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FITZCHARLES, J.

Introduction

1. This Ruling concerns an application to set aside an ex parte injunctive Order obtained on
13 November 2025 (the “ex parte Order”) by the 1% — 31 Claimants (collectively the “Claimants™)
against the 1% — 4 Defendants (collectively the “Defendants™). At that time, I heard Mrs Simone
Morgan-Gomez, Counsel for the 1% — 3" Claimants. The result, in summary, was the ex parte
Order by which the Defendants are restrained from, amongst other activities:

(1) taking out a winding up petition against the 2" Claimant or otherwise seeking to put
the 2" Claimant into liquidation pursuant to a demand letter dated 3 September 2025
(the “demand letter”) from the 21 Defendant to the 2™ Claimant;

(2) making statements or assertions to third parties of entitlement or ownership of the
business operations of the 1% or 2" Claimants, and/or as to the demand letter and/or as
to the state of solvency of the 2" Claimant and/or that the 2" Claimant’s business is
closed or not operating; and

(3) in any way interfering with the business operations of the 2" Claimant.

2. By the ex parte Order, I set also directions for a hearing for all parties to attend so that, the
Court could entertain counterarguments by the Defendants to vary or discharge the ex parte Order.

3. The Defendants, represented by Mrs Michaela Sumner-Budhi, availed themselves of the
opportunity by telling their side of the story and applying for a variation or discharge of the ex
parte Order. The Court was assisted by evidence and submissions, both written and oral, on behalf
of the parties.

Factual Background

4. The 1%t Defendant, Pablo Conde Jr, and others established Conch & Coconut LLC (the
“LLC”) on 24 August 2017 to operate a concierge platform for the booking of services in Harbour
Island and Eleuthera, The Bahamas, for tourists. The 1% Defendant avers that he and his family
came up with the logos and the concept of providing this “single point of service from which
various services could be booked.” The LLC established its website, conchandcoconut.com.

5. The 1% Defendant approached the 1% Claimant, Julian Shaquille Gibson, in 2017 and
proposed that they do business together to provide rentals and a tour / concierge business in
Harbour Island. The 1t Claimant agreed, and apparently, without a written agreement, the 1
Claimant around 2017 or early 2018 started in the business operating under the name ‘Conch and
Coconut’. In that business, the 1% Claimant was the local service provider who ensured that the
services booked through the booking platform(s) were successfully performed. The 1% Claimant
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engaged persons who sought to market their services or products or homes on the booking
platform(s). The LLC booked and accepted payments from persons who wished to book services
such as Bahamian tours, rental of golf carts, vehicles and boats and real estate vacation rentals,
amongst others.

6. Several vehicles, boats and/or other chattels were purchased to provide rentals for the
Bahamas-based operation. The ownership of these chattels is in dispute amongst the parties.

7. In March 2023, the Department of Inland Revenue in The Bahamas (the “DIR”) undertook
an investigation of the business of the 1% Claimant operating under the name of ‘Conch and
Coconut’. According to the 1% Claimant, the liability for overdue tax payments exceeded $1
million. The DIR in raids seized vehicles and alcoholic beverages under the brand of “Pink Sand”.

8. The 1% Claimant avers that “it was strongly suggested by the 1% Defendant” that he form a
Bahamian company to run the day-to-day operations. The 1 Claimant incorporated the 2™
Claimant, Conch and Coconut Ltd, on 27 March 2023 (the “LTD”). According to the 1%t Claimant,
the LTD assumed control and continued the business formerly operated by him.

9. The 1% Claimant avers that the LLC handled the US marketing and accepted payments
from customers who booked the services, but the provision of those services is reserved for
Bahamians only. He states that from 2017 the LLC collected the gross revenue generated by the
15t Claimant and subsequently the LTD, which the 1% Claimant believes to be in excess of $6.7
million. But the 1% Claimant complains that he has never received more than $3,000 per month
from the LLC. When local expenses of the LTD’s business were to be paid, the 1%t Claimant and
the LTD would communicate with the 1% Defendant and the LLC, and sufficient funds from the
LLC’s American bank account (which received payments for the services of 1% Claimant and the
LTD) would be sent to the LTD’s bank account to settle the expenses. The 1%t Claimant and the
LTD complain that they have not received an accounting from the 1%t Defendant or the LLC of the
gross revenue, expenses and/or profits of the funds received by those Defendants.

