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The matter was heard on January 11, 2021, in opert, defore the Court, composed of:



Mrs Fabienne SCHALLER, Judge
Mrs Laure ALDEBERT, Judge

Mrs Pascale SAPPEY-GUESDON, Judge called from amothamber to replace the
President who was prevented from attending,

who ruled n the case and a report was presentditedtearing by Judge Fabienne SCHALLER
under the conditions provided by Article 804 of #rench Code of Civil Procedure.

Court clerk, during the proceedings: Mrs. Clémentine GLEMET

DECISION
- BY DEFAULT
- judgment made available at the Clerk's officethwthe parties having been
previously informed under the conditions providedtihie second paragraph of
Article 450 of the French Code of Civil Procedure
- Signed by Fabienne SCHALLER, Judge acting asidRresand by Clémentine
GLEMET, Court clerk, to whom the minutes was deleek by the signatory
judge.

| - STATEMENT OF FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS

1. Mr. H, a Pakistani businessman, was approach2di2 by Mr. K and Mr. L to fund an internet
platform project called "T" which brings togethexmers and tenants of holiday villas with hotel
services.

2. Mr. H agreed to invest EUR 300,000 in this pcbja 2013 in the form of a loan. A company
under English law called Q was set up by Mr. K &hd L, each being a 25% partner, together
with Mr. H's two sons, Mr. H being appointed chaamrof the company. A loan agreement for an
amount of EUR 300,000 was signed on March 26, 2@t®een company Q and Mr. H.

3. In March 2014, the business of company Q wassteared to company R (a company under
Emirati law 50% owned by Messrs. K and L (25% eaig 50% by Messrs. | and J, sons of Mr.
H (25% each), with Mr. H keeping the chairmanship.

4. On October 27, 2014, Mr. H and company R reggédra contract to formalise the transfer of
the loan debt from Q to R in the sum of EUR 387,071

5. The French company M was created on Februargd®, with R as sole shareholder, in order
to develop R's business in France, Spain and Morocc

6. Following discussions between the partners erfittancial situation and future of the company
R and on the possibility of Mr. H granting a nevarothat was ultimately unsuccessful, Mr. L
requested a meeting of the board of directors ore JIb and, by e-mail on June 29, 2015,
confirmed the company's difficulties and statedwhish to modify the strategy adopted until then.
It was agreed at the board meeting of July 13, 28a6Mr. H, Mr. | and Mr. J would withdraw
from the project T according to the terms and cioi$ set out in the email on July 27, 2015 and
formalised in a Memorandum of Understanding ("Mosént by Mr. L to Mr. H, Mr. | and Mr. J
at the end of August and validated in return by ieima October 12, 2015, then signed by all
parties on December 10, 2015.



7. This agreement provided for the transfer by camypR of its entire share in company M to
companies E and D, companies owned by Messrs. KLamgth payment by these companies of
the sum of EUR 387,071.02, as well as an undemayncompany R to remit this sum to Mr. H in
repayment of his loan. Mr. J and Mr. | also undektdo buy the shares of Mr. K and Mr. L in
company R for EUR 1 and then to dissolve the twmpmanies Q and R. The shareholders’
agreements were all terminated. The share trangfers executed on December 18, 2015 for the
shares in company M and on December 21, 2015 éoshiares in company R.

8. The company P and the company M signed a lettetent on December 15, 2015, by which P
proposed to invest in company M through a capitatdase of EUR 3 million and reserved a call
option on all the shares held by the other partbgrhe end of 2018.

9. On January 4, 2016, Mr. Y, via company Z, acglia 6% stake in the capital of company M
through a contribution in kind of the hotel managemIT platform valued at EUR 185,783 in
return for a capital increase of 636 shares in @M, with a par value of EUR 1.

10. On February 4, 2016, the company P acquire@l 284 stake in the capital of the company M
through a cash contribution of EUR 2,999,969. Tapital increase was implemented by issuing
10,270 new shares at EURL to the benefit of comParilge other shareholders being companies E
and D and company Z.

11. Companies Q and R were dissolved by H, | ama Mlarch 15 and May 12, 2016 respectively.

12. In July 2017, companies D and E transferrett teshares to companies O and N, set up by
Messrs K and L, and on August 3, 2017, the compabgpught all M shares for a total amount of
EUR 11,280,271.60.

13. The companies D and E were liquidated by dacisf their sole shareholder, company P, on
October 18, 2019, resulting in the universal trangif their assets and liabilities to the latter,
which takes over the rights of these companielerptesent proceedings.

14. Believing that the transfer of shares in thengany M was made at a zero price at their
disadvantage due to their ignorance of the ongoeyptiations between Mr. Y and the company P,
Messrs. H, | and J brought proceedings before #wes FCommercial Court on November 27,
December 4 and 6, 2017 against Messrs. K and lir doenpanies E and D, Mr. Y and the
company Z, the company M and the company P, inrdadebtain the nullity of the Memorandum
of Understanding of December 10, 2015 and the feeard shares of December 18 and 21, 2015
on the grounds of fraud, error and mispricing amalbtain the judicial allocation of 50% of the
shares in the company M or, in the alternative dgsaf up to EUR 6 million.

15. On July 24, and August 1, 2018, Messrs. Hdl afiled a writ of compulsory intervention with
the Commercial Court against the companies N an@ih®@se proceedings were joined to the main
proceedings on the merits.

16. By judgment of June 21, 2019, the Paris Comiale@Gourt has:

-Reiterated the joinder of the cases enrolled uhiter201707056 and 2018047585 under
No. J 2018000476 following the Court's joinder dem of October 11, 2018;

-Dismissed the pleas of inadmissibility of Mesdfs.L, SASU D, SAS E, SASU O,
SASU N, the company M, the company P, Mr. Y and ZAS



-Dismissed Mr. H, Mr. | and Mr. J's claim that tMemorandum of Understanding of
December 10, 2015 and the subsequent deeds ofetrarishares of December 18 and 21, 2015
are null for fraud,;

-Dismissed Mr. H, Mr. | and Mr. J's claim that tMeemorandum of Understanding of
December 10, 2015 and the subsequent deeds ofetrarisshares of December 18 and 21, 2015
were null on the grounds of error in the substamwdeadequate consideration;

-Dismissed Mr. H, Mr. | and Mr. J's claims for dagea and all their other claims;

-Dismissed Mr. Y and SAS Z's claim for damagesatouse of procedure;

-Ordered in solidum Messrs. H, | and J to pay EUBG to Messrs. K, L, SASU O, SASU
N, company M, company P and Mr. Y, each, underchatr00 of the Code of Civil Procedure;

-Dismissed the other parties' claims, which wereenextensive or contrary;
-Ordered in solidum Messrs. H, | and J to payral ¢osts of the proceedings.

