Business exam 
Question 1, a 
Fatima and gloria currently have no formal partnership in the form of a written contract and so are governed under the partnership Act 1890. It seems that both gloria and Fatima had agreed that they both were happy to make a profit doing something they enjoyed and so set up a business together in the form of a partnership, section 1 (1) of the PA 1890 defines a partnership as persons carrying on a business in common with a view to profit. Since the business has been doing well, they wish for a third person Helen to join the business. Helen would be joining a year into business and so it would be advisable to have a written partnership contract draw up this would then indicate on her entry to the partnership, her entitlement, and her liability to any occurred debts. If such agreement is not signed by all three partners, then the partnership will be governed by the PA 1890, section 24 of PA 1890 states that all partners share equally profits, management, and debts. 
Question 1, b 
Helen has been asked to formally join the business as a partner from 1st July 2022. Under s17 (1) a person who is admitted as a partner into an existing business does not become liable to creditors for anything done before they become a partner. However once Helen has formally signed the agreement or joined the business, she will become liable from that date. Although Fatima and gloria have said they are updating equipment from august 2022 with Helens details applied to it , if Helen agrees to her details to be on such equipment then she would be acting as a partner from august 22 this is called ‘hold themselves out’ meaning that if they lead third parties to believe that they are a partner. Under s14 of PA 1890  a person who is not a partner in a firm will not be liable for firms debts , but if a person holds themselves out as being a partner  or knowingly allows themselves to be held out as partner then they would be liable as if he was a partner from that time in Helens case it would be from august 2022.  It would be in Helens best interest to have clarification put into the written contract on where she would stand here. 
Question 1, c 
Under section 17 (1) Helen would not be liable for any debts in the business before becoming a partner, however she could be liable for debts that occur once her name is attached to the business which could be august twenty-two as Fatima and gloria would like her on the updated equipment. To protect herself from this it would be suggested to have the formal written agreement signed and stated clearly in there that Helen is only liable for debts from the formal date they had agreed on September 2022. 

Question 2 
Bill and josies name that they have chosen is Swansea classic cars co -operative. based on them planning to open their business on a private limited company basis there are rules that need to be followed regarding the name. firstly, it would need to have limited or LTD visible in the name. it cannot be offensive and cannot have any known association with the government or local authorities this is stated in section 1193 of companies act 2006, based on this legislation bill and josie would not be able to have the word Swansea in the name unless they were granted permission to do so. If the word co was in the name as bill and josie has suggested, then it must comply with companies act 2006. 


Question 3, a 
The purchase of the new building was done so by a vote of 2 -1 as it seems however one of the directors in support of this business expansion was in a civil partnership with the vendor and so this could act as a conflict of interest , Under section 177 of the companies Act 2006 when a director has a personal interest in any proposed transition the company has entered or intends to enter into.  As part of section 175 of companies Act 2006 any liability for a conflict of interest lies induvial with each partner a not the company itself, failure to comply with these regulations is an extremely serious breach of director duties which could lead to criminal actions being taken. If a director was to identify a conflict of interest upfront, then they could protect themselves by seeking authorisation. Based on these findings Sonia could face criminal action against her for not declaring her civil partnership with Amelia.

Question 3, b 
Under section 168 of the companies Act 2006 the right is held that shareholders of a company can remove directors by resolution of a majority vote of above 50% this can be done at a general meeting. Section 168 also states that a director removed from office by ordinary resolution of members passed at a general meeting before there expiration of there period agreed and notwithstanding anything within any agreement between the director and company. based on Rhys wanting to remove carmen this could be possible be done by vote of the other members of the company by a 50% vote. 
  


