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Travelers Indem. Co. v. Maho Machine Tool Corp.
The facts presented for this case indicated that Maho, the defendant, is an American division of a German manufacturer of precision industrial milling and boring machinery. Maho procured to sell Windward a Maho 700s machine that Windward required for a task in Singapore. Windward agreed to pay $263,573 to settle the case. Free on Board Los Angeles was the destination for the machine. Windward was covered against the danger of damage to the equipment under cargo coverage by Travelers to cover the fright risks. In the case of real or creative complete loss, an endorsement stipulated that Travelers would cover 125 percent of Windward's purchase and shipping costs. 
When the equipment arrived in Singapore, it was in a state of rust. The typical airtight plastic bag was ripped open, there were no moisture-absorbing bags within the box, water seeped out as the crate was being opened, and the machine's blank components were not lubricated. Because the machine could not work in Singapore, Windward asked that it be returned to Germany to be repaired. Because of the damage caused by poor packaging, Maho expects Windward to submit an insurance claim with its carrier. Windward received payment from travelers for the cost of the 700s machine, plus a 25% increase required by the insurance endorsement. As Windward's subrogee, Travelers filed an appeal suit to collect the $ 271,904 it had incurred, and the matter was thus limited to a claim.
Issue
The court had to assess if Travelers' payout was legitimate and whether Maho's first court claims were supported by enough legal proof under the selling contract. When the equipment acquired came in non-conforming condition, the plaintiff's insurance challenged the denial of its claim for damages against the defendant vendor (Travelers Indem. Co. v. Maho Mach, 3). According to the defendant, the plaintiff could not collect what it paid the insured buyer because the buyer rejected its proposed remedy and refusal to minimize damages. The appeal court overturned the trial court's judgment, saying that it is the seller's responsibility to cure non-conforming items because the buyer has no legal obligation. Furthermore, the first verdict was overturned since the seller had no constitutional rights stemming from the buyer's insurance coverage.
Opinion-Based Arguments
The legal rights of sellers and customers in relation to the cure of non-conforming items were at issue in this case. It also explains how far a buyer's insurance is required by law to cover only risks arising from the buyer's obligation, not those arising from the seller's acts. Maho's attempts to avoid paying for the equipment's remedy expenses based on the assumption that the buyer's insurer would cover the non-conformity were thwarted. The Travellers will be able to recoup $ 271,904 in costs associated with acquiring and shipping new equipment in this manner. As a result, in my opinion, the court should decide in favor of the Travellers, because they are required by law to pay damages incurred by the buyer but not by the seller, and the seller should blame the packer, who may have crated the machine improperly, rather than the insurer.

Situations of non-conformity, including cure will be addressed with a lot of ease in future long-distance selling and purchasing contracts. The rights of the buyer and seller are clearly defined, which means that third parties from the seller's side cannot intervene directly in matters involving the buyer. This way, the seller bears all responsibility for delivering the product in good working order, minimizing all risks.
Nedloyd v. Sanderson Farms, Inc. 
According to the facts of this case, Sam's Management Group (SMG), the plaintiff, was a frozen-poultry wholesaler who was procured to sell twenty-four containers of frozen poultry to Leonid's Russian company, KVADRO. One of the vendors was Sanderson. Cost insurance and freight were included in the shipping conditions. SMG bought Lloyd's insurance cover for a year. P & O Nedlloyd, Ltd, a New Jersey-based shipper, was in charge of the deliveries. The Russian government revoked all previous veterinary permits for the import of poultry from the United States on April 15, 2002. Due to this, as well as a change in the place where the chicken was to be sent, the shipment was found to be in violation of the 60-day guideline and was confiscated.
SMG made a claim against the insurance, Lloyd's, as a result of the loss, but it was denied (P & O NEDLLOYD, LTD. v. Sanderson Farms, Inc., 7). As a result, Nedlloyd and SMG sued each other for freight costs and damages. SMG had no insurable interests, according to the district court, and Nedlloyd was not