17. On October 1, 2019, H, | and J appealed agtirssjudgment. Mr. Y and company Z did not
constitute an attorney.

18. The close of the proceedings was pronouncedomember 24, 2020.

[I- CLAIMS OF THE PARTIES

19. According to their latest submissions filed lgonically on November 3, 2020, Mssrs H, |,
J asked the Court to:

1. Overturn all of the rules of the decision of Baris Commercial Court of June 21, 2019, except
insofar as it (i) declared the claims of Messrsl &hd J admissible on the basis of their intenrest
bringing proceedings, (ii) considered that the camgs R, Q and SAS M constituted 'a single
economic entity' (see judgment p. 12 § 4 & 5) amyl dismissed Mr. Y's claim for abuse of
procedure;

And ruling again :

PRIMARILY

2. Judge Messrs. H, | and J to be admissible anidfeumded in their criticism of the judgment
dismissing their request to reject the documenysnsitied in the first instance, nos. 1, 4, 5, 61@,

11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,2%,,27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 43, 47, 56, 57 (free
translation), by Messrs L and K in English by apgiion of the Order of Villers-Cotteréts on the
fact of justice (August 1539), together with Law. 94-665 of August 4, 1994 on the use of the
French language; this head of criticism of the jndgt being dependent on the heads expressly
criticised by application of articles 562 and 9@k Civil Procedure Code; consequently, remove
the said documents from the debate;

3. Annul the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) ofd@mber 10, 2015 and its indivisible
consequences, i.e. the transfers of shares of Dmed® and 21, 2015, on the ground of fraud, by
application of Articles 1108, 1109, 1116 and 116%he Civil Code in their version prior to



October 1, 2016, together with the new Articles 2,10104, 1112-1 of the Civil Code, resulting
from the Ordinance of February 10, 2016, relatmghe public policy obligations that are the duty
to provide pre-contractual information and the doftgood faith, and Articles 1112-1, 1130, 1132,
1137 and 1139 of the same code, as modified, tegethth Article 17 of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union, Articlef Protocol No. 1 and Article 6 of the ECHR,
and Article 17 of the Declaration of the RightsMan and of the Citizen of 1789 (the right to
property and the right to a fair trial);

4. Annul for error the Memorandum of Understand{iiMOU) of December 10, 2015 and its
indivisible consequences, namely the transfershafess of December 18 and 21, 2015, on the
grounds of consent vitiated by error as to an esdequality by application of Articles 1109, 1110
of the Civil Code in their version prior to 1 Oc&b2016 and 1112-1, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133,
1169 and 1179 of the same code in the versiontieguirom Ordinance no. 2016-131 of 10
February 2016, together with Article 17 of the Gbarof Fundamental Rights of the European
Union, Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and Article 6 tife ECHR and Article 17 of the Declaration of
the Rights of Man and of the Citizen of 1789 (righproperty and right to a fair trial);

Accordingly,

5. Order the judicial allocation of 50% of the @nt shares of SAS M - R, i.e. 10,437
shares out of a total of 20,874 shares, represdnteshares no. 1 to 5,218 to I, and no. 5,219 to
10,436 to J; the latter being personally respoasibf the allocation of the fractional share no.
10,437tolorJ

6. Order the current chairman of SAS M-R or, fglthat, any partner, pursuant to articles
20 and 21 paragraph 3 of the articles of assoaaifathis company, to convene, under a fine of
EUR1,000 per day of delay, within fifteen days bé tservice of the decision to intervene, a
general meeting to draw up a report noting the dstvibution of the company's share capital and
its consequences, under the same fine as indiedteee by application of articles L131-1 et seq.
of the CPCE ;

ALTERNATIVELY

7. Order the breach of the duty of loyalty and géath, a public policy obligations, by L,
K, SAS M, Y, Z and P, E SAS and D SASU, with P takiover the rights of the latter two
according to its writings of 04/03/2020 and 29/D2@, for having concealed from H, | and J the
negotiations in progress with P, by applicatiortred guiding principle of contract law reinforced
by the new Article 1112-1 of the Civil Code, 'due the evolution of the law of obligations'
resulting from Ordinance No. 2016-131 of 10 Felyu2016, together with Articles 1382 of the
Civil Code and 1240 of the Civil Code (Ord. No. Be131 of 10/02/2016), 1104 of the Civil Code
(former art. 1134), Article 17 of the Charter offfdamental Rights of the European Union, Article
1 of Protocol No. 1 and Article 6 of the ECHR andiéle 17 of the Declaration of the Rights of
Man and of the Citizen of 1789 (right to propertydao a fair trial) and Articles 10 of the Civil
Code, 3, 15 and 24 of the Code of Civil Procedure ;

8. Order, accordingly, in solidum L, K, SAS M, Y,ahd P, E SAS and D SASU, P taking
over the rights of the latter two according towitstings of 04/03/2020 and 29/10/2020, to pay the
principal sum of EUR11,811,013 to | and J, in additto the legal interest capitalised from the
summons of November 27, 2017, valid as formal eotiy application of articles 1343-2, 1231-6
and 1231-7 of the Civil Code;

IN ANY EVENT



9. Order in solidum L, K, M, Y, Z and P, E SAS abdSASU, P taking over the rights of
the latter two according to its writings of 04/032® and 29/10/2020, because of the non-pecuniary
prejudice caused by their wrongful conduct to ldnd J to pay them each the sum of EUR 50 000
by application of article 1240 (1382 former) of @il Code;

10. Order in solidum L, K, M, Y, Z and P, E SASdaD SASU, P taking over the rights of
the latter two according to its writings of 04/0328 and 29/10/2020 to (i) the sum of EUR 35 000
each under article 700 of the Code of Civil Procedaf the first instance and (ii) the amount of
EUR 35 000 each for the irreducible costs of appeal