10. On 11 October 2023 the LLC and the LTD entered into an agreement styled as a
‘Consulting and Lease with Option to Buy” agreement (the “L&O Agreement”). Generally, the
L&O Agreement provided that the sum of $725,710 would be paid by the LTD to the LLC over
10 years and in 120 payments. It facilitated lease by the LTD (as Service Provider and Lessee) of
“equipment and supplies” comprised of 24 vehicles from the LLC (as Consultant and Lessor). It
fully licensed the LTD to use “all IP” of the LL.C and to transfer the rights to all IP along with all
assets upon satisfaction of the lease and buyout provisions in the L&O Agreement, which includes
an extra payment of $5,000 by the LTD to the LLC. The LTD also agreed to pay a consultancy fee
to the LLC of 5% of the gross sales of the LTD. Additionally, the LLC agreed to pay all taxes
owing to the Bahamian government up to the date of the L&O Agreement, and thereafter, to
transfer to the LTD “all taxes incurred and collected by the LLC on behalf of” The Bahamas
government. The LTD and the 1** Claimant dispute the validity of the L&O Agreement.



11. In 2025, the LTD obtained its own domain name and website. The LTD also applied for
trademark protection in The Bahamas for the names, ‘Conch and Coconut” and ‘Conch & Coconut
Bahamas’. The 1% Claimant and the LTD allege that the 1% Defendant and the LLC have failed to
pay the outstanding taxes to the DIR as agreed, that the LLC has failed to give an accounting
regarding the gross revenue received by the LLC since 2023, and that there are undocumented
debits from the accounts of the LLC showing credit card payments not authorized by the LTD.

12.  The 1% Defendant and the LLC aver that the relationship deteriorated before the LTD
obtained its own domain name and website. It is further alleged that the 1°* Claimant and the LTD
obtained access to and administrative control over the LLC’s website and proprietary digital
platforms and that on 19 and 21 May 2025, the LTD, its employee or agent, downloaded all the
LLC’s booking data and customer data from the platforms, fareharbor.com and hubspot.com,
including over 10,000 records — most of these from customers who reside in the United States. The
15t Defendant avers that this allows the LTD to contact those customers directly. This
“misappropriation” is the subject of an action pending in the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Florida (the “US Action”).

13.  The LTD and 1% Claimant have complained that the LLC and the 1% Defendant are
spreading rumours that the business of the LTD is closed, and thereby seeking to interfere with the
business of the LTD. The 1% Defendant and the LLC have responded that “temporarily closed”
postings were placed on the websites, accounts and various platforms belonging to the LLC. The
LTD also demands access to the information on the booking platforms and web accounts operated
by the LLC as the LTD argues that those accounts contain information pertaining to the services
and customers of the LTD.

14.  On 23 September 2025, the LLC served a demand letter on the LTD’s registered office
threatening to present a winding up petition against the LTD if the LTD does not pay monies
pursuant to the L&O Agreement. The LTD avers that the L&O Agreement is void, but in the event
it is found to be valid, the LLC has breached its terms by not paying the outstanding taxes to the
DIR, around $700,000 of which is still due. Further, if the L&O Agreement is valid, the LTD
argues that the funds which the LLC has not accounted for to the LTD are in excess of any amounts
owed for leasing under the L&O Agreement. Other arguments are advanced as well.

15.  The US Action pertains to a claim brought by the LLC and another against the LTD and
others in which the plaintiffs seek damages and injunctive relief for trademark infringement, unfair
competition, breach of contract and tortious interference, amongst other claims. Following the ex
parte Order of this Court on 14 November 2025, a preliminary injunction (understood to be made
pending a trial on the merits) was granted on 22 December 2025 in the US Action in favour of the
LLC and another party, in part, in the following terms:

“Accordingly, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:
1. Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction (DE4) is GRANTED.



2. The Court ENTERS a Preliminary Injunction prohibiting Defendants and their officers,
agents, employees, attorneys, and any person who is in active concert or participation
with them from (1) soliciting bookings, whether through communication or
advertisement, from any consumer whose information was originated and maintained
by Plaintiffs and (2) using any of the booking information originated and maintained
by Plaintiff for any business purpose...”.

