource Manager recommending for Norman to be dismissed immediately. Before
the incident, Nana had sold five sewing machines to Puan Tan for her sewing club. Puan Tan entered
into a 15-month instalment agreement with Sewing Sisters Sdn Bhd. However, when Puan Tan
brought the sewing machine to her sewing club, three out of five sewing machines were not sewing
the pieces of clothes together. The sewing machine merely made holes in the cloth. Meanwhile, Joe
was feeling agitated when Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd set up a business selling sewing supplies three doors
away from his store. Joe engaged Oppa Gangnam to sabotage the store by setting it on fire. Joe
promised Oppa Gangnam some amount of money after the job was done. Unfortunately, Oppa
Gangham was caught in action by the nightguard. Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd later successfully sued Oppa
Gangnam for RM200,000.00. Oppa Gangnam paid the amount and now he wants to recover the
amount paid to Makcik Jahit Sdn Bhd from Joe as well as all his legal expenses incurred during the
trial.

Advice Norman, Puan Tan and Oppa Ganggam.

Question 3

Datin Jolly instructed her agent Mat Kool to manage the construction of her bungalow in Yellow Hill
Setapak. Datin Jolly promised to pay Mat Kool RM30,000.00 as commission. Datin Jolly went to
Sweden immediately after and stayed there for three months. Unknown to Datin Jolly, Mat Kool also

received RM10,000.00 as a token of appreciation from Tipu Construction — the contractor who built
Datin Jolly house.

Datin Jolly discovered this and she is now seeking your advice on her rights.

END OF EXAM
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