Gf.-brg_e Wolfe Attorneys . / [’_ L

7A The Avenue

Orchards 2192

Telephone: +27 {11) 728-3110
Telefax: +27 {11) 728-4506 - POSTAL ADDRESS
Docex 1, Norwood . ' T P.O.Box 95755
e-mail; gwolfeaﬁ@mweb.co.za ' ' Grant Park 2051

10 June 2008

OurRef:  MrWolfe/lc/L215
Your Ref: Mr S Itzikowitz/im

ltzikowitz Attorneys:

TELEFAX NO: 483-1446
Dear Sir

PANOS GEORGE PIERIDES
SECTION 181(1) REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEETING

1. We refer to your letter dated 8 June 2008 and to your letter dated 9 June 2008
. received at 0:57 this moming.

2. The directors of La Lucia-Sands Share Block Limited were obliged to consider the
requisition lodged by Mr Pierides on 22 May 2008 within the fourteen day period
} stipulated in section 181 {1) of the Companies Act. The directors did so, basing their
decision on the requisition as it existed when lodged. You will recall that your
client's attitude to our request to address cerfain anomalies in the requisitions (sent
fo you in the letter of 30 May 2008} was summarily o dismiss the directors’ concerns
and to threaten not merely “to proceed to call such meeting without any delay” but
also to “invoke the criminal sancfion provisions of section 181 (6) of the Comparies

Act 81 of 1973 against the directors. : '

3. The directors have considered your demand to convene a meeting before 13 June
2008. However they are unable to accede fo your request. The reasons are the
following: having made their decision timeously on Thursday, 5 June 2008, duly and
properly in accordance with law, the directors do not have any statutory power to
change their decision nor to determine, after the fact, that an invalid requisition can
be deemed fo be valid as demanded in the last paragraph of your letter of 8 June
"2008. In effect, the Board is “funcius officio™ with regard to the requisition of 22 May
2008.

R

George Wolfe Grant. 5. Fitchett {Consultant)
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4. In the circumstances, as stated in paragraph 7 of our letter dated 2 June 2008, any
attempt to convene a meeting based on the invalid requisition of 22 May 2008
lodged by Pierides or while the decision of Mr Justice Nicholson in case number
1812/2007 is pending in the High Court, will be met with an urgent application for an
interim interdict: likewise any attempt to circumvent the Order of Mr Justice Hugo in
case number 1%/2002.

2. As stated before, i is inappropriate at this stage to deal with the rest of your client's
allegations, save to point out that we reject your client’s contentions, allegations and
claims.

B. Nothing in your letter deals with the core central issue at stake throughout: the Club
Leisure Group seeks to take control of La Lucia Sands Share 8lock Ltd as a prime
resort location and to settle the case set down for frial on 26 to 28 November 2008
(case number 19/2002). The latter case will determine the locus standi in judicio of,
inter afia, Flexi Holiday Club, which, according to the affidavit of Alex Bosch in the
matter before His Lordship Mr Justice Nicholson {case number 18122007} is "one of
the most important entities . . . within the Club Leisure Group®.

7. Finally, since Mr Pierides has persistently and vexatiously threatened to convene a
general meeting notwithstanding that the requisition lodged on 22 May 2008 is
invalid, we demand a written undertaking from your client to the effect that he will
desist from convening or attempting to convene any meeting, the business of which
shall be to consider the removal of the directors of La Lucia, and that he will desist
from relying on the requisition notice of 22 May 2008. -

8. We regret that if our client does not receive such an undertaking in writing by no
" later than close of business on Friday, 13 June 2008, we shall be obliged to-
approach the High Court of the Durban and Coast Local Division on a semi-urgent
basis for an interim interdict against the requisition of such a meeting pending the
outcome of the trial on Jocus standi and the decision by Nicholson J in the Batstone .
and Croswell matter. In the event that litigation on the requisition gngues, our client, . = .
will alsc seek declaratory and further refief.

9. May we request you also to bring this letter to the attention of the Club-Leisure
Group lawyers, whose drafting skills and clarity of expression, witnessed in your
letter of 8 June 2008 currently under reply, are much appreciated. In particular your
precipitous decision in your letter of 9 June 2008 needs to be reconsidered in the

light of the contents of thrs letter.

Yours faithfully

| GEORGE WOLFE

George Wolfe Graat S. Fitchett (Consultant)
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ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS

153 Louis Botha Avenue ' P 0 Box 45520
Orange Grove, Johannesburg ' Orange Grove 2119
Gauteng South Africa
2i92 Tel: (D11) 43_3-1153;’4."5

P (011) 483-14d6

emall;
, DX 438 Joharnesburg
Your Ref: Mr Wolfe/lc/L215 Our Reft Mr S [tzikowitz/Im ~ Date: 10 June 2008

George Wolfe Attorneys

\ Telefax: @11) 728-4506

= oo - . e

Dear Sir

RE: PANOS GEORGE PIERIDES / SECTION 181(1) REQUISITION FOR A
GENERAL MEETING '

We refer to your letter dated 10® June 2008, the conteats whereof having heeﬁnqted.