16.  In addition to the US Action, the LLC brought an action in the Supreme Court of The
Bahamas (2025/CLE/gen/00654) against the LTD and the 1% Claimant for damages for trademark
infringement and fraudulent misrepresentation, amongst other claims. In that action, an injunction
has been granted by Ellis J to the effect that the LTD is permitted to fully utilize vehicles and boats
in its possession or control in Harbour Island, but is restrained from selling or transferring title to
those vehicles and boats.

17. The parties are to complete case management in respect of both Claim No. 654 of 2025
and Claim No. 828 of 2025, which could possibly include the consolidation of both actions pending
in The Bahamas, amongst other directions.

18.  The Court must consider whether it ought to dismiss or vary the ex parte Order as it stands.
The parties have presented written and oral arguments. By the Ex Parte Notice of Application to
Vary Injunction on behalf of the Defendants, they contend that the ex parte Order is ambiguous,
that it is a prohibitory injunction which stipulates that the Defendants are restrained from
interfering with the business of the 1 Claimant and the LTD, and that it does not mandate that the
Defendants provide with Claimants with access to accounts owned and operated by the
Defendants, which are being demanded by the Claimants. The Defendants also assert that
providing the information demanded by the Claimants may render any order the Defendants
obtained in the US Action nugatory. This last point is among the most important points for
consideration by this Court.

General Law & Discussion

19.  The Court may grant an injunction where it is just and convenient to do so under s. 21 of
the Supreme Court Act. Additionally, such order is supported by the Supreme Court Civil
Procedure Rules (“CPR”), specifically CPR 17.2.

20. Tt is also settled law that the approach laid down in American Cyanimid Co v Ethicon
Ltd [1975] AC 396 applies when a Court considers whether to grant an interlocutory injunction.
The points for consideration are:

(1) whether there is a serious issue to be tried, that is, a non-frivolous claim with a real
prospect of success;



(2) whether damages would be an adequate remedy for loss suffered by either party as a result
of the injunction;

(3) if damages would not compensate either party adequately, whether the balance of
convenience lies in favour of the applicant or the respondent; and

(4) if the balance of convenience is balanced between the parties, preservation of the
appropriate status quo.

21.  This application is not a trial of the parties’ competing claims to the booking platform,
customer data, booking revenues, chattels or the L&O Agreement. Rather, it is a reconsideration
of the ex parte Order. The question is whether the original injunction should continue, be
discharged or be varied so as to preserve the Court’s ability to do justice when the time comes to
determine the substantive issues.

22. I note that in keeping with American Cyanimid, the Court must not attempt to resolve
conflicts of evidence or conduct a mini-trial on the affidavit evidence presented by the parties. My
aim is to find the course that is likely to cause the least irremediable prejudice should it later be
the case that the injunction was wrongly put in place or discharged. The fact that the ex parte Order
was obtained without the presence of the Defendants is material. Such relief is exceptional and
carries a duty of full and fair disclosure. A material lapse in that duty may justify discharge, but
the Court retains a discretion to consider whether a fresh or varied order is nonetheless required
on the evidence now before it. See Brink’s-Mat Ltd v Elcombe [1988] 1 WLR 1350.

Threats of Winding Up

23.  The Claimants placed before me the issue as to whether the Court should grant an order
restraining the Defendants from pursuing the threatened winding up of the LTD. 1 granted the relief
as a part of the ex parte Order. However, in the inter partes hearing, the Defendants have
demonstrated that they have given a written undertaking to the Claimants that they will not pursue
the winding up pending the determination of the substantive claim. In my view, even if the
Defendants had not given the undertaking, the question would be whether the debt relied on is
genuinely disputed in good faith and on substantial grounds. 1 do not think that insolvency
proceedings are properly used to determine such a dispute or to exert pressure for payment. Where
the Court is satisfied that the debt is disputed in good faith and on substantial grounds, the
presentation of a petition founded on the disputed debt will ordinarily be restrained. See Stonegate
Securities Ltd v Gregory [1980] Ch 576.

24.  On the evidence before me, there is clearly a serious dispute about the L&O Agreement
and the parties’ respective financial obligations. The LTD denies the wvalidity of the L&O
Agreement; alternatively, it alleges that the LLC did not comply with its obligation to pay the DIR
taxes due and has not accounted for revenue received through the United States booking
arrangements. The Defendants maintain a claim for monies said to be due under the L&O
Agreement and served the demand letter as the basis for a threatened winding-up petition. The

6



evidence also discloses a substantial dispute as to who owns vehicles, boats and other chattels used
in the local operations.

