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licence or with the express consent of the Authority. All rights are reserved.

WARNING: reporting restrictions may apply to the contents transcribed in this document, particularly if the case concerned
a sexual offence or involved a child. Reporting restrictions prohibit the publication of the applicable information to the
public or any section of the public, in writing, in a broadcast or by means of the internet, including social media. Anyone who
receives a copy of this transcript is responsible in law for making sure that applicable restrictions are not breached. A person

who breaches a reporting restriction is liable to a fine and/or imprisonment. For guidance on whether reporting restrictions

apply, and to what information, ask at the court office or take legal advice.

1. DEPUTYICC JUDGE PARFITT: IT'have before me an application by the company, which

was the original respondent to this just and equitable winding up petition, for its costs of today.

2. The parties’ respective positions are that the original petitioners, whilst tending
towards a concession that they pay those costs, now say they should be costs in the case.
That is the same outcome as occurred in relation to the petitioners' 24 November

application.

3. The company for its part says it should have it costs because it has been forced, until the
point at which the joinder application succeeded, to prepare substantively for today's
hearing as if it was the only substantive respondent. As such, it has carried out work which
has been effectively wasted by the refusal of the petitioners to agree the joinder application

prior to this hearing.

4. The company now hopes to have limited further involvement in these proceedings and
indeed, having joined the 60 per cent shareholders as parties, I suspect that that will prove to

be the case.

5. It seems to me that the company is in a materially different position from the 6o per cent
shareholders in relation to the other aspects of the CCMC. The effect of the joinder
application is that the company is no longer a substantive party on the same footing as it was
when it came to court. The joinder application having succeeded, the company should be
largely cut free of these proceedings. The company should not be hanging on for its costs

until their conclusion.
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In the circumstances, I do think it is appropriate to treat the company's costs of this
application in a different way from the new respondents’ costs in 24 November application

and I will make an order that the petitioners do pay the company's costs.

In the interests of time there was very little either side said about the detail of the costs
schedule. There was some doubt cast over whether certain elements ought to be included
and whether some were or were not included. It is impossible to tell from this bill quite
whether anything ought not to be included, or if there are some elements which ought not to
be included. Some areas of doubt are de minimis, such as the third party RFI and, perhaps,

work on the joinder application which was arguably not required.

In the circumstances I will summarily assess this bill in the sum of £17,000.
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Epiq Europe Ltd hereby certify that the above is an accurate and complete record of the

proceedings or part thereof.
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This transcript has been approved by the Judge

Epiq Europe Ltd, Lower Ground, 46 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1]E

www.epiqelobal.com/en-gb/



http://www.epiqglobal.com/en-gb/
mailto:courttranscripts@epiqglobal.co.uk