We have further, once again, consulted with our client Mr Geoxge Pierides who instructs that,
once agzin notwithstanding your protestations, he will most definitely be proceeding pursuant
toou.rpnurmrrespondcnccwnh}*omself and in particular relating to the contents of our
letters to you dated the 6 June and the 9* June 2008 respectively.

You will also note H:at our client's position has been very clearly and suctinctly set out and
stated in our prior correspondence to yourself, and at this juncture our client feels no need to
deal in any greater detail herewith, save to state’once again, that the sharcholders have spoken,

" and that any further attempted applications brought by yourselves is baseless, ﬁwolous and
unfounded and will be dealt wrm and opposed by our client accordingly.

Our client is also most pcttu.rbed that, to date, you have not yet replied 1o his request that you
immedigtely withdraw as attorney of record, which has been dealt with in detail in prior
correspondence and, as previously described, our client has proceeded accordingly.

We reiterate our client’s instructions that he is accordingly calling the meeting.

Please note once again that what has been hereinbefore mentioned is not exhaustive of our
client’s contentions, your client’s conduct and what has transpired in this marter and our -

L0,
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client’s failure to deal in any greater detail herewith cannot be construed, either expressly or
impliedly as a waiver 10 do so at a later date and in the appropriate forum when this becomes

Our client’s rights are strictly reserved in all respects.

Yours faithfully

ITZIKOWITZ ATTORNEYS
Per: Steve Itzikowitz

M
_JQ.@
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ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS
153 Louis Botha Avenue . P O Bax 46520
Orange Grové, Johannesburg Orange Grove 2119
Gaweng : South Africa
2192 Tol: (011) 483-1753/4/5
: : Fax: (011) 433-1446

email:

DX 468 Johannesburg
Your Ref: Our Ref: Mr § Irzikowitzlm  Date: 9™ June 2008

Attorney George Woife
Telefax: (011) 728 4506

Dear Sir

RE: GEORGE PIERIDES / LA LUCIA SANDS SHAREBLOCK LIMITED
SECTION 181 (1} - REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEETING

Further to our letter dated 9 June 2008 we are instructed by our client that ke has
since discussed the aforementioned with fellow shareliolders who submitted
- requisitions for the general meeting. Although they are disappointed at your
clients contrived efforts fo avoid a gemeral meeting of shareholders in order to
alow the shareholders to have their say, they have resolved to lodge a fresh
requisition for a general meeting. This will be lodged at the r:g:stered office of the
company within the next few days.

Our client reserves for himself  in toto” whatever rights he might have.

Yours faithfolly

ITZIKOWITZ ATTORNEYS
Per: Steve Izikowitz \/\

(0,
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George Wolfe Attorneys

(5]

7A The Avenue

Orchards 2192 -

Telefax: +27 {11) 728-4506

POSTAL ADDRESS
Docex 1, Norwood : P.O.Box 85755
e-mall: gwolfeatt@mweb.co.za : : Grant Park 2051

11 June 2008

Our Ref: Mr G Wolfe/pmw/L215
Your Ref: Mr S Tizikowitz/lm

 Itzikowitz Attorneys
Telefax : 011-483-1446

Dear Sirs

PANGS GEORGE PIERIDES: SECTION 181(1})
REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEETING

1.

2.

Since Monday 9 June 2008 we have received three letters from you.

The first letter, dated9 June 2008, was received at our offices by facsimile at 0:57,
in the early hours of Tuesday morning, 10 June 2008. This facsimile indicates Mr
Picrides’ intention to convene the General Meeting.

The second letter, dated 10 June 2008, was received at our offices at 13:53 on
Tuesday afternoon 10 June 2008. [k confirms Mr Pierides’ mtentmn to convene
the General Meeting. :

The third letter, dated 9 June 2008, was recewed at our offices at 19:03 on
Tuesday evening 1( June 2008. In this letter, Mr Pierides seems to indicate that
he will no longer convene the General Meeting in respect of the requisitions
lodged on 22 May 2-3{)8.

We are confused by the date that appears on the third letter. We assume your
third letter should have borne the date 10 June 2008.

In any event, we reiterate the demand set out in paragraphs 7 and § of our letter to
vou dated 10 June 2008.

Yours faithfully \V\
f# GEORGE WOLFE . , ‘()_ {R‘,

George Wolfe  Grant. S. Fitchett (Consuitant)

Telephone; +27 (11) 728-3110
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ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS

153 Louis Botha Avenue P O Box 46520
Orange Grove, Johannesburg Orange Grove 2119
Gauteng South Africa
2192 Tl: (011) 483-1753/4/5

Fax: {011) 483-1446 :

email; g-coopss (@mweb.co.za

_ DX 458 Johanpesburg

Your Ref: Our Ref: Mr S Itzikowitzlm  Date: 11™ May 2008
Attorney George Wolfe

Telefax: (011) 728 4506

Dear Sir -
RE: GEORGE PIERIDES / LA LUCIA SANDS SI-IAREBLOCK LIMITED

We refer io }ruur Ietter dated 11 June 2008 and refer you to the conients of our letters
- of the 9* and 10° June 2008 where in one letter it read the 9° June 2008 (sic) but
should have read 10" June 2008.