25.  The Court need not and should not resolve these disputes now. Their existence, if genuine
and substantial, is enough to make it inappropriate to permit the insolvency process to become the
forum for their resolution. Therefore, even if the undertaking not to proceed with winding up were
not proffered by the Defendants, I would restrain a petition founded on the debt asserted in the 3
September 2025 demand letter. However, I would do so without purporting to stop a petition on
any independent and legally sustainable basis that may arise.

Statements about the Bahamas-based Business

26.  This concerns the complaint of the Claimants that the Defendants allege they are closed
and/or are making allegations as to their solvency amongst others. The Claimants aver that this
constitutes interference with their business and is causing them loss. An interlocutory injunction
against publication is exceptional. The Court has jurisdiction to restrain publication, but will do so
only in a clear case, especially where the respondent asserts a defence as to the truth of the
statement(s) made, which cannot be safely rejected at the interlocutory stage. This principle is
stated in the English case of Bonnard v Perryman [1891] 2 Ch 269.

27.  The evidence before me points to a narrower issue. The Claimants contend that the
Defendants spread rumours that the LTD had closed while the Defendants appear to acknowledge
placing “temporarily closed” postings on platforms they say belong to the LLC. The truth and
context of, and justification for, those statements are disputed.

28.  In my judgment, the proportionate interim course is not to restrain all statements about
ownership, solvency or the dispute amongst the parties. It is rather to restrain a false representation
that the LTD is closed or not operating, unless the maker reasonably believes the representation to
be true and can identify a proper operational, legal or regulatory basis for making such
representation. The aim of the Court in this approach is to preserve the goodwill of the LTD, while
leaving open legitimate communications, the parties’ respective claims and the merits of the
alleged business arrangements.

Booking Platform, Customer Data and US Preliminary Injunction

29.  The more difficult question is the request of the Claimants for access to the booking
platforms and associated information which were established by the 1% Defendant and/or the LLC.
On one view, the platform is the source through which customers book services that the LTD
performs locally and through which revenues associated with those services are received. (I am
also not ignoring the Claimants’ argument that the Defendants are not Bahamians and are therefore
not, by Bahamian economic policy, permitted to engage in conducting business in The Bahamas
of the kind offered by the LTD). The Claimants assert that, without access to booking and payment
information, they cannot know the volume of bookings, receipts, or funds that should be available



for the local business. The Defendants argue that the platform, customer information and related
data are proprietary to the LLC. The Defendants further allege that the LTD or its agent
downloaded the booking and customer data of the LLC in May 2025.

30.  The Court is not in a position on this application to decide who owns the platform, the
customer data, the booking information or the revenues. The absence of a written agreement
amongst the parties at the outset, the parties later L&O Agreement, its disputed validity and the
competing evidence about the roles performed by the LLC and the LTD make these questions
unsuitable for final determination on the present application.

31. Then there is the US preliminary injunction. In my view, it must be given practical effect.
It is expressly temporary and does not determine the claims in the US Action. During the hearing
of this application the Claimants were eager to point out to this Court that in the US Action the
judge found that the LLC and another did not show a substantial likelihood of succeeding on their
trademark infringement claims as the LLC granted the LTD a naked licence to utilize the same.
On the other hand, the Defendants pointed out that the US court expressed the view that they had
a likelihood of success on their claim of the LTD’s misappropriation of trade secrets.

32.  This Court cannot treat the US ruling as a final adjudication of ownership, misappropriation
or the parties’ ultimate entitlements to revenue. However, while the US preliminary injunction is
in force, this Court should not order or encourage conduct by the Claimants which would place
them in breach of it. The US order prohibits the defendants (the 1°* Claimant and the LTD) in the
US Action from soliciting bookings from consumers whose information originated and was
maintained by the US plaintiffs (the LLC and another), and from using such booking information
for any business purpose.

33. In the circumstances, I decline from ordering that the Defendants give the Claimants
administrative control of the platforms, the platform credentials, customer lists or booking data. I
do so for three reasons, namely, that such relief:

(1) would be mandatory in substance,

(2) may give the Claimants a material part of the final relief they seek, and

(3) risks undermining the interim protection granted by the court in the US Action. This
risk is not averted by describing the access as informational only, if the Claimants
would still be able to use the information in to solicit the business.

