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[13] For all these reasons and at the conclusion of the heearn? before me, and in
each application, | issued an order in terms of dJraft order handed in by counsel for

|
the applicant, the terms of which are reflected in the order that now follows.
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[14] In the result | make the following order in each of the two ap)plications:

1. The rule nisi is confirmed and the respondent is placed under final winding-up.
2. The applicant’s costs, including all resewed costs and the costs of the counter

application shall be costs in the winding-up.
3. The respondent’s costs of opposition and of its counter application shall be

excluded from the costs of the winding-uﬁ.
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