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Case briefs
Shell v. R.W. Sturge, Ltd
Facts of the case
	The facts of Shell v. R.W. Sturge, Ltd were that W. Shell and Hauck were the plaintiffs representing a group of investors who had invested their funds in Lloyds, an insurance marketplace. The group of investors represented by Shell and Hauck had the intention of setting aside their Lloyds investment contract which stipulated that disputes between Lloyd's and the investors could only be heard and be solved exclusively by English courts. The plaintiffs made a point that Lloyd's acted in violation of the Ohio Securities Law by undertaking the sale of non-exempt securities. The plaintiffs that the sale of this security had the potential of harming the investor and that it contravened laws governing public investment. The defendants, Sturge, Ltd file a motion that sought to dismiss the case on the basis of improper venue as it is dictated by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure rule 12 (b) (3). The trial court dismissed the case on basis of forum selection clauses leading investors to lodge an appeal for the case.
Issues
	The first issue arising from the case Shell v. R.W. Sturge, Ltd was whether the plaintiffs, Shell and Hauck had filed their motion under an improper venue. The second issue arising from the case was whether the courts should set aside Sturge’s law choice and of dispute resolution clauses.


Rule
	The ruling dictated that forum selection clauses that exist in international agreements had to be enforced unless the plaintiff was able to prove that (a) enforcing the selection clauses would not be reasonable and just or (b) the clause being enforced lacked validity. This rule was based on the English Law which dictates that any Agreement must always be read and construed and be implemented in as per English Law”.
Analysis
	The ruling of the appeal upheld that the forum clauses were valid due to the fact that they served to preserve order and predictability in the relationship between the investors and Lloyd's. Additionally, the plaintiff failed to prove that English courts would render a biased or unjust ruling. Additionally, the ruling was relevant in that it seeks to promote integrity in international trade through the enforcement of dispute resolution clauses.
Conclusion
	Based on the analysis of the facts of the case and how they relate to the rule, it is safe to conclude that the rule is relevant to the case facts.


Saint Vincent and the Grenadines v. Guinea International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea
Facts of the case
	The case Saint Vincent and the Grenadines v. Guinea International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea was present before the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea by Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. This took place preceding the capture of an oil tanker, MV/Saiga which carried Saint Vincent and the Grenadine flag leading to arrest and detainment of  its crew by Guinean authorities. The capturing of the ship was after the MV/Saiga crossed the maritime boundaries and entered the waters which were part of the Guinean exclusive economic zone in its attempts to supply fuel too fishing vessels. However, upon the arrest of MV/Saiga, the Guinean authorities failed to issue requests of bond or any form of financial and the crew remained under detention. This prompted Saint Vincent and the Grenadines to submit a case before the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea that the ship, its crew, and cargo be released with immediate effect from detention by Guinean authorities with no requirements for the bond. Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, however, submitted that the country was ready to provide any kind of security if the Tribunal warranted it. Guinea, on the other hand, made submissions to the tribunal seeking the dismissal of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines' action.
Issues of the case
	The issues in the case Saint Vincent and the Grenadines v. Guinea International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea was the need to determine if Guinea had acted in contravention of the rights of Saint Vincent and Grenadines by failing to announce bond on arrested hostages.
Rule
	The tribunal ruled that Guinea was required to immediately release the MV/Saiga and its crew members. Additionally, it was ruled that Saint Vincent and the Grenadines posted a security in the form of fuel from the tanker and an amount $400000
Analysis
	The rule of law that applied to this case scenario was under the United Nations Convention article 292 of the Law of the Sea. This law dictated that it was a requirement of the law for a bond to be posted by parties infringing the conventions’ laws. Guinea’s submission was thrown out on the basis of the 2nd paragraph of article 73 of the UNCLOS which require that a bond or security must be offered and posted.
Conclusion 
	Yes, the rule was relevant and in adherence to the UNCLOS regulation. Additionally, the rule applies to the facts of the case.


Libyan Arab Foreign Bank v. Bankers Trust Company
Facts of the case
	The case Libyan Arab Foreign Bank v. Bankers Trust Company were that on 8th of January 1986, a bank that was based in Libya made a call account deposit amounting to $135'5 million with the Bankers Trust, a New York-based corporation's London branch. However, on the same day, the United States instituted sanctions on Libya and froze all Libyan assets on United States soil. According to the laws of the city of New York, sanctions included cash deposits in the Bankers Trust London Branch. However, this was not so according to English laws. The Libyan bank instituted legal action against legal action against Bankers Trust in the United Kingdom with the aim of recovering frozen assets. The Bankers Trust in its defense claimed that the New York law prohibited the bank from handling any Libyan related finances during the sanction period. Additionally, the Bankers Trust submitted that all contracts entered with the trust were not subject to English Law but to New York law. 
Issues arising in the case
	Determining the law which had jurisdiction over the Bankers Trust' London branch was the first issue in this case. Secondly, the need to determine whether each of the accounts managed by the Banker's Trust was governed by a separate account contract or they were under a single contract that was in respect to two different laws.
Rule
	The court ruled and held that the Banker’s Trust was obligated to help the Libyan Bank recover the money that it had deposited with the Bankers Trust’s London branch. The court decided that the London account was under the jurisdictions of the English laws and that there existed only a single contract that was also under the governance of the English Laws.