34.  This does not mean that the Defendants are entitled to exploit their control of the platform
without oversight. It is necessary to preserve the evidence and revenues while respecting the US
preliminary injunction. I am therefore of the view that this necessitates the appointment of an
interim administrator or forensic accountant. Such administrator, and not the Claimants, should
have read-only access to the relevant booking, merchant, payment-processor and accounting
accounts. The administrator should provide both sides with an anonymized reconciliation of
bookings for Bahamian local services, gross receipts, deductions, refunds, chargebacks, net



receipts, cancellations and referrals. The reconciliation must not disclose information which the
Claimants are presently restrained from using.

35.  This solution is similar to the approach of the Court in the case of C T Dent Ltd v Mr Kfir
Yizhaq Atias [2020] EWHC 2720 (Ch), which concerned a dental scanning company’s
application for urgent injunctive relief against a former director and a company incorporated by
him. There the relief sought concerned the circumstances in which the former director resigned
and the company’s request for access to, and control of the database, website, email server and
electronic file systems related to the claimant’s business. In that case, the court appointed an
independent computer specialist to provide safeguarded access to information.

36. It is necessary for both sides to have continuing access to the electronic information.
However, [ consider that such access must be confined and disputed data preserved. Additionally,
since the Defendants’ platforms may be the only means by which the Claimants can currently test
whether there is a true gap between gross customer payments and remittances to the LTD, the
appointment of an independent interim administrator or forensic accountant (the “independent
administrator”) is, in my opinion, appropriate.

37.  The Court will give the parties an opportunity to agree upon the identity of the independent
interim administrator or forensic accountant. Should the parties not be able to agree, they will
apply, putting forward the qualifications of their respective candidates so that the Court can decide
who is to fill the position. The Claimants shall not be fettered in running the local business through
customers, information and opportunities they obtain independently of the disputed information
and platforms. This would safeguard compliance with the US preliminary injunction. The
Defendants, for their part, may operate the platform(s) they presently control. However, they must
preserve a complete auditable record of every enquiry, booking, cancellation, refund and referral.
Further, the Defendants should not make false statements about the independently-sourced
business of the LTD. Additionally, the Defendants should not delete, suppress or manipulate
platform or payment records.

Revenues and Chattels

38.  The parties raise serious questions about revenues received by the LLC, taxes the payment
of which has been undertaken or collected by the LLC, the consultancy fee, lease payments and
potential set-off. Considering all of these matters, in my opinion, the booking monies should not
be paid over to either side merely because that side currently controls the account or operates the
Harbour Island and Eleuthera-based service.

39.  The least prejudicial course is to require that future net booking monies attributable to local
services organized or operated by the Claimants or any of them be held in escrow. Refunds,
payment processing charges, and platform charges which are agreed, independently verified or
undisputed by the independent administrator, should be allowed to be disbursed. The independent



administrator may authorize payments necessary to preserve the funds or comply with customer
obligations, but should not determine who ultimately owns the funds.

40.  The chattels should be preserved. In Claim No. 654 of 2025, Ellis J put in place an
injunction which allows the LTD to use vehicles and boats in its possession or control, but restrains
sale or transfer of title to those chattels. I see no reason to make any order inconsistent with this.
In my judgment, the chattels should be preserved and not awarded to any party at this stage. I will
order that a full inventory of the chattels in question be prepared, insofar as the parties are not
satisfied that the inventory annexed to the L&O Agreement is accurate. Further, I will order that
insurance be maintained over the chattels and records of their maintenance and use be preserved
with reasonable inspection of the same being provided to the independent administrator.

Disposition: Variation of Ex Parte Order

41.  The Court does not consider that a complete discharge of the existing ex parte Order is
appropriate. In summary, there is a serious issue to be tried as identified in the discussion above.
Further, given the likely difficulty in identifying and quantifying any loss from cancelled or
diverted bookings or harm to goodwill, damages would not be an adequate remedy. If the
Defendants were wholly free to make unqualified statements that the LTD is closed or to deal,
without record, with booking information and receipts, the Court’s ability to grant effective final
relief may be impaired.