Our strict instructions from: our client is that no undertaking will be forthcoming
parsuant to paragraphs 7 and 8 of your letter to the writer dated 10? Junc 2008,
also our client will not accede to any demands whatsoever -and our client is
proceeding( where relevant) as described and discussed in all prier
corraspondence to yourself, and ,in particular , pursuant to our letter to you
dated 9% June 2008 {sic) (10" June 2008.) :

Further, our client is once again placing on recnrd, that despite repeated requests and
demands, you are still flagrangly avoiding to dea! with the very important and
pertinent issnes which you have been asked to deal with in much of the prior
correspondence, that of which you are we well aware of but choose to igmore.

Our client reserves for himself * in toto” whatever rights he might have,

Yours fajthfully ' . ' /(

TR T | 01:07 8907 307 I



ITZIKOWITZ ATTORNEYS
Per: Steve lt:.ikuwi_tz
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George Wolfe Attorneys

5L

- TA The Avenue

Orchards 2192

Telephone: +27 (11} 728-3110

Telefax: +27 {11) 7284506 , POSTAL ADDRESS
Docex {, Norwood ' : P.O.Box 85755
e-mail; gwolfaatt@mweb £0.Za Grant Park 2051

25 June 2008

Our Ref: Mr G Wolfe/pmw/L215
Your Ref: Mr S ltrmkowitz/lm

Itzikowitz Attorney
Telefax : 011-483-1446

Dear Sir

PANOS GEORGE PIERIDES: 17 JUNE 2008
SECTION 181(1) REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEET]NG

L.

On Tuesday 17 June 2008 your client, Mr Panos George Pierides, lodged a
‘Requisition by members of La Lucia Sands Share Block Limited (Reglstranon
number 1974/001166/06) for the convening of a general meeting of the company” at
the registered office of our client, La Lucia Sands Share Block Lid. This is the second
time Mr Pierides has lodged a requisition to convene a meeting. (The first requisition
was lodged on 22 May 2008 and found to be invalid by the directors on 5 June 2008.)

Attached to the lefter dated 17 Jume 2008 explaining the requisition were the
following documents: '

a a two page “Requisition Summary’;

b a ‘Report to Sharcholders’ dated April 2008; and,

c various requisitions corresponding to the list of shareholders in the Requisition

Summary;

being in all a total of 152 pages of documents.

Section 181 of the Companies Act 61 of 1973 requires the directors of our client to
convene a meeting within fourteen days of the lodging of the requisition. As such the
law requires that the directors must act on or before close of business on Tuesday, 1
Tuly 2008. Naturally the directors can only act upon receipt of a valid requisition.

Le

George Wolfe Grant. S. Fitchett (Consuitant)
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4. Since only 53 members purport to requisition the meeting, the directors are obliged to
consider the requisition in terms of section 181(1)a) relating to one twentieth of the
capital (having voting rights). The directors are also obliged to consider the claims of
members to requisition a meeting on the basis of the share register as at the date of
lodging the second requisition, in casw, 17 June 2008 and in relation to the total
numbey of shares, being 1920

5. In essence, it is the duty of the directors to make sure that the requisition has the
support of at least 96 shares validly held and validly claimed by the requisitionists. If
the directors convene a meeting, and it transpires that in doing so they acted
negligently by failing to ascertain the accuracy and validity of the requisifionists’
claims, the directors may be liable not merely for the costs of the meeting but also
liable to innocent sharcholders aggrieved by an unnecessary or wrongly convened
meeting.

6. In their deliberation and consideration of the requisitions lodged in the second
requisition on 17 June 2008, the directors have found numerous anomalies. The
nature of these anomalies seems more serious than the anomalies we pointed cut to
you on 30 May 2008 in respect of the first requisition. Accordingly the directors have
requested us respectfully to clarify these anomalies with your client.

7. The request is both general in nature and specific with regard to certain details,

GENERAL MATTERS

8. Seventy-six percent of the 344 votes claimed in the second requisition are from the
Club Leisure Group clubs and their known supporters. This raises the question of
whether the requisition is #itra vires the members’ powers under section 181 of the
Companies Act, that is, whether the requisitionists purport to exercise their powers for

. some purpose other than the legitimate protection or enforcement of their rights as
members. In effect this raises the question of the bong fides of the reqmsnmmsts

g. In this regard the directors’ concerns are the following: first, do the clubs in the Club
Leisure Group (like Flexi Holiday Club and the others referred to below) have locus
smndz to make the reguisitions? ,

10. = The reason for the first question relates to the Order of Court made by His Lordship
Mr Justice Hugo on 28 August 2006 in DCLD case 19/2002, a copy of which is
annexed hereto for your client’s consideration. The matfer has been set down for trial
on Wednesday, 26 November to Friday, 28 November 2008. In other words, are Flexi
Holiday Club and its trustees, Messrs Stuart Lamont and Nicholas Ridl, not in
contempt of the aforesaid Court Order? Furthermore, it is well known that Mr Stuart
Lamont is also a director of Trafalgar Holiday Resorts (Pty) Ltd and a trustee (like Mr
Ridl) of Trafalgar Holiday Resorts. As such the Clubs’ interests predominate in this
requisition. Hence, is the requisition in the interests of the members?