Analysis
	 The reasoning that was behind the rule was that all banking contracts entered between banks and their customers are entered with the guidance and adherence to the laws of the host country unless specified otherwise in the contract. This reasoning was also supported by preceding case laws i.e.  R  v. Grossman which had held that there is the need to separate the bank branches from head offices especially if they are located in different countries. The rule was therefore relevant and therefore the Banker’s Trust London Branch fell under the jurisdictions of the English law. 
Conclusion
	In conclusion, upon the examination of the facts, the issue and the rule of the case, it is evident that the rule was relevant to the case and that the pronounced judgment was fair and correct.


Japan-Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages, World Trade Organization, Dispute Settlement Panel, 1998
Facts of the case
	The facts of Japan-Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages, World Trade Organization, Dispute Settlement Panel, 1998 were concerns raised against Japan for lowering the taxes imposed on an alcoholic beverage, Shochu as a competitive strategy. The countries that voiced these concerns before the world trade union dispute settlement panel included United States, members of European Union and Canada. As a result of lowering the taxes japan had acted in violation of the 2nd section under article III of General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade of 1994 as it did not lower taxes for imported alcoholic beverages such as whiskey and vodka. 
Issues of the case
1. Whether shochu a local alcoholic beverage fell under the same class as vodka.
2. Whether imported alcoholic beverages in Japan faced taxes that were in excess when compared to the tax imposed on Shochu as per Japanese liquor taxation laws.
Rule
	The world trade organization dispute settlement panel ruled that vodka fell under the same class of alcoholic beverages as shochu. However, other alcoholic beverages such as champagne, whiskey and cognac were substitutes for the local made Japanese beverage, shacho.  It was therefore apparent that vodka was being taxed excessively compared to shochu despite the two drinks belong to the same alcoholic class.
Analysis
	Chemically shochu and vodka have almost the same characteristics especially when it comes to alcohol content and chemical composition. It was, therefore, only a matter of logic to classify vodka and shochu as similar alcoholic drinks. Given this classification vodka and Shacho in Japan should have been subject to similar tax rates contrary to the evidence that showed that Japan imposed higher taxes on vodka.  
Conclusion
 	Yes, the rule applied was relevant and correct. It was evident that Japan by imposing the excess tax on vodka had contravened the 2nd section of article III of GATT (1994).


Monsanto Co v. Coramandal Indag Products, (P) Ltd.
Facts of the case
The case Monsanto Co v. Coramandal Indag Products, (P) Ltd was presented before the Indian Supreme Court in 1989. The plaintiff in the case was the Monsanto Company together with it’s an Indian subsidiary versus the Coramandal Indag Products limited. The plaintiff claimed to be the patent owners of an invention known as the phytotoxic composition and a herbicide that was plant and grass selective whose main ingredient was known as Butachlor. In their claim, the plaintiffs in the case presented before the Supreme Court the plaintiffs that the respondent, Coramandal Indag Products (P) Ltd, was violating laws relating to patents by trying to market products with products which it did not own. In their defense, the respondent claimed that the patents in question were subject to be revoked  
Issues of the case
1. The first issue that arose during Monsanto Co v. Coramandal Indag Products, (P) Ltd  case was trying to determine whether either of the parties involved in the case had valid patents for Butachlor
2. The second issue was to determine if the respondent had infringed the patent rights of the plaintiff.
Rule
The Indian Supreme Court held that neither the plaintiff nor the respondent had the patent rights for butachlor. Following this determination, there was no way the respondent could have infringed the rights of the plaintiff since the plaintiff did not own the patent rights. The rule was based on the Patents Act of 1970.
Analysis
After a careful evaluation of the facts of the case and the submission made by the plaintiffs and the respondent, I concur with the ruling made by the supreme court of India. Patent regulations in India are governed by section 64 of the Patents Act (1970). And according to the Act, a patent can be revoked if it is proved that the patent holder was not the inventor of a product or intellectual property as in the case of Monsanto Company.
Conclusion
It is true that the rule applied in Monsanto Co v. Coramandal Indag Products, (P) Ltd case was relevant to nature, facts and issues of the case and the judgment pronounced was accurate and correct. 
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