11. Order in solidum L, K, M, Y, Z and P, E SASddd SASU, P taking over the rights of
the latter two according to its writings of 04/032D and 29/10/2020, to pay all the costs of the
first instance and of the appeal by applicatiomhef provisions of Article 699 of the Code of Civil
Procedur, in addition to (i) the costs of the lfi@ilin charge of the orders on request of Febrdary
2017 issued pursuant to Article 145 of the Code€wil Procedure and (ii) the costs of sworn
translation required by this proceedings for thedbi¢ of the plaintiffs who have incurred them,;

20. According to its latest submissions notified ettronically, on October 29, 2020, Mrs K et
L, the companies M, N et O (ci-apres “Mr. K et segolitigants”) requested of the court as
follow:

Concerninghe submission of exhibits in English:

As a principal claim: HOLD and JUDGE inadmissibhe tclaim of H, | and J to have the
judgment of June 21, 2019 overturned on their daionexclude from the oral arguments certain of
the Respondents'exhibits;

In the alternative: DISSMISS H, | and J from thdaim to dismiss the exhibits not translated
into French by a sworn translator;

Concerninghe Respondents' cross-appeal:

OVERTURN the judgment of the Commercial Court ohdw2l, 2019 only insofar as it
dismissed the Respondents' pleas of inadmissibility

And ruling again,

HOLD and JUDGE that H, | and J do not have stantbrigring an action for obtaining:

(i) the annulment of the transfer of the sharesoimpany M held by company R to companies
E and D on December 18, 2015

(i) the judicial allocation of 50% of the sharesdompany M, i.e. 10,437 shares out of a total
of 20,874 shares to them

(i) that the current chairman of company M orjlify that, any partner, be ordered to
convene, under a fine of EUR 1,000 per day of dedageneral meeting in order to draw up a
record noting the new distribution of the compasyiare capital and its consequences;

(iv) an order for Mr K, Mr L, company M, company$AS, company E SAS, Mr Y, company
Z and company P to pay the principal sum of EURB11,014.71 to H, | and J;

Accordingly



HOLD and JUDGE that Messrs. H, | and J are inadbies#n their claims for all purposes;

Concerninghe appeal of H, I and J :

DISMISS [, J and H of all their claims,

In any event :

ORDER in solidum Messrs. I, J and H, to pay to ezddr K, Mr L, company M, company O
SAS and company N SAS the amount of twenty thougdaA¢D00) euros on appeal pursuant to
Article 700 of the Code of Civil Procedure,

ORDER in solidum Messrs. |, J et H, to pay all scmhd expenses of the first instance and
appeal which will be recovered by Maitre Loic Henriin accordance with Article 699 of the

French Code of Civil Procedure.

21. According to its latest submissions notified ettronically, on October 20, 2020, company
P taking over the rights of companies D SAS and EAS requested of the court as follow:

ADMIT P in his cross-appeal
Accordingly,

Primarily

OVERTURN the decision of the Paris Commecial Cadrfune 21, 2019 insofar as it ruled
that Messrs. H, | and J had standing to sue;

Ruling again
ACKNOWLEDGE the lack of standing of I, J and H;
JUDGE inadmissible I, J et H in theirs claims ;

In the alternative

UPHOLD the judgment of the Paris Commercial Consbfar as it dismissed the claims of H,
| and J to the nullity of the Memorandum of Undansting of December 10, 2015 and the
subsequent deeds of transfer of December 18 arzD25;

UPHOLD the judgment of the Paris Commercial Consbfar as it dismissed the claims of H,
| and J to have the Memorandum of Understandin@edember 10, 2015 and the subsequent
deeds of transfer of shares of December 18 an@®1 declared null on the grounds of error in
substance or inadequate consideration;

Uphold the decision of the Paris Commercial Congbfar as it dismissed the claims of Mr H,
Mr | and Mr J for damages and all their other ckgim

In any event:

ORDER in solidum I, J et H to pay P the amount 0R25.000 pursuant to Article 700 of the Code
of Civil Procedure and all the costs.



22. For a full description of the facts, claims gheas in law of the parties, the Court refershi t
decision referred to and to the above-mentionettemrisubmission, pursuant to Article 455 of the
Code of Civil Procedure.

[I-PLEAS OF THE PARTIES AND REASONS FOR THE DECISI ON

Concerning the motion to dismiss the exhibits prodced in English without a sworn
translation

23. H, I and J request that exhibits no. 1, 4,,%8,40, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22223

25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 43, 47, 56 andrbdyxed by Mr. L and Mr. K in first instance in
English, but without a sworn translation into Frenare dismissed from the proceedings. They
argue that their plea is admissible insofar as related to the grounds of the judgment expressly
disputed in the notice of appeal. They complairt tha Paris Commercial Court ruled that there
was no need to give a ruling on this applicatiaridimg that it was not made a formal issue either
in their summons or in their pleadings, despite thet that the disputed documents were
communicated after the summons and they did subisitlaim in their pleadings.

24. In reply, Mr K and his co-litigants argued mipally that this claim had not been brought
before the Court on the ground that Mr H, Mr | &dJ had not complained about this ground in
their notice of appeal. They also argued in theraditive that this application was artificial, aslH
and J themselves produced exhibits in English witlacsworn translation and claimed not to speak
French and to communicate in English.

25. The company P concluded that this applicatiooukl be dismissed on the grounds that the
Villers-Cotteréts Order, which is cited by H, | addrefers only to the procedural documents and
not to the exhibits, and that no provision of the€ of Civil Procedure requires the translatioo int
French of the exhibits submitted for discussionadided that the production of documents in
English did not infringe the principle of adversdproceedings, as H, | and J were familiar with
the English language and were already acquaintékd gértain exhibits, some of which were
supplemented by free translations, and it emphdsis they wished to apply the protocol relating
to proceedings before the International Chambeiichviallows the production of documents in
English without translation.

Thereupon,

26. Pursuant to Article 562 of the Code of Civib&edure, as amended by Decree No. 2017-891 of
May 6, 2017, the appeal defers to the court thevienige of the grounds of the judgment which it
expressly complained of and those which depend, dhe referral taking place for the whole only
when the appeal consists of the annulment of thgment or if the subject matter of the litigation
is indivisible.

27. Pursuant to Article 901 of the same code, thteca of appeal must be made by a document
containing, in addition to the information presedbby Article 58, and under penalty of nullity
(4°), the grounds of the judgment expressly csgdi to which the appeal is limited, unless the
appeal seeks to have the judgment null or if thgesti matter of the dispute is indivisible.