L
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11.  Secomd, is it wise to attempt to convene a peneral meeting while the issue of the
Annual General Meeting of June 2006 is still to be determined by His Lordship Mr
Justice Nichclson in the Batstone and Croswell v La Lucia Sands Share Black
Limited matter, case number 1812/2007, heard on 29 February 20087

12. In this regard, the second requisition seems to us to be merely another aspect of the
Batstone and Croswell fronting for the Clubs in the Club Leisure Group. We note that
Croswell’s requisition is now at number 5 and that Batstone, correctly, has not
submitted a requisition.  She is no longer a member.

13.  Third, we do not believe that it is proper and valid in law to accept requisitions
signed in respect of the first requisition of 22 May 2008 (which requisition has not
been formally withdrawn) for the second requisition of 17 June 2008 without having
or requiring the original requisitionists to requisition de nove and the new .
requisitionists to requisition properly now.

SPECIFIC MATTERS

14.  In addition to the general matters, may it please your client to consider the fo]lomng
specific anomalies and to reply to the questions set out below.

ARROWWOOD INTERNATIONAL (PTY) LTD: REQUISITION 2

15, Asat 17 June 2008 La Lucia Sands Share Block Lid had no shareholder by the name
~of Arrowwood International (Pty) Ltd. Furthermore, of the forty shares claimed in the
requisition, seven of the shares are registered in the names of other shareholders,
being numbers {}4{]4 2304, 3412, 3033, 1234, 3034, and 1737.

16.  La Lucia has 55 shares registered in the name of Armwwoud I[nternational. However
_the requjsition is not claimed under this entity. Morecver, the resolution signed by Mr_
Adrian Gustav Watkin-Jones grants Power of Attorney to Anthony Nicholas Ridl and
Stuart John Lamont to sign all documentation to give effect to the transfer of shares.
No power is accorded to sign a requisition. Could Mr Pierides please clarify these
anomalies?

D’AMOTO G: REQUISITION 8

17.  Asat 17 June 2008 La Lucia Sands Share Block Ltd had no sharcholder by the name
of G D’ Amoto. Could Mr Pierides please clarify this anomaly?

FLEXI HOLIDAY CLUB: REQUISITION 19

18.  As at 17 June 2008 Flexi Holiday Club held twenty (20) shares in La Lucia Sands
Share Block Limited. Can Mr Pierides explain why sixiy-six {66) shares are claimed
in the second requisition? The reasons for the ciuectors concerns about this anomaly

are the following.

(€.



19. In our letter to you dated 30 May 2008 {concerning the first requisition) we pointed
out that Flexi Holiday Club held twenty (20) shares. Yet you will recall that in the
first requisition Flexi Club claimed 95 shares. Now, not a month later, in the second
requisition 66 shares are claimed. Neither claim accords with the register and nor are

the claims consistent as between the first requisition and the second: hence the
anomaly to be clarified.

4

20. More pertinently, some of the shares listed in the requisition relate to shares La Lucia
repossessed in mid 2001. The repossession and sale of those shares led to Flexi
Holiday Club suing La Lucia in the Durban and Coast Local Division under case
number 19/2002. This is the matter referred to above in respect of which Mr Justice
Hugo has ordered the locus standi in judicio of Flexi Holiday Club to trial.

21 The resolution in favour of Shaun Errol Lamont is dated 8 November 2007 and signed
by the trustees S J Lamont and A N Ridl. Is the resolution not out of date, having
been signed more than six months before the requisition?

MAGIC BREAKAWAYS VACATION CLUB: REQUISITION 25

22.  Inour letter to you dated 5 June 2008 (concerning the notice that the first requisition
was invalid) we pointed out that Magic Breakaways Vacation Club he!d thirty-seven
{37) shares. We note that only three shares are claimed. However, two of these shares
are in the names of other shareholders: the numbers are 6619 and 2020.

23.  Furthermore, the resclution in favour of Shaun Errol Lamont is dated 15 March 2007.
Is the resolution not out of date, having been signed more than six months before the
requisition? ' - : '

MULTI RESORTS OWNERSHIP PROPERTY TRUST: REQUISITION 33

24, _ . We note that.rmeut},r-six shares are claimed. Huwevér, one. of these shares is in the
' name of another shareholder: the number is 3933.

25.  The resolution in favour of Shaun Errol Lamont is dated 25 January 2007 and signed
by the trustees S J Lamont and A N Ridl. s the resolution not out of date, having
been signed more than six months before the requisition?

Premier Vacation Club: requisition 42

26.  Asat 17 June 2008 La Lucia Sands Share Block Lid had no shareholder by the name
of Premier Vacation Club. We pointed this out to you in the letter of 30 May.

27. Can Mr Pierides explain why this club is listed at requisition 42, why sixty-three {63)
shares are claimed in the requisition, by whom the requisition has been signed and
under what authority? (We point out that the attached resolutions concerning Magic
Breakaways and Premier Vacation Club do not make sense. Both also appear to be

ot of date )}

K.
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TRAFALGAR HOLIDAY RESORTS (PTY) LTD: REQUISITION 49

28.

