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PART A :  FIVE (5) STRUCTURED QUESTIONS. EACH QUESTION CARRIES 10
MARKS.
INSTRUCTION(S): ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS (50 MARKS)

Question 1

Identify whether each of the following is an offer or an invitation to treat.

a) A kilogram of melon will cost RM2.90.

b) “I will clean your room on Saturday and Sunday in December for RM250.00 a day.”

c) “Enjoy 50% discounts at our beauty salon during this festive season.”

d) Special meals are being offered at Nara Restaurant in April.

e) Sam sticks a price tag: “1 for RM3.00, Get 2 for RM5.00” for the cupcakes displayed in a cake
chiller at his bakery.

Question 2

A hotel owes its guest a duty of care. Explain.

Question 3

Explain what contract is and the elements of voidable contract provided under the Contracts Act

1950.

Question 4

Eco Wood Enterprise enters into a contract to sell antique furniture to CDE Sdn Bhd. However, the

furniture was destroyed in a flash flood. Decide whether there is a contract between them.

Question 5

Differentiate between contract of service and contract for services and explain why it is important to

distinguish the two types of contract. Provide ONE (1) example for each type of contract.

END OF PART A
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PART B : THREE (3) ESSAY QUESTIONS. EACH QUESTION CARRIES 25 MARKS.
INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ONLY TWO (2) QUESTIONS (50 MARKS)

Question 1

a) lllustrate by way of drawing the hierarchy of Court in Malaysia.
b) Explain TWO (2) jurisdictions for each court.

Question 2

Adam and Anastasia are siblings. Last year, Anastasia obtained 9As in her SPM examination and she is
currently a first-year student at the School of Law at the University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur. Adam is
4 years younger than Anastasia and a very bright student. He is always on top of his class in academic
as well as in sports. Their parents had passed away in an air crash 5 years prior. Since the death of
their parents, both Adam and Anastasia live with their wealthy grandfather, Datuk Argus. One day,
Datuk Argus was rushed to Pandai Hospital for severe lung infections. Doctors at Pandai Hospital
suggested for Datuk Argus to be intubated. However, Datuk Argus refused to be intubated as he was
negotiating an important sale of a land in Subang Jaya. Unfortunately, Datuk Argus conditions
deteriorate, and doctors insist for Datuk Argus to be intubated as soon as possible. Adam was aware
of the negotiation and promised to help his grandfather. Adam later enters into a RM2 million land
contract with Menara Tinggi Sdn Bhd. Discuss as to the validity of the contract.

Question 3

Discuss whether the following practices as regards to the certification of halal food are lawful.

a. Sedap Sangat Sdn Bhd was the importer of mutton from India. The mutton was certified as halal by
an Indian halal certification authority. However, that authority is not recognized by the Department
of Islamic Development Malaysia (JAKIM).

b. Best Foods Sdn Bhd was a fruit jam producer. It obtained halal certification in respect of all its food
products. However, after the pandemic, Best Foods purchased the gelatin used in the fruit jam from
a different supplier. The gelatin was stated as derived from bovine, and not certified as halal.

c. Omega Sdn Bhd processes fish products. The management of Omega did not think that its products
could possibly be non-halal and had not bothered to obtain halal certification. Instead, Omega

ordered a halal logo sticker from a printing shop in Kepong and put the halal logo on all its products.
Omega advertised its product as halal.

END OF EXAM
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