28 The grounds complained of in the judgment atg wansferred by the notice of appeal.

29. In this case, it is stated in the reasonsHerjudgment that the Commercial Court declared that
there was no need to rule on this request and sésdiall the claims of Mr. H, | and J.



30. In their notice of appeal notified on 1 OctoBéd9, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J requested that the
judgment be reversed on the grounds complainedinofparticular insofar as the judgment
dismissed Mr H, Mr | and Mr J's claims for damaged all their other claims.

31. It follows that this ground has been transtirre

32. Furthermore, Article 16 of the Code of CiviloBedure provides that the judge must, in all
circumstances, observe and observe himself thecipken of adversarial proceedings. In his
decision, he may not accept the pleas, explanatindsdocuments put forward or produced by the
parties unless they have been able to discuss ithewmiversarial proceedings. It may not base its
decision on the pleas in law which it has raisedsobwn motion without first inviting the parties
to present their observations.

33. The Order of Villers-Cotteréts requires thatisiens shall be delivered in French, but it does
not prohibit the production of exhibits in a foreitanguage, as long as the court and the parties
understand them and are able to discuss them iersahal proceedings. A fortiori, it does not
prohibit the production of free and unsworn tratistes of such exhibits, since only the procedural
documents must be in French.

34. In this case, it is common ground that Engissthe language of business between the parties
and understood by H, | and J, as evidenced by th@hanges with the respondents, conducted
exclusively in English. English is a language alsoderstood by the Court. Under these
circumstances, the production of exhibits in Erfgkiannot undermine the principle of adversarial
proceedings and the rights of the defence in thgegcnor, a fortiori, the production of exhibits
accompanied by a free but not sworn translatioa krench. Messrs H, | and J, who have duly
filed their submissions in the present proceedidgsjot justify in what way they would have been
hindered by this fact in their action, nor thatsthibsence of translation would have undermined
respect for the principle of adversarial proceesling

35. H, I and J shall therefore be dismissed frois ¢taim and the judgment which dismissed them
on this ground shall be upheld by way of subsbiubf grounds.

Concerning the pleas of inadmissibility raised agaist H, 1 and J, based on their lack of
interest and of standing,

36. Mr. K and his co-litigants argued that only gamy R had standing to bring an action for
annulment of the transfer of the shares in compdnyvhich it had 100% ownership of, and to
seek restitution in kind of the shares in companyTkkey added that the dissolution of company R
on May 12, 2016 did not give Messrs H, | and Jditajto act, as the legal personality remained
as long as the rights and obligations of the compgaad not been liquidated and only ash hoc
agent appointed by the court could then representpany R. Lastly, they explained that, as
shareholders of company R, Messrs H, | and J coullg rely on a prejudice that is distinct from
the prejudice suffered by company R, and that thag not provided any evidence of such a
prejudice in this case. They added that the faait tompanies R and M were qualified as a single
economic entity by the commercial court was of nasequence, since the quality of one did not
entail the quality of the other, since they were tlistinct legal persons.

37. Company P essentially relies on the same msabr K and his co-litigants in order to
conclude that the judgment on this ground shouldelbersed and that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J do not
have standing to act, since the action belongd$ysmeompany R.

38. In response, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J argue thatrthin claim is that the MoU of December 10,



2015, of which they are signatories, is null on ¢neunds of the defect of consent, so that it is
irrelevant that they were not direct shareholdersampany M. They added that the companies R
and M formed an economic entity that they ownedadlgwith Messrs K and L. They added that
the latter were under an obligation of informatamnd transparency towards them in their function
as directors. Furthermore, they argued that thé tteet Mr H was chairman of the board of
directors had no bearing on their standing to soeeshe had been kept in the dark about the
negotiations with company P. They emphasised ttatrding to case law, the standing to sue of
partners who are victims of fraud or disloyaltynist linked to the company; it is the fraudulent or
damaging act that gives the victim the right to.sue

Thereupon,

39. Pursuant to Articles 31 and 32 of the Code igfl ®rocedure, the action is open to all those
who have a legitimate interest in the upholdingliemissal of a claim, subject to the situations in
which the law attributes the right to act only hoge persons whom it qualifies to raise or defend a
claim, or to defend a specific interest, any clarade by or against a person without the standing
to act being inadmissible.

40. Pursuant to Article 122 of the Code of Civib&dure, any plea which tends to declare the
opponent's claim inadmissible, without examinatdihe merits, for lack of standing, such as the
lack of entitlement, statute of limitations, fixéighe limit, or res judicata, constitutes a plea of
inadmissibility.

41. The action for relative nullity based on defeof consent is open to the contracting party
whose consent has been defective, so that Mr H,ad Mr J, who are parties to the MoU of 10

December 2015, of which they are seeking nullitytlos basis of error and fraud, have an interest
and standing to bring the action. The same isfoudlessrs J and | in relation to the application

for the nullity of the transfer of shares of Dece&mB1, 2015, by which Messrs K and L transferred
for one euro to Messrs J and | the shares theyih&d50%).

42. In addition, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J, who claim b victims of breaches of the duty of loyalty
and good faith by Messrs K and L, which led thensign the MoU of December 10, 2015,
therefore also establish an interest and standithgihng proceedings.

43 However, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J do not have stamgdin seek the annulment of the transfer of
shares on December 18, 2015, by which company igfeaed its own shares in company M to
companies E and D, since Mr H, Mr | and Mr J do Inoid any shares in company M and have
never been partners in company M, since only compaheld 100% of the shares in M. Similarly,

only company R would have been entitled to havestiees in company M returned to it if the
transfer were null, as Mr H, Mr | and Mr J had nege/ned them. They therefore had no right to
claim the shares in company M.

44 Similarly, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J do not have stamgl to bring an action for annulment of the
deed of transfer of the shares of December 18, P@lthe grounds that the price was worthless or
derisory, since such an action is not an actionatwsolute nullity, as they hold, but for relative
nullity, inasmuch as it seeks only to protect thegie interests of the transferors.

45 It is therefore appropriate to partially revetise judgment under appeal and to rule that Mr H,
Mr I and Mr J are inadmissible for lack of standingoring an action for the nullity of the deed of

transfer of the shares in company M by company teddBecember 18, 2015, as well as for their
request for the judicial allocation of 50% of tHeages in company M and for the convening of a
general meeting for this purpose.