29,

As at 17 June 2008 La Lucia Sands Share Block Ltd had no shareholder by the name
of Trafalgar Holiday Resoris (Pty) Ltd. La Lucia has three shares registered in the
rame of the ¢lub called Trafalgar Holiday Resorts, the second plaintiff in case number
19/2002 referred to above. (Trafalgar Holiday Resorts (Pty) L4d is the third plaintiff.)

Trafalgar Holiday Resonts (Pty) Ltd has, in addition to the three shares in the name of
the club, claimed eight shares that are in the name of other shareholders. The
numbers are 3217, 0925, 3226, 2133, 0934, 2134, 2738 and 2739. Can Mr Pierides
address these anomalies? , -

DREAM VACATION CLUB: REQUISITION 9

30.

With regard to Dream Vacation Club the following anomalies need to be clarified:
firstly, by whom has the requisition been signed? Secondly, under what authority has
the person signed the requisition? Thirdly, a copy of the resolution permitting the
signatory to sign is required.

Phoenician Golf Club: requisition 41

31

With regard to Phoenician Golf Club the following anomalies need to be clarified:
firstly, by whom has the requisition been signed? Secondly, under what authority has
the person signed the requisition? Thirdly, a copy of the resolution permitting the
signatory to sign is required.

LEISURE HOLIDAY CLUB: REQUISITION 23

32,

With regard to Leisure Holiday Club the following anomalies need to be clarified:
firstly, under what authority has Mr Fernandes signed the requisition? Secondly, a

copy of the resolution permitting the signatory.to.sign isrequired. .. - . S —_—

HANMAG 32 (EDMS) BPK: REQUISITION 17

33

With regard to Hanmag 32 (Fdms) Bpk the following anomaly needs to be clarified:
the authority of the signatory or a company resolution supporting the requisition needs
to be supplied. _

MICHAELMORE AND NAPIER: REQUISITION 32

34,

With regard fo requisition 32, oniy one SEgnatilre"appears. Michaelmore has not
signed the requisition. Can Mr Pierides explain on what basis the directors must take
this requisition into account? : B

G PIERIDES: REQUISITION 36

35.

As at 17 June 2008 Ms G Pierides had three (3) shares in her own name in La Lucia
Sands Share Biock Limited. Can Mr Pierides explain why four (4) shares are claimed
in the requisition? : )

T
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36.  We would appreciate your client’s comments in regard to the above matters. The
Board of Directors will take your client’s comments into account before making a
final decision concerning the second requisition.

CONCLUSION

37.  In any event, we undertake to infbrm your client on Tuesday, 1 July 2008, in writing
of the directors” decision on the validity of the second requisition.

38.  Finally please note that if your client does not reply to this letter with satisfactory
answers to the questions raised and anomalies pointed out above by noor on Tuesday,
1 July 2008, our client will be obliged to regard the second requisition also as invalid

Yours faithfully

ﬁ GEORGE WOLFE
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FROM : GRLMEL [NGH ATTORNEYS FAX MD. : @31 2667755 Qet. 280 2826 ©E:16AM P2

CASENO19\2002
INV‘I‘[-IE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA

DURBAN AND COAST LOCAL DIVISION

BEFORE THE HONOURABLE MR JUSTICE HUGO

AT DURBAN ON 28 Auéusr 2006 |

Iﬁ the matter betweern:

LaLUCIA SANDS SHARE BLOCK LIMITED mucamxnﬁmm
AND

FLEXI HOLIDAY CLUB 1T I?ESPONDENT\PLA.&H’[FF

IRAFALGAR HOLIDAY RESORTS 8P  RESPONDENT,PLAINTIFR

TRAFALGAR HOLIDAY RESORTS |
[PTY]LTD , 3 RESPONDENT\PLAINTIFF
STAR VACATION CLUS 4™ RESPONDENT\PLAINTIFF

UPON the Motion of Counsel for the Applicant 2nd upon reading the
NOTICE OF MOTION and the other documents filed of record

IT IS ORDERED
"1+ That the question of the focus standy in judicio of the First, Second and
Fourth Respondents be determined separately and be dispased of anse

0
£e



FROM ¢ GRUNDLIMNGH RTTORMEYS FRx MO

I B3 2BBTIIS

omnia having regard lnrﬂ-lepzu_visinns of sections 30 and 31 of the
Companies Act 6} of 1973;

That with regard to the application of the provisions of section 310 and 31
of the Companies Act, the following specific issues be determined: at the
time of their formation as clubs or associefions or at any material tirae

thereafter:

6]

Det. 26 2006 06:16R1 P3

2.1 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respordents consisted of consist -

of more than 20 persons;

2.2 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respondents had or have zs
purpose the carrying on of business that has for ifs object the
scquisition of gﬁn by the said clubs or associations or by the
individual members theteof; - '

2.5 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respondents were registered in
terms of the Companies Act 61 of 1973; :

2.4 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respondents were formed in
pursuance of some other law: .

2.5 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respondents were farmed in

) pﬁrsumme of Letters Pau:n: MM Charter before 31 May 1962;

2.6 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respendents exist solely of

pecsons who are members of a designated profession as contemplated
in section 30 of the Comnpanies Act;

2.7 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respandents have any legal

existence and consequently have local standi in Judicio to pursue the
main action;

2.8 whether the First, Second and Fourth Respondents have any members

recognised by law as such; and sccordingly

1D whether the T, Sevonad and Purizth Respondents have sy members

with local standt in judicio to pu:sue the main action,

That all further proceedings in the main sction be stayed until the question

of the Jocus stemdi in judicio of the First, Second and Fourth
bas been determined and disposed of by way of 2 trial hearing;
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4 That paragraph 3 is to be read subject to existing arders of this division.
5 That the costs are reserved.

