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

Question 1

Explain the differences between written and unwritten law.

Question 2

Discuss FIVE (5) differences between partnership and company.

Question 3

It is presumed that all agreements are contracts if they are made with free consent of parties. Explain
the exceptions to the presumption.

Question 4

Explain how a contract can be discharged by frustration.

Question 5

Explain the following on law of agency:
a) Principal

b) Agent

c) Third party

d) Agency by necessity

e) Agency by ratification

END OF PART A

Page 2 of 6



PART B

: THREE (3) ESSAY QUESTIONS. EACH QUESTION CARRIES 25 MARKS.

INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ONLY TWO (2) QUESTIONS

Question 1

Megan was reading a newspaper and saw an advertisement below. She calls the number on the
advertisement but she was told that the tour packages were sold out. Megan was furious as she had
promised her daughter a trip to Sabah during the school holidays. She felt that Keramat Kinabalu
Travel & Tour had put up a false and misleading advertisement. Megan insisted that Keramat

Kinabalu Travel & Tour to honour their promise.

Advise Megan.

Question 2
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a) [llustrate by way of drawing the hierarchy of Court in Malaysia.

b) Explain TWO (2) jurisdictions for each court.
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Question 3

Explain the essential elements that must be fulfilled in order to form a valid contract.

a)

b)

c)

Rose received a magazine by post from a publisher with a note saying that unless the magazine
was returned within fourteen days, it would be assumed that the recipient had subscribe the
magazine for RM60.00 a month. Advise Rose.

Discuss the length of statutory minimum notice to be given by an employer with respect to
Section 12 (2) of the Employment Act 1955 when the employer decides to terminate the
employment contract of an employee.

Yong worked as a Chef at Yama Restaurant. One day, a customer — Bai, ordered a beef bento set
from the restaurant. As Yong was preparing the beef, he noticed that the colour of the beef was
rather dull and the beef smelled unpleasant. However, Yong did not inform the Head Chef or
other kitchen staff about it. Yong then used the beef to prepare the beef bento set ordered by
Bai. Unfortunately, Bai suffered severe food poisoning later that afternoon. Bai experienced
chronic stomach pain and diarrhea. Her mother had rushed her to the hospital and the doctor
confirmed that the cause of her illness was the beef dish she had earlier. Explain as whether
Yama Restaurant is liable to Bai.

END OF EXAM
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