Concerning the nullity of the protocol of Decemberl0, 2015 for fraud,

46. H, | and J argue essentially that they weretedifrom the share capital of company M due to
fraudulent manipulation that led them to sign thenMbrandum of Understanding of December 10,
2015.

47. They argue that fraud is constituted on theigus that :

-Messrs K and L lied by reporting in June 2015 ttmety were in a difficult financial situation,
whereas the accounts closed on September 30, 20iéh were only communicated to them on
December 15, 2015, after the signing of the Molgwslan increase in sales of 23.86%, and a
positive result for the year of EUR152,008. Thegoatlaim that Mr K and Mr L led them to
believe that they were using family financing tpag the loan debt, when in fact they were using a
bank loan and, above all, that they wanted to apdhee platform T in a family run small structure,
when in fact they were looking for investors.

- Messrs K and L have been guilty of fraudulent cgaiment to have them sign the MoU of
December 10, 2015 without having all the informateind having been misled. They claim that
Messrs K and L concealed from them the negotiatiom$ertaken with company P as early as
August 2015, even though they were required toaletheese negotiations under the pre-contractual
good faith and duty of loyalty, and underlined ttiair agreement on the terms and conditions of
their leaving resulted from the signing of the Makd not from the exchanges of correspondence
in July 2015. They argue that the intentional ratofr the silence kept by Messrs K and L on the
negotiations undertaken with company P is estadidiy the fact that they said nothing for several
months, both at board meetings and general meetmgs the numerous correspondence
exchanged between them, while Messrs K and L edish the imminent risk of the company's
bankruptcy.

48. They added that the information relating tséheegotiations was a determining factor in their
consent, stating that they would not have sold tigares at zero price, knowing that the company
was valued at EUR 3,096,397.33 with the entry theocapital of Mr Y and at EUR 6,097,499.39
with the entry into the capital of company P.

49. They argue that it was because of the falseefb#lat the company was on the verge of

bankruptcy, in ignorance of the fact that it wasatly being approached by company P, that they
agreed to sell their shares at EUR 1 and claimttieat error is excusable in that it was caused by
the fraudulent concealment of Messrs K and L.

50. In response, Mr K and his co-litigants contesting lied and breached their duty of loyalty
and argued that fraud and error were not estalolishe

51. They point out that the financial situationcoimpany R was really very precarious from the
end of 2014 and throughout 2015, so that withosigaificant input of capital, bankruptcy was
inevitable and that there was no lie about theasitan of the company, of which Mr H, Mr | and
Mr J were always perfectly and loyally informed.ejlremphasised that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J could
not have been unaware of the accounting situatiomompany R, as they had received the
accounting documents and business plans and hadgbesn online access codes to the company's
French bank accounts. They added that on Decenth@015, they had been given the company's
accounts as at September 30, 2015, i.e. beforteahsfers of December 18 and 21, 2015.

52. They add that they did not hide from H, | antthak the company had tremendous potential.
They argue that they did not have to inform H, dl dnthe outgoing investors, of the terms of the



negotiation with potential new investors, espegialhce it was not a question of selling the shares
of the outgoing investor to the new investors &igher price. They added that the negotiations
with Group P took place after the agreement reacdinetuly 20, 2015 and by August 3, 2015 at the
latest with H, | and J on the terms of their legvot the project T and that the information on the
future financing of the project was not a determgncondition of their agreements.

53. They argue that they have always informed &hd J of their need for additional investments
and thus argue that the entry of company P is itteetdconsequence of their exit from the project
and not the cause.

54. Finally, they point out that it was only in Augj 2017 that Group P bought back the shares in
company M, after having entered into the capitél0d6 following a capital increase and not a sale
of shares. They emphasise that if the shares wesmd at a higher price, it was because of their
investment in the development of company M betwéebruary 2016 and August 2017 and the

Group's consolidation strategy to develop compartsytMsiness, which required significant capital

contributions.

55. Company P points out that it is not a partyh MoU and that it did not purchase shares in
company M, but participated in a capital increat&WGR 3 million and that, following a general
meeting of company M on February 4, 2016 approviregcapital increase, it acquired a 49.2%
share in the company's capital. It contests ary enr fraud and supports the pleas put forward by
Messrs K and L.

56. Company P argues that there was no legal adigiigéo inform about the negotiations because
the discussions with company P were not yet undemeen the parties agreed on the terms of the
leaving agreement in the summer of 2015.

57. It stresses that the capital increase of compinwhich took place not one but two months
after the Memorandum of Understanding of Decemb@r 2015, does not match with a
valorisation of the R’s shares transferred by Mg4drd and J.

Thereupon,

58. The MoU of December 10, 2015, the annulmentlath is sought by H, | and J, is governed
by French law pursuant to its Article 7.5, the agilon of which is not disputed by the parties.

59. According to Article 1116 of the Civil Code, ihsvas written before Ordinance No. 2016-131

of 10 February 2016, which entered into force otober 1, 2016, after the conclusion of the MoU

of December 10, 2015, fraud (dolus) is a causeudiityhof an agreement when the schemes and
devices used by one of the parties are such tigtlear that without them the other party would

not have contracted.

60. A party who intentionally remains silent withetintent to mislead the other party commits a
breach of the obligation of good faith under Aeid134 of the Civil Code in its version prior to
the Ordinance of 10 February 2016, which may ctutstifraud by concealment in the presence of
a provoked error determinative of the consent.

61. Similarly, failure to comply with a pre-conttaal obligation of information, if established, may
amount to fraud by concealment, which is a growrdntillity of the agreement, provided that the
intentional nature of the concealment is estabtlsiral that the concealment has led to an error that
has determined the consent of the contracting party



62. Fraud cannot be assumed and must be provdrelpatty claiming to be the victim.

63. In this case, with regard to the alleged lie,Iind J have not shown that the company's
financial situation was misrepresented to them.

64. On the one hand, Mr H's position as directal lsin I's and Mr J's position as members of the
board of directors of company R allowed them toehaccess to accounting and financial
information concerning the company, and the exceamaj emails in 2014 and 2015 between the
partners, concerning in particular the business pént on June 19, 2015, show that each of them
was fully aware of the company's financial situatio

65. On the other hand, it is established that doewants closed on January 31, 2014 were given on
October 29, 2014 to Mr. S, the accountant of Mddisl and J and that the access codes to the
company's French bank accounts were given to thedovember 6, 2014. They also received the
financial situation of company R, as at Septemlir2®15, on December 15, 2015, prior to the
execution of the transfer of shares on Decembemti®1, 2015. They were also provided with the
business plan on the basis of which they were tabdietermine their strategy, which consisted of a
reduction in operating costs, specifying the opegatems they intended to see reduced, as shown
for example in Mr I's email of January 15, 2015.