BYO

COURT-.

-
-
-—

ACT ASST REGISTRAR *
HORNBY SMYLY GLAVQVIC I
<o DOCEX
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George Wolfe Attorneys / 63

7A The Avenue

Qrchards 2192

Telephone: +27 {11} 728-3110

Telefax: +27 {11) 728-4506 . ' POSTAL ADDRESS
Docex 1, Morwood , - . PO.Box 85755
e-mail: gwolfaatt@pweb.co.za Grant Park 2051

27 Iune 2008

- Gur Ref: Mr G Wolfefle/L213
Your Ref : Mr. Iizikowitz

itzikowitz Attorneys
Fax: (011) 483 1446

Dear Sir,

Re: Panos George Pierides: 17 June 2008
Section 181{1) requisition for a general meeting

1. On Thursday 26 June 2008 your ciient, Mr Panos George Pierides, sent three
messages by way of short message system to the shareholders of La Lucia Sands
Share Block Ltd. Copies of the messages (downloaded and transcribed from
shareholders’ mobile phones) are annexed hereto marked “A”, “B” and *C”.

2 Why is your client doing this? Mr Pierides must surely realise that to advise
shareholders not to pay their fevies is detrimental to their interests. As for the other
accusations, your client is aware that when he was a director of La Lucia Sands not
only did he vote in favour of the remuneration for the chairman but he also proposed
and supported the sabbatical in the United States of America. In this regard we
remind vour client of paragraph 2 of his Partlculars of Claim in the defamation matter
against Collins. -

3 More senously, af approximately 19h29 on Thursday evening 26 June, Pierides .
telephoned Patrick Collins and threatened him saying “T think you heard what
happened to Manthey yesterday when I chaltenged hiim to a duel‘? You fucking
pervert, bring vour team, I will fuck vou up™.

4. When Collins disconnected the call Pierides sent another sms. A copy of the text of -

this latter sms is annexed hereto marked “D”. We believe this sms was sent only to
Collins and not to the shareholders generally. Are we correct in this assumption?

George Wolfe  Grant. 8. Fitchett {Consultant} ,L QZ



- 5 Nevertheless, the content of Annexure [ is indeed alarming. [t makes sense of two
events which previously we considered to be bizarre and inconsequential. The first
event occurred at the time your client lodged the first requisition on 22 May 2008, He
also delivered a tube of some sort of body lotion, which he gave to Mrs Parker *for Mr
Collins’. At a subsequent meeting with Mrs Parker he delivered a bottle of Vaseline,
again “for Mr Collins’.

4. No matter the dispute between the parties, we fail to understand why your client is

behaving so badly. In the circumstances, we also fail to understand how your client

" can c¢laim to be worthy of a directorship of ‘any company, especially of La Lucia

Sands Share Block Lid. We respectfully request you to rein your client in. We

implore vou to explain to Mr Pierides the need to contest the issues at stake in an
orderly, honest and adult manner.

7. Finally, we do take your client’s threats seriously. Jt would be irresponsible of the
directors not to take action to prevent the threats of Pierides being carried out,
especially since the directors have been made aware of your client’s previous
conviction concerning public violence. It is correct that Mr Manthey was shocked
and terrified by your client’s challenge to a duel on Wednesday So too were the
witnesses, Messrs Bachelor and Molony.

8. In the circumstances, our client will be laying 2 charge of intimidation against Mr
Pierides during the week of 30 June. While the charge is being investigated and until
the charge has been duly prosecuted, we regrei that Mr Pierides will not be allowed
onto the premises of La Lucia Sands. We trust your client will understand the need of

our client to take these precautions.

9. Kindly acknowledge receipt of the letter.

ceMISG by
Hornby Smyly Glavovic Inc
Fax (031} 266 7790
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Annexure “A"

Do Mot Pay the R350 special Ievy as it merely enriches Collins and his cohoris. 1 am
personally funding this case whereas the board is still raping our shareholders® funds(so far
more than Rlm]. The judge will be ruling shortly in the AGM case. Pls attend the
shareholder’s meeting for your own benefit. One wonders why Collins is attempting to
prevent the shareholders meeting at all costs? Thanks. G Pierides. Tel:0827388727
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Annexure “B*

Further info: Collins your “Chairman” has been living in the USA 4 the past year & charging
us, shareholders in excess of R30K pm, Contrary to his suprious (sic) and banal allegations, it
is he & other board members that I have charged criminally. Your aftendance is vital. Further
maore evidence will be provided that he siole peak weeks from FlexiClub through a nominee
Mrs V Green. This matier has been set down in DBN Supreme Court. Tks G Pierides
0827388727

~ A
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Annexuare “C"

Further info 2 fellow shareholders. Collins will never challenge me 2 an open public debate
*AGM’. He is a coward, thief, pervert + woman abuser. He is aWalter MittY {sic). Collins
cannot pay back the monies i (sic) loaned him 4 his erectile disfunciion m edication! (sic)
Collins i chatlenge u 2 take the stand with your cabal! G Pierides



