
BETWEE:-.l 

AND 

ROYAL COURT 

30th July, 1987 

Before: The Deputy Batl1ff and 

Jurats Le Boutd!Jer and Bonn 

R.J. Wllkinson Ltd 

A. Ch!lvers 

PLI\INT!FF 

DEFENDANT 

On the 21lth Apr!l, 1987, the Court, at the request of the defendant, 
placed on the pendmg ilst the actlon brought by the plamtJff agamst the 
defendant for payment of the sum of £2,27 5.17. 

On I he 5th June, 1937, the nme llm1ted by Rule 6/7{3) of the Royal 
Court Rules, 1982, as amended, for f!lmg an answer havmg exp1red, the Court, 
on the appiJcatJOn of the plamtiff by virtue of Rule 6/7(5) of the sa1d Rules, 
gave judgment m favour of the plamt1ff. 

On the 30th July, 1987, the Court, for the reasons set out m the 
judgment below, refused the applicatiOn of the defe~dant, under Rule 8/3 of the 
satd Rules, that the judgment of the 5th June, 1987, be set as1de. 

Advocate S.C.K. Pallot for the plamtiff 

Advocate B.A.C. Yandell for the defendant 

JUDGMENT 
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DEPLTY BAILIFF: The Court ar cepts the submiSSion of Mr Pallor. A judgment 

under Rule 6/7(5) of the Royal Court Rules, 19&2, (as amendec), IS nor a 

judgment by default, but a judgment on the ground that no answer has 

been filed, as stated m the Art of Court dated the 5th June, 1987. 

A judgment by default IS one where no appearance has heen 

entered; Rules 5/18 and 5/19 of the above Rules support that 

mterpretat Ion. 

The judgment 1n Spir'"'~v- Sp1ra (1939) 3 All ER 921l C.A., IS of 

persuasive authorny m the Circumstances of thiS case. 

/lccordmgly, the summons rs struck out; the defendant Will pay the 

taxed costs of the plamtlff. 

Aut!'ontyJreferred to IJ1.]udgment) 

Sp1ra -v- Sptra (1939) 3 All ER 924 C./\. 