66. Finally, it is clear from the company accowsubmitted to the oral arguments that company R
was in a difficult financial situation throughotnet period during which Mr H, Mr | and Mr J were
shareholders. It thus appears that on January @14,2he company showed a loss of EUR
173,696.28, and on January 31, 2015 a loss of EATR/84. Moreover, although the company had
a positive operating result of EUR 34,700 as att&rper 30, 2015 and a positive variation in
absolute value of EUR 351,500 compared to its Stnas at January 31, 2015, this result was not
so much due to a significant increase in saleghi® case, only EUR 90,000) but rather to a
significant decrease in operating expenses of EBRMO0 due to savings resulting in particular
from the departure of certain employees from thectiire, it being specified that Mr K and Mr L
were not paid as employees. In his certificate,cti@rtered accountant of company R emphasises
that "following the partners' request to reducerbgads and the wage bill, the operating result
improved, but to the detriment of reservationstfiar following year".

67. Accordingly, H, | and J are not entitled toimlathat there was misleading and deceptive
information about the company's financial situation

68. Nor has it been established that Messrs K alnetlLto Mr H, Mr | and Mr J by informing them
by email of June 29 that they had plans to redaeedmpany's activity to a family business, based
in the south of France with funds borrowed fromirtfemilies, as no information at the time of this
email contradicts its content, being noted, moreotet the transfer of the registered office from
Paris to the South of France had already been shsduand decided between the parties, in
particular on July 30 and November 23, 2014, withieav to reduce costs, and that there is no
evidence of contacts with potential external ingestincluding company P, before the end of
August 2015.

69. Concerning fraudulent concealment, Mssrs.&hd J do not provide evidence of an intentional
concealment by Messrs K and L of information tlsadecisive for their consent.

70. It is clear from the information provided areviewed above that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J
favoured a strategy of cost reduction rather tn@astment in project T, despite the requests of Mr
K and Mr L. Thus, as early as September 2014, Mapproached them to obtain additional



financing, which gave rise to discussions on thenting of a new loan by Mr H, which did not,
however, lead to any agreement. In mid-October 20M#d L proposed to bring in external
investors, a proposal that was not taken up by MMHI and Mr J. In the months that followed,
Mr H, Mr | and Mr J requested and monitored a agting policy, while Mr L renewed the
requests for additional financing, without success.

71. It also appears that discussions relatingeéonmithdrawal of Mr H, Mr | and Mr J from project

T were finalised in mid-2015, the parties agrediggxchange of emails on July 27 and August 3,
2015 on the practical terms of this withdrawal,yadong in particular for the repayment of the loan
on October 31, 2015 and the transfer of R's shédtgin M, thus establishing on this date, as the
judges of first instance rightly stated in reastived the court adopts, the agreement of the parties
on this withdrawal plan. It was therefore in thantext that the MoU was drafted on the basis of
this agreement and sent by Messrs K and L on AugsP015 to Mr H, Mr | and Mr J, the latter
validating it for their part on October 1, 2015 aeduesting signature by October 31. However, its
signature had to be postponed several times, asrd&sand L were unable to find the necessary
funding for its execution, which was scheduled @mtober 31, 2015, and was finally regularised
on December 10, 2015.

72. The willingness of H, | and J to leave the campand the approval of all the partners were
nevertheless obtained as early as August 2015,fulltknowledge of the founders' plans to find a
new investor, and no concealment or manipulatios @sablished.

73. Therefore, Mr K and Mr L cannot be held respldesfor having started to look for new
investors, and it is not claimed that they conakdleis fact, as they had contacted various
investment funds and company P at the end of AuZQE5.

74. The signing of a Non-Disclosure Agreement opt&aber 17, 2015 is a typical practice in this
type of prospection, early in the negotiations, neviethey are not successful, and it further
demonstrates that no serious negotiations had Unegrtaken before that.

75. Under these circumstances, Mr H, Mr | and Moot provide evidence that Mr K and Mr L
intentionally kept silent about the negotiationghwir Y, which are in any event not dated, and
those with company P after September 17, 2015, eslseMr H, Mr | and Mr J had already
expressed their desire to leave project T undeuablytagreed terms as early as August 3, 2015,
urging Mr K and Mr L to repay Mr H's loan by Octol®l, 2015 at the latest, and while they were
clearly opposed to any further investment in thegany in any form whatsoever.

76. It follows that the decision of Mr H, Mr | arMr J to leave this company at the end of June
2015 was perfectly well informed and independerthefattempts to find investors made by Mr K
and Mr L, the desire of Mr H to recover the loancaimts promptly and not to invest in this project,
and that of Mr I and Mr J to no longer take parthis project, being clearly expressed as early as
July 2015 and confirmed in October 2015 and thérraged at the time of the signing of the MoU.
77. Finally, concerning the price of the transfeth@ shares in company M, which had been set at
the amount of the full repayment, including inté¢rexf the loan granted, its setting was totally
independent of the negotiations in progress with plotential investors concerning a capital
increase giving rise to the issue of new shared,vaas not determined by any other element, the
desire of Mr H, Mr | and Mr J being to leave thermgmany without losing money.

78. On these reasons and those of the first judgegh the Court adopts, the judgment under
appeal will be upheld on this ground.

Concerning annulment of the protocol on the groundf an error



79. H, | and J argue that they wrongly assesseddbromic activity, profitability and potential of
company R to achieve its corporate purpose by agyde a transfer at zero price in the belief that
the company was on the verge of bankruptcy, wheteaas coveted by company P, which had
valued it at EUR 6 000 000.

80. In response, Mr K and his co-litigants arguat thlr H, Mr | and Mr J do not establish a
substantive error, pointing out that an error ia thalue of the shares transferred, in the actual
situation of the company or in an erroneous assasisrof the economic profitability of a
transaction does not constitute a ground for yullit

81. Company P argues that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J hagtproven their error and stresses that the
value of the company was never concealed from tinmwas the search for new investors.

