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Abstract 
This paper gives a variety of different case briefs and the facts on what went ahead with the judgment. The case briefs have a comprehensive summary of the main points that were observed in the different cases. The case briefs are concise, condensed and give an outline of the case proceedings and the court opinion. The basic elements of the case briefs upheld the rule of law of the different court laws and their respective conclusions. 

















Legal aspects of business decisions
Case briefs 
Case 2-5 (The M/V Saiga Case (Merits)
	In this case, M/Saiga was an oil tanker that was using the Saint Vincent Flag and the Gernadines. The ship was plying the coast of guinea while supplying fuel for fishing vessels and other vessels operating on the coastal line. The case dated 27th October 1997 was as a result of M/V Saiga going beyond it boundaries which it was supposed to be operating on. It crossed to Guinean Island while it was supposed to operate in Guinea Bissau and this led to the master and crew being detained. Grenadines and Saint Vincent began with their proceedings in the international Tribunal and unfortunately the Guinean authorizes did not demand for any financial security for their release or any bond. Grenadines and Saint Vincent still wanted their cargo, crew, and vessel to be released immediately but unfortunately, no bond was provided in this matter (Schoenbaum, 2013)
	The Guinea on the other hand wanted the tribunal that was presented with this case to do away with the applicants’ demands. The Tribunal however, could not form the basis of the submission given that no financial security was allowed and the body was not posted about it, which was a requirement in the application according to article 292. The Tribunal seemed not possible to hold Grenadines and Saint Vincent as Guinea did not notify the detention as per article 73. The allegations by Grenadines and Saint Vincent took a new shape and Guinea was supposed to release M/V Saiga and the crew on bases of a financial security of $400000 (Schoenbaum, 2013)
	Case 7-2/ Case 3-1 (Japan –Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages)
In this case, European communities, Canada and U.S complained that were being exported to Japan were discriminated against by the Japanese liquor tax system. According to them, taxes were lowered on the “Shochu”than their exported goods such as spirits, whisky, and cognac. A joint board was formed to investigate about the matter at the DSB meeting dated 27 September 1995. On 30 October 1995 a panel was formed. The report of the joint board, that observed the Japanese assessment framework found to be conflicting with the GATT ArticleIII; 2, was presented to the members on 11 July 1996.
	On 8 August 1996, Japan documented on their interest. Appellate Body report was presented to the Members on 4 October 1996. According to Appellate Body’s Report showed that the panel’s conclusion indicated that the Japanese Liquor Tax Law was clashing with GATT Article III. In this case, they called upon the attention of the few ranges where the Panel had blundered in its legitimate thinking. The final report that was adjusted by the Appellate, which include the Appellate report and the board report, was received on 1 November 1996.
	On 24 December 1996, the U.S in based on Article 21(3)(c) of the DSU connected to the restriction of mediations to decide the sensible timeframe for the execution by the Japan of the proposals of the Appellate Body. However, the Arbitrator’s report was flowed to each member on 14th February 1997. In the case, the Arbitrator found that the time for use of the 15 months from the start of the reports ended on 1st February 1998. Japan modalities were acknowledged by complainants. (Washington, 2012).

Case 3-4 (Shell vs. R.W Sturge Ltd).
	The parties offended in this case include; Andrew C. Hauch III, West Shell, Jr., as well as Herbert A., Middendorff and the names recorded in the diversity jurisdiction against the Lloyd’s R.W. In this case the Society of Lloyd’s, Sturge LTD and Corporation of Lloyd’s which was not viewed as an insurance agency but a gathering of individuals teaming to subsidize the business order. The ward judgment permitted the Ohio District Court to apply the power to hear the case as per the names of the residents of Ohio against the respondent natives of England whose venture had infringed upon the Ohio Securities law. The issue, however, was expelled from the Hamilton County of common and reallocated to United States Magistrate. The judge of the United States Magistrate heard the proof presented to the court and all the proof, dissent, the civil argument as presented by the offended party. The judge ruled in favor of the defendant and therefore expelled the motion considering that the two parties were into an involved enforceable forum arrangement (West Group., & West Publishing Company, 2014).
Case 6-7 (Libyan Arab Foreign Bank v. Bankers Trust Company)
	In this case, the plaintiff who is the Libyan Arab Foreign Bank had deposited cash at the Bankers Trust Bank, London Branch (defendant). The U.S government went ahead and freeze the resources of the plaintiff. However, this was not in line with the English law and the plaintiff felt aggrieved. The ban by the U.S government prevented the Libyan Arab Foreign Bank from accessing its resources in the London from accessing the cash deposited at the bank. At the time when the defendant didn’t want the offended party, the English Court forcefully demanded that the respondent to have the assets discharged. The English judge granted the offended party the principal case of $131 Million and they additionally requested for $161 Million. However, they did not win the 3rd and the 4th claims but won the 5th. This was a relief to them since they would have lost all (Gold & Gold, 2011).
Case 9-3 (Monsanto Co. v. Coramandal Indag Products, (P) Ltd.).
	The case involved the Monsanto Company of St Louis, Missouri, which was the main partner of the Monsanto Company in India. In this case, the corporation claimed that the Coramanda Indag Products Ltd. Which defied on the patents numbers namely patent 104120 and patent 125381. The patent licenses were used in the weed killer product but were later violated and used not as different patents but as a single patent. The defendant in this case is the Coromandal Indag Products (P) Ltd. It is an organization of the Indian Private Limited, which was involved in the utilization of the patent licenses granted by Monsanto Company in the weed killer product. Monsanto Company strated a suit against Coromandal Indag Products (P) Ltd who have defied the patent licenses that had been protected for long. In this case, the patent was under the “Butachlor” name and in the real case; they did not abuse the patent as claimed (Gopalakrishnan, 2013). 
	Monsanto Company obtained a specimen of Coramandal Indag Products Company and analyzed the results. The results showed that the item has the same mixes found in the Monsanto Company. The court was then requested to reveal the Coramandal Indag Products Company and how they had encroached the patent licenses. Coramandal Indag Products Company scratched off the licenses of Monsanto Company.
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