42.  Equally, continuing the ex parte Order in its broad form is not justified. The Defendants
contend that the restraint on “interfering” with the business of the LTD is not suitably precise. I
agree. It risks preventing the Defendants from operating the platform which they argue is theirs.
As well, by that broad language they may be fettered from asserting their claims or taking steps in
keeping with the US preliminary injunction. The wording also cannot be used to give the Claimants
any right of administrative access to the platform or customer data. They would have to establish
such a right at trial.

43. In my judgment, the just and equitable choice is to vary the existing ex parte Order. I now
do so by making the following Order:

Variation
(1) The Ex Parte Order made by the Court on 13 November 2025 is discharged and
replaced by this Order, which is without prejudice to the parties’ extant claims.
Winding Up Petition

(2) The undertaking of the 1% — 4™ Defendants or any one of them not to present or
advertise a winding up petition in respect of the demand letter of the Defendants dated
3 September 2025 shall persist until determination of the claims of the parties at trial
or until further order.
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Statements and Interference

(3) Until trial or further order, the Defendants shall not knowingly make a false
representation that the 2" Claimant is closed, is not operating or is not authorized to
conduct its local business in The Bahamas.

(4) Until trial or further order the Defendants shall not falsely represent that they are
authorized to operate the business of the 2" Claimant in The Bahamas.

Platform, Data and Independent Reconciliation

(5) The Defendants shall retain control of the booking platform(s), websites, payment
accounts, and associated data to which the Defendants have access, without prejudice
to the Claimants’ claims.

(6) The Claimants shall not access, use, solicit from or communicate with customers using
the booking platforms within the scope of the US preliminary injunction granted in the
US Action (Case No. 25-24067-CIV-WILLIAMS) in the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Florida on 22 December 2025.

(7) Within 21days the parties shall jointly appoint an independent administrator or forensic
accountant (the “Independent Administrator”). Failing agreement, either party may
apply for appointment.

(8) The Defendant shall provide the Independent Administrator with read-only access to
booking, merchant, payment-processor, and accounting accounts relevant to services
provided in The Bahamas.

(9) Every 60 days the Independent Administrator shall give the 1% Claimant, the 2
Claimant, the 1% Defendant and the 2" Defendant an anonymized reconciliation stating
the number and value of Bahamian bookings, refunds, chargebacks, fees, net receipts,
cancellations and referrals.

(10)  The Defendants shall preserve all booking, payment, cancellation, refund, referral
and communication records relating to the local business, and shall not delete, alter,
conceal or destroy them.

(11)  Pending further order, net receipts from bookings for Bahamian local services shall
be paid into an escrow account maintained by the Independent Administrator or by
legal representatives agreed by the parties, after payment of refunds, chargebacks,
payment processing fees and undisputed platform charges.
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(12) No distribution from escrow shall determine ultimate entitlement to the escrowed
funds. The Independent Administrator may authorize payment of agreed or undisputed
customer obligations and administrative expenses only.

Chattels

(13)  Within 14 days, the parties shall prepare an agreed updated list of vehicles, boats
and other Chattels the ownership of which is in dispute amongst the parties in the event
they hold or any of them holds the view that the inventory list annexed to the Consulting
and Lease with Option to Buy Agreement made on 11 October 2023 is inaccurate.

(14)  Until trial or further order, neither party shall sell, transfer, charge, encumber or
otherwise dispose of a Chattel the ownership of which is in dispute amongst the parties.

(15)  The 2" Claimant may continue to use the vehicles, boats and other chattels in its
possession or control, subject to the Order of Ellis J in Claim No. 00654 of 2025, and
shall maintain required insurance, licences, servicing and records of use and
expenditure.

(16)  The parties have liberty to apply.

(17)  Costs are in the cause.
Undertakings

(18)  The Claimants undertake that if the Court later finds that this Order has caused
loss to the Defendants and decides that the Defendants should be compensated for
that loss, the Claimant will comply with any order the Court may make.

44.  The Court shall convene a case management hearing. Counsel for the parties shall be
expected to prepare submissions in relation to consolidation of the extant actions now pending

before the Supreme Court or coordinated directions with Claim No. 2025/CLE/gen/00654, and to
address directions concerning disclosure, accounting and a trial timetable.

Dated 07 August 2026

Simone I Fitzcharles

Justice
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