Thereupon,

82. Pursuant to the provisions of Article 1110h# Civil Code, as it was written before Ordinance
No. 2016-131 of 10 February 2016, error is a cafisaullity of an agreement only where it bears
on the very substance of the thing that is theatlgjethe agreement.

83. Error in the substance may be understood asmglto the ability of the object to achieve the
purpose desired by the party obligated, where pogbose is known to the other party and the
representation of the purpose had determined theficeary's consent.

84. It is well established that an error in theueabr profitability resulting from an incorrect
economic assessment cannot be accepted on thss bascan an error made after the contract was
concluded.

85. In this case, the claims of Mr H, Mr | and Mcahsist in disputing the price of the sale of the
M shares, which they did not own, in other words Halue of the shares in company M, on the
grounds of an incorrect economic assessment gbdtential of project T. They made a confusion
between the value at which they bought the shatempany R and the value at which they
transferred the shares of company M, in order guerthat the transfer 'of all their interests’ was
made at a low price, whereas the transfer of theshres resulted in a transfer price of
EUR387,071.02 and company R undertook to repayetitee loan to Mr H. Such a lack of
precision on the alleged error does not meet theirements of article 1110 of the Civil Code.

86. In any event, since the shares of company M wmansferred at a price of EUR 387,071.02,
they were not sold for a low price, and since tttome from this sale was then used by company R
to repay its loan debt to Mr H, the "interests’MyfH, Mr | and Mr J were not sold for a zero price.

87. Nullity on the grounds of error is thereford mzurred.

88. It will also be noted that the potential fovd®pment of the project was put forward by Mr K
and Mr L, as well as their desire to pursue itseflgment by means of additional investments.
The strategic vision of development of H, | and dswlearly different since it consisted of a
reduction in operating costs, which indicates thaty did not have the same assessment of the
potential of this project. Under these circumstanand given that they are businessmen and
professional investors, there is no indication tihaty would have changed their approach to this
investment, had they been aware of company P'sesiten the project, especially since the
investment made by company P in company M did natantee the success of its development, as
shown in particular by the fact that company P giadn itself a period of two years to buy out the
shares of the other shareholders.



89. For these reasons and those ruled by the junfg@st instance, which the Court adopts, the
judgment will be upheld on this ground.

Concerning the nullity of the MoU of December 10, @15 and of the transfers of shares of
December 21, 2015 for infringement of the fundameat rights of the partners

90. Mr H, Mr | and Mr J maintain that Mr K and Mr have infringed their right to property
guaranteed by Article 17 of the Charter of FundamieRights of the European Union and Article
17 of the Declaration of the Rights of Man andh@ Citizen of 1789 and Article 1 of Protocol No.
1 of the ECHR and their right to a fair trial guateed by Article 6 of the ECHR, by attempting to
have it ruled that the operation they imagined @escribed in the MOU would deprive them of the
right to act against them, which justifies the iyitlaimed.

91. In response, Mr K and his co-litigants argueat Mr H, Mr | and Mr J had never owned shares
in the company M, so that no infringement of thaght to property had been possible.
Furthermore, they asserted that defendants couldbeoreproached for raising justified and
substantiated pleas of inadmissibility, since Aeti® of the European Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedomtbe right to a fair trial ensured that the
parties to the proceedings had the right to forteutdoservations that they considered relevant to
their case.

Thereupon,

92. H, I and J do not identify any facts that woinlffinge their right to property and that would
justify the annulment of the MoU of December 1012@&nd of the transfers of shares of December
21, since the transfer that they claim to have keféacted by is precisely that of the shares in
company M, which they have never owned. Moreovesy tdid not transfer their shareholding in
company R, which is the only ownership they cammkevhere.

93. Neither Article 17 of the Charter of FundaméRaghts of the European Union nor Article 1
of the Additional Protocol to the ECHR is likely be applied.

94. H, | and J neither establish nor justify thenptaint based on Article 6 of the European
Convention on Human Rights, whereas it is well d&hed that only company R was the owner
of the shares in company M.

95. Therefore, the claims of H, | and J will bendissed, and the judgment approved.

Concerning the tort liabilities of Messrs K and L, of their companies D and E, of Mr Y, of
company Z and of company P on the basis of a breadtf the duty of loyalty

96. In the alternative, Mr H, Mr | and Mr J argu®, the basis of case law relating to the transferee
manager's duty of loyalty to the transferring partrthat by disregarding their duty not to enter
into talks with company P without informing theip-partners, Mr L and Mr K, and their
companies D and E, incurred liability in tort bypépation of article 1382 of the Civil Code in its
version prior to October 1, 2016.

97. They added that Mr Y and his company Z were kddble in tort for having initiated the raising
of funds from company P.

98. They also concluded that company P was liabtert for having established in January 2016 a
valuation of company M of more than EUR 6,000,00thwhe knowledge that Mr H, Mr | and Mr



J had only received a zero price for their 50% estatk company M. They also considered that
company P had acted in a collusive manner by aoguthe shares of company M on March 3,
2017, at a time when it was aware of the disputédroH, Mr. | and Mr. J over the ownership of
these shares, and that its bad faith was furthiabkshed by the precipitous nature of the transfer
2017, which had initially been planned for 201&wen 2019.

99. H, I and J consequently claim that Messrs Kthejr companies D and E, company M, Mr Y,
his company Z and company P should be orderedlituso to pay the sum of EUR 11,811,013,
corresponding to half of the valuation of companywihich was set at EUR 23,622,029.42, and
non-pecuniary damage of EUR 50 000.

100. In response, Mr K and his co-litigants congest breach of loyalty on the grounds that they
did not lie or conceal from Mr H, Mr | and Mr J tiieancial situation of company R, nor that they
would look for external financing in the absencedditional financing on their part, and that they
did not immediately transfer the shares in compdrty company P.

101. They argue that, in any event, only the Idsshance would be compensable, which in this

case would be very uncertain. They added thatdhessment of their loss by H, | and J was made
on the basis of unproven assumptions and from tifggsamounts. They also concluded that there

was no non-pecuniary damage, maintaining that tteel never discredited H, |1 and J, who had

decided to leave the company at a time when itivéise most difficult financial situation.

102. Company P argues that the case law on theférae manager's duty of loyalty to the
transferring partner is not applicable in this ¢asace at the time of the exchange of consents
between Messrs K and L and H, | and J in the sunoh2015 negotiations with company P had
not yet begun and, moreover, the latter particgbaiea capital increase - and not in a repurchése o
existing shares - the principle and conditions biclh were not decided until early 2016.

