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GENERAL COMMENTS

A slight increase in the overall result was observed in this session, as 43% of the examinees
secured passing marks compared to 40% in the previous session.

Below-average performance was noted in question numbers 5, 7, and 10, primarily due to the
examinees’ inability to apply relevant knowledge of the law to scenario-based questions. It is
strongly advised that when attempting such questions, examinees should first ascertain the core
issue(s), giving due attention to the specific requirements of each question, and then apply the
relevant provisions of law to address the identified issue.

QUESTION-WISE COMMON MISTAKES OBSERVED

Question 1

=  Performance in MCQs no. (i), (viii), and (xi) was below average.

=  Examinees selected multiple options instead of selecting one correct option, due to which
marks could not be awarded.

=  Examinees wrote the entire text of the selected option, whereas only mentioning the selected
option, such as (a), (b), (c), or (d), would have been sufficient.

Question 2

Examinees correctly described how an Ordinance is promulgated in Pakistan; however, they

failed to explain the effect of the Ordinance.

Question 3(a)

Examinees did not mention that the umpire shall have the power to correct in an award any
clerical mistake or error arising from any accidental slip or omission.
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Question 3(b)

Examinees were not able to identify the practices, such as unfair trading conditions, predatory
pricing, and price discrimination, as those that prevent, restrict, reduce, or distort competition in
a particular market through abuse of a dominant position.

Question 4(a)

Examinees correctly explained the principle of ‘holding out’; however, they did not state the
exception to this principle, which was a specific requirement of this part of the question.
Question 4(b)

Examinees did not mention that the endorsement must relate to the entire instrument and that
an endorsement for only a partial amount would be invalid.

Question 5(a)

Examinees were not able to establish that the proposal to install a manufacturing plant and
dehydrating machinery to further process NSA’s products into edible energy bars would be a
change in the nature of the partnership firm’s business; therefore, such a proposal cannot be
implemented due to Dawood’s rejection, as such a change requires the consent of all partners.
Question 5(b)

Examinees correctly identified the respective rights and liabilities of Farhan and Hina; however,

the limitations applicable to them, in light of their respective decisions, were not adequately
addressed.

Question 5(c)

Examinees did not discuss that subject to the partnership agreement, NSA would be required to
indemnify Ghaffar for any payments made or liabilities incurred by him in the ordinary and
proper conduct of NSA’s business.

Question 6(a)

Examinees did not mention that an agreement without consideration is considered a valid
contract when it constitutes a promise to compensate, wholly or in part, a person who has already
voluntarily done something for the promisor, or has done something which the promisor was
legally compellable to do.

Question 6(b)

Examinees correctly identified the rules regarding the performance of reciprocal promises;
however, instead of explaining them adequately, they mentioned only a few aspects, such as
simultaneous performance, order of performance, and preventing the promise, due to which full
marks could not be awarded.
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Question 6(c)
Examinees did not mention the following:

=  Misrepresentation includes causing, however, innocently, a party to an agreement to make
a mistake as to the substance of the thing which is the subject of the agreement.

= A party to a contract, whose consent was caused by misrepresentation, may insist that the
contract shall be performed and that he shall be put in the position in which he would have
been if the representations made had been true.

Question 7

Examinees did not discuss that, where it is established that the agreement was awarded based on
Ayesha’s personal involvement, then delegating the work to Dr. Yahya constituted a breach of
contract, and that in such a case, WAC would be entitled to treat the contract as rescinded and
to claim damages for any loss suffered due to the breach of contract.

Question §(a)

Examinees did not explain that if time was not of the essence in the contract, the customer would
be entitled to claim compensation from FT for the damages caused by the failure of the trucks to
arrive at the specified time.

Question 8(b)

Examinees did not identify that, in order to ensure that a valid delivery offer is made on FT’s
behalf, it is essential that the delivery offer is made to Farah and Sarah at an appropriate time
and place, providing them with a reasonable opportunity to verify the quantity and quality of the
dry ice being delivered under the contract.

Question §(c)

Examinees did not mention that if FT does not allocate the payment to a specific debt, the
payment would be applied to the outstanding debts in order of time, and where multiple debts
are found to have the same priority, the payment will be divided proportionally among them to
discharge those debts.

Question 9

Examinees did not discuss that, if CD had obtained ML’s consent through misrepresentation or
fraud, the contract would become voidable at ML’s option, and in such a case, ML may either
accept the machines manufactured in Italy or choose to insist on the delivery of machines
manufactured in Germany.

Question 10(a)

Examinees mentioned that RSE can hold PE liable for the recovery of Rs. 600,000 in total, which

was not correct since Zia did not make the contract on PE’s behalf when he promised to supply
100 ventilators to RSE on or before 31 August 2025.
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Question 10(b)
Examinees did not identify that the agreement to sell 100 cartons of surgical gloves to PT at
Rs. 10,000 per carton was a valid contingent contract. The examinees incorrectly concluded that

the contract became invalid when RSE agreed to give a discount of 10% on the selling price if
the Pakistani pavilion wins the best design award at the conclusion of the Expo.

Question 10(c)
Examinees failed to identify that DM’s statement was incorrect on both accounts, and that the
instrument to be issued by PH would be a foreign instrument which could be made payable either

jointly to RSE and DM, or alternatively to either of them.

(THE END)
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