
Between: 

And: 

Division; 

24th June, 1997 I 
Sir Peter Crill; KBE t Commissioner, a~d 

Jurats Le Ruez and 

Hambros Bank Ltd 

David Eves 

plaintiff 

DeEendant 

Application the Defendant fOI an Order the Interim injunction set out in the Plaintiff's Order 

01 Justice blcluglht before the Court on 27th SeiJlemb;er, 1 the Defendant inter alia 

from cO!lIa1clirlg the Plaintilf ill any way other than "''';U~I'' advisers and horn or 

'."'IOininn outSide the Plaintifi's or the conduct of the 

Plaintiff's business. 

Advocate T.J. Le Cocq for the plaintiff. 

The Defendant on his own behalf. 

JUDG~lENT 

THE COMMISSIONER: When the Court sat v,e >rere propos to deal with a 

summons, issued the defendant I a that the injunction 

the Court him from a number of 

in relation to Hambros Bank (Jersey) Ltd should be lifted. 

5 However, in the course of a short argument, Mr~ Eves asked for an 

ournrnen t of tha t ma t ter ~ It was to Mr. Eves that if 

the question of lifting the summons were onrnea, then the 

(motion would remain. 

10 Mr. Eves then addressed the Court and in the course of his 

address asked if the summons could be ourned but that some of 

the terms of the unction be varied~ rrhe Court that he 

could make that tion and the time wi thin which he 

would normally have, to notice to the aintiff of his 

15 for a variation~ 

a) 

20 

The immediate interim unction is in the terms: 

Ff ~ • ~ ~ vl11e ther his servan ts t o"r agen ts I in any 

manner whatsoever from tel contac or in any 

way communicating wit,h the Plainti its servants or 
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agents otJler than in ~Yri 

advisers Messrs. Ogiel- & Le 

res t~he Defendant from at 

the PlaintiEf)'s 1 

and 

at or 

the Bank or Dutsj.de the Bank or ac 

in 
in any 

manner il1hi ch or Laj ure the C'o.nduc t of 

the .Plaintiff/s business at the Bar..k or at an.y otJ1er 

of business which the Plain t,iff may use from time to time 

wi thin tlle j u.r isdi ction" n 

The three mat tars Mr ~ Eves asked us to deal '/.li th are these ~ 

First of all i we are asked to remove the words '/).'1i5 se.l-vants or 

agentsH and to remove the \'Jords I!Messrs~ er & La Masnrier N 

because, he said, the Bank"s adviser:::.> Messrs~ Le Gallais 

15 &: Luce may have some .i.nformation that he would like to obtain from 

them~ Mr$ 1,6 that the 'l.,qords Hl"-less.rs~ ar & Le 

Masurier ll could be removed and we so order~ 

On tha second pUL1'.L, as ~this servan ts or agen t 5" t Mr ~ 

20 Eves made the that he might meet an of the 

25 

30 

35 

Bank with ,,!hom ha lll.ight v1ish to talk. Hr. La out 

that it is sible to say whether, if such a person were 

stopped concerning the Bank"s business mayor may not 

be and it would also be very difficult to monitor. na 

did offer this that if Mr~ Eves were to inform 

him who it was he \vished to see and to! that person would be 

asked the Bank if were to see Mr. Eves and, if 

were 1 then Mr~ Eves would be informed~ 

The third mat tar which Hr. Evas wanted altered involved the 

words Hor 

were to go 

that could 
1l1oiter 

outside the Bank". He out that if he 

to the Post Office and crossed in front of the Bank 

be inte as a breach. We think that the word 

is probably a better than 

He also wanted the words Her at any otl1er of business 

which the PlainLiff may use from. time to time within the 

jurisdiction,r removed. As an example of why he wanted that 

removed, he said that sometime ago he had been at the HGrand 

40 Hotel H
, sitt in the public area wait for to talk 

to, when he was by a member of the Bank's staff and 

told to leave, because Ham.bros had objected to his presence, as 

were a seminar in the hotel~ The Court 

can well understand the of that sort, but it is to be 

45 noted that in (b) the words "or at any other of 

business which the plaintiff may use from time to t.ime within the 

j urJsdiction n are the earlier words pr even Fir ~ 

Eves from act 'fin any manner w.hich t or ura the 

orderly conduot of the p.laintiff's busi.ness at the Bank or at any 

50 other of business Ii ~ The mere presence of M.r ~ Eves somewhere 

outside the Bank's SeS {I am not of his in 

the street, but at other ses in whj.ch the bank is a 
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seminar or presentation) - would not, in itself, be a breach of 
the unction. That would a=ise if he took some action 

impede or i ure the orderly conduct of that 
Tt fo110\'75 that we see no reason these 

words should be removed from the unctioD,~ 

alterations that we are 
are that the words "MessI"s 

to 
er & Le 

IvJasur.ier u be ri3ffioved from 
be substituted for the word 

I and the word t!loi 
in (b) . 

There v.dl1 be no order for costs ~ 

No Authorities~ 