103. She added that H, | and J had not provedstimathad participated in fraudulent conduct. It
states that it was not aware of the existence dfafnd J as shareholders of company R and that it
was unaware of the discussions between K, L andaHd J. It adds that it never had the intention
of concealing any information, and that the acdaisiof all the shares in company M was totally
independent of the exit of H, | and J from the campand was not the result of any precipitation.

104. It argues that the amount of the loss clailmedd, | and J is unrealistic, as only a loss of
opportunity to negotiate their shares at a bettexepgn the event of a breach by a director of his
duty of loyalty can be awarded. It argues that lntl J chose to end their participation in the
capital of R and to recover their financing by isglltheir shares, without having to participate in
the risks, so that their loss of chance of bemgfitrom a more favourable situation when they
wished to leave the transferred company is nullaly, it contests the existence of non-pecuniary
prejudice.

Thereupon,

105. The Court observes that the action in torught by H, | and J, in that it is brought by pastie
residing abroad (H, | and J) against parties regith France (the respondents), has an element of
foreignness that is likely to give rise to a cartflas to the law applicable to that action. However
as the parties agreed in the proceedings that Filamcshall be applied, the Court will apply it, as

it concerns available rights.

106. French case law prior to the Ordinance of &ayr 10, 2016, which enshrined the obligation
to provide pre-contractual information in the newtidle 1112-1 of the Civil Code, required the



parties, during the pre-contractual negotiationsghao disclose any information likely to be
decisive to consent. In the case of the transfeshafres, a transferring manager who does not
inform the transferring partner of ongoing negadias with a third party with a view to reselling
the shares to be transferred, regardless of thegress, is in breach of his duty of loyalty.
Members of the board of directors who, by virtuetloéir duties as directors, have access to
privileged information, are individually bound Hyet duty of loyalty.

107. In this case, as stated above, it is clean ftze evidence in the file that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J
did not wish to invest more than the loan initiaganted by Mr H, nor did they follow up on their
partners' proposal to look for outside investosswas suggested to them in mid-October 2014.
They favoured a strategy of reducing operatingscoather than a strategy of development by
bringing in external funds. Moreover, the corregtente between the parties in the summer of
2015 shows that Mr H, Mr | and Mr J sought to bpard the loan granted by Mr H as soon as
possible. They also validated the mechanism of thighdrawal from the project, in its principle at
the beginning of August 2015, and then formallyQgtober 1, 2015, as the validated MoU could
not be executed on October 31, as initially agreket to the fact that Mr. K and Mr. L were
unable to find the sums needed to repay the laarg feason that is not related to H, | and J. Nor
do H, | and J demonstrate that they made theirdrdtival contingent on the continuation of the
project or on the arrival of new investors.

108. Under these circumstances, Messrs K and L marebliged to inform Mr H, Mr | and Mr J

of the fact that they were looking for investorsnfr the end of August 2015, and even less so of
the negotiations underway from mid-September 20ith @ompany P, since Mr H, Mr | and Mr J,
the outgoing investors, had clearly indicated thigitention to cease collaborating in the
development of project T, without worrying aboug ttonditions for its possible continuation.

109. In addition, and in any event, Mr H, Mr | ad J fail to establish their loss, which could only
be a loss of opportunity, in view of, firstly, theitrategy, which is totally contrary to that of Mr
and Mr L and which consists not in investing buteducing operating costs, their lack of interest
in investing more or looking for new investors &vdlop project T, and the uncertainty that existed
on the day the MoU was signed on December 10, 264 % whether company P would actually
take a stake in the capital of company M, while thue diligence operations had not yet been
undertaken. In addition, this investment was mddberisk of company P without any guarantee
of success, and there was uncertainty at thatatate whether company P would exercise its call
option provided for in the MoU of December 15, 2015

110. Therefore, the judgment under review will ppraved on this ground.

111. Finally, Mssrs. H, | et J fail to establiskeithnon-pecuniary damage, which they will be
dismissed, the judgment being upheld on this point.

Concerning the claim by Mr Y and company Z for abug of procedure

112. H, I and J claim for the upholding of the jodent which dismissed Mr Y and company Z,
who were in default on the appeal, from their clééamdamages for abuse of procedure.

Thereupon,
113. Pursuant to Article 472 of the Code of Civib&edure, if the defendant does not appear, a

decision shall nevertheless be taken on the mérits. court shall admit the claim only to the
extent that it considers it lawful, admissible avell-founded.



114. The exercise of legal action is in principleght and only degenerates into an abuse that may
give rise to damages in the event of a fault thay engage the civil liability of its author.

115. In this case, it has not been establishedhat way Mr Y and company Z have suffered any
damage other than that incurred as a result ofdbts expended for their defence.

116. The judgment shall be uphold on this ground.
Concerning the application of Article 700 of the Cde of Civil Procedure

117. The issue of costs and procedural compensatsnproperly ruled upon by the commercial
court.

118. On appeal, equity requires that Messrs Hdlamwho have lost, be ordered in solidum to pay

to companies M, N and O the sum of 2,000 euros aadho Messrs K, L and company P the sum
of 5,000 euros each in respect of the irreducibktscof appeal.

V-ON THESE GROUNDS, THE COUR HEREBY:

1- Confirms the judgment of June 21, 2019 of thesP@ommercial Court except insofar as it
dismissed the pleas of inadmissibility of K, L, quemies D and E, O, N, M, P SA, Mr Y and
company Z

Ruling again on this point,

2- Finds inadmissible the claims of H, | and Jtfeg nullity of the deed of transfer of the shares i
company M by company R on December 18, 2015, asaseheir claim for the judicial allocation
of 50% of the shares in company M and for the camgeof a general meeting for this purpose.

Adding to that,

3- Orders H, | and J in solidum to pay to compaMe® and O the sum of EUR 2,000 each and to
K and L and to company P the sum of EUR 5,000 @aelpplication of Article 700 of the Code of
Civil Procedure for the appeal;

3- Orders H, I and J in solidum to pay the costtheffirst instance and of the appeal, which shall
be recovered by the attorney C, pursuant to thgigoms of Article 699 of the Code of Civil
Procedure.

The Court clerk The President
Clémentine GLEMET Fabienne SCHALLER