/635

Annexure ¥

Answer the phone you weasel — i aceept ur (sic) challenge do u want hand 2 hand or what —
the vaseline {sic) is 4 ur (séc) arse 2 heip u as v will b the woman inside scon happylandings
{sic) — bring henchmen + lets (sic) do it — u thief + pervert —



ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS
153 Louis Botha Avenue P O Box 46520
Orange Grove, Johannesburg Orange Grove 2119
Gauteng South Africa
21%2 ) Tel (011)483-1 753445
, Fax: (011) 483-1446

email: .CO.Z8

DX 488 Johannesburg
Your Ref: . Our Ref MrS Itzikowitzlm  Date: 29* June 2008
OWolfe
Aftorney George Wolfe

Telefax: (011) 728 4506

Dear Sir

RE: GEORGE PIERIDES / 17° June 2008
Section 181(1) requisition for a general mecting.

We refer to your letter dated 27* June 2008 and in respect of clause 8 of your letter
under reply we are instracted by our client that he will be entering onto the
premises of La Lucia Sands and will be utilising all his available timeshare. He
will be accompanied by his parents as well as overseas guests .

The balasce of your letter will be replied to by means of a follow up letter.

Our client reserves for himself  in toto” whatever rights he might have

Yours faithfully

ITZIKOWITZ ATTORNEYS
Per: Steve Itzikowitz

2
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0ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS

153 Louis Botha Avenue ' P O Box 46520
Orange Grove, Johannesburg Orange Grove 2119
Gauteng South Affica
2192 Tel; (011) 483-1753/4/5

Pax: {011) 483-1446

cmail; g-cooper Gmweb.co.23

DX 438 Johsnneshurg -
Your Ref: Our Ref: Mr S lizikowitz/lm  Date: 30 June 2008
George Wolfe Attorpeys .

Telefax: (011) 728-4506

Dear Six

RE: PANOS GEORGE PIERIDES - 17 JUNE 2008 / SECTION 181(1)
REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEETING

We refer to your telefax dated 25 June 2008.

We deny ﬂm the shareholde:s’ muismon for a general meeting is invalid.

We note the following:

Yoo

As you have correctly pointed out, in terms of section 181(1)(a) of the Companies
Act, 61 of 1973, the directors are obliged to call a general meeting if the requisition
is supparted by members holding, at the date of the lodging of the requisition, not
less than one-twentieth of the capital of the company as at the date of the lodgment
carries the right of voting at general meetings of the company. ,

In thc case of La Lucia Sands Shareblock Limited, a requisition must therefore be
suppoarted by shareholders holding not less than 96 shares.

The persons and entities that supported the mquisition bold a total of 344 shares.
Your client has raised issue with sharcholders holding 267 shares.

The requisitions of shareholders holding 77 shares have not been queried.

Your continued obsession with the Clubs and the demal of their rights-as

shareholders has no basis in law and is rejected with the contempt with which it
deserves.

i
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1,

Any attempt by you or your client to obstruct the lawful exercise by sharehalders of
their rights will be opposed.

We do not intend engaging in litigation by comespondence with you and reserve the
rights of the requisitionists and other shareholders to do so in due course and
oppose any application you may seck to bring.

With regard to the queries you have raised with respect to specific requisitions, we
do not intend dealing with each and every query as it is not possible 10 respond in
certain instances as shareholders have not been provided with a cogty of the share
register. However, we note the following:

2 Arrowwood International Pty) Ltd

As your client is very well aware, the correct name of Arrowwood Intemational

- is Anmowwood International (Pty) Ltd Shareholders do not compile the share
register. In the case of this company, your client has been purporting to
undertake this task. If there is an error, it is an error in your client’s records.
Furthermore, we carmot comment on the share register a3 your client has
declined to supply a copy thereof, notwithstanding its obligation to do so in
terms of the Companies Act, 61 of 1973. We note that your client accepts that
this entity holds 33 of the 40 shares claimed in the requisition.

b. Flexi Holiday Club
As noted above, you have refused to provide  copy of the share register and are
already involved in litigation with this member regarding your unlawful sale of
certain of their shares. Your continued reference to a trial and assumption of an
order in your favour thereat is rejected a being without any basis in law,
We note that you acknowledge that this shareholder is the owner of 20 shares.
c. Magicbreakaways Vacation Club

The shareholder is in possession of three share certificates. Your refusal to
provide the share register prevents a shareholder from checking the records.

We note that you acknowledge that one of these shares is ovmed by this entity.
d. Mulii Resorts Ovwnership Trust

We note that you have confirmed that this shareholder is the owner of 25
shares.

e. Phoenician Golf Club

3LLb o _ k‘%:u 8007 "unp ¢
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We note that you accept that this shareholder is the owner of eight shzrcs
Conﬁ:mnonofthes:mtorysnghttomgnhnsbeenpmmded.

f. G Pierides _
We note that you accept that this shareholder has at least three sheres.
9 Itiscléar therefore that shareholders holding far more than 96 shares have
r&qumtonedmumecung

We await your confirmation that the directors shall call thcmeeﬂng, failing which it shell be
called hy the requisitionists.

. Anyattemptbyyoutomterdmtshareholdersmﬂbeoppowdandmwﬂlwel:anord.erfor
costs against the directors concerned.

We also place on record that we are yet to receive any substannve mponsctummmsed
with you previously, including:

-a) you:clicnt’s failure to provide a copy of the share register;

b} Mr Wolfe’s continued involvement in this matter nom&m.udmg the cbvious
conflict of interest; '

"¢} Your client’ sfaﬁmemfumshowchmtmﬂnhevmﬁcnmmmesnfﬂ:edxmctors
meeting of the 19% Fubnmyiﬂﬂ&asrepeamdl}rr:quemdandmferredtompnor
comrespondence

Yours faithfully

ITZIROWITZ ATTORNEYS
Per: Steve [tzikowitz

Lp
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153 Louis Botha Avenue
Orange Grove, Johannesburg

Gaureag
212

Your Ref: Mr G Woife/c/L215

George Wolfe Attorneys
Telefax: (011) 728-4506

Dear Sir

ITZIKOWITZ
ATTORNEYS

P O Box 46520

Orange Grove 2119

South Afiica

Tel: (011) 483-17534/5

Pax: (011) 483-1446

email: g-copper @mweb,co.za
DX 488 Johsnesburg

Our Ref: Mr S Itzikowitz/lm  Date: 30 June 2008

RE: PANOS GEORGE PIERIDES - 17 JUNE 2008 / SECTION 181(1)
REQUISITION FOR A GENERAL MEETING

* We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated the 27™ June 2008, the contents whereof having

besn noted.

We have agzin consulted with our client Mr Ge-urge Pierides and are instrueted to reply thereto '

as follows:

l.  AdParagraphl

At the outset our client is once again absolutely insistent that by virtue of the fact
that you are acting on behaif of La Lucia Sands Share Block Ltd, Mr Dave -
Manthey, and Mr Patrick Collins and further, by virtee of the fact that you are a
shareholder and director of La Lucia Share Block Ltd, this i3 a flagrant conflict of
interest and our client once again immediately calls upor you to withdraw as
attorney of record relating to the aforementioned. In this regard our client is further
perturbed by the fact that in numerous prior correspendence between the writer and
yourself we have persistently called upon you to deal with the issue of your conflict
of interest in respect of the aforementioned and you bave intentionally and
continuously again side stepped the issue, for which our client, as we previously
stated has approached the Law Society relating thereto. If you are insistent upon
still acting on behalf of the aforementioned which clearly constitutes a condlict of
interest (as previously stated) please immediately advise our client thc basis upon

which you believe you are so entitled to act. 7 M
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2. Ad Paragraph 2

Our client categorically places on record that, at all matexial times, his character
has been continucusly attacked by yourselves, particularly by Patrick Collins, by
way of numerous defamatory letters being circulated to shareholders and, more
particularly posted onto the La Lucia Sands website, the latest defamatory attack on
our client sent by your Mr Collins on the 11™ June 2008, together with the levy
account for the second half of the year, wherein Collias requested a special levy of
R350.00 {Three Hundrad and Fifty Rand) for legal costs against our client, in order
1o try and prevent him from calling the shareholders general meeting, by way of an
interdict (as threatened by yourselves). In this regard our client is of the firm
opinion that it is disingenuous of yourselves to protest so vigourously and
* desperately in order to endeavour to prevent a sharcholders meeting from taking
place. Our client is absolutely confident that everything will be resolved at such
shareholders meeting and accordingly the sharcholders will have the opportunity at
such meeting to decide on the removal of the existing board ¢f directorsanda
reconstitution of a new board, should they so desire if not then 3o be it. We are
" inftriictad in'this regard to place on record that our client will abide fully by the
wishes of the shareholders at such meeting which is being convened by him.
Further, cur client again re-iterates that chairmen Collins actions are a last ditch
desperate attemp? to “cling 10 power” which is apparent is fast slipping away. Our
client states that chalrmen Collins well knows that the “end game™ wilt occur at
such shareholders meeting and accordingly he is trying everything in his power, to
preventtheupcoming shareholders meeting from taking place. Further , our client
is insistent that he will nevarbeapasswebymndera.udallnwthe present “status
quo"tomntmucumbat:d

Ay

Qur client denies that ke aclnsed sha:eholders not to pay their hmm. What our client did say is
that the shareholders must not pay the further additional special levy of R350.00 (Three
Hundred and Fifty Rand) which the present directors are endeavouring to use for legal fees
against our client. Notwithstanding thet La Lucia Sands had the audacity to send our client the
same account as well in order to mstitute legal proceedings againgt himself. This is ahsolmcly
absurd and hlzan'c

Qur client again places on record that he is still a director of La Lucia Sands and will continue
to act in his fiduciary capacity towards the corporation and the shareholders.

Our client vigourously denies that he voted in favour of remuneration for chairman Collins and
suppcrted 2 sabbatical to the United States of America.

3. Ad Paragraph 3 .

Save to state that the coatents contained herein are denied by our client our client
instructs that it was in fact your Mr Manthey that suggested that he would telephone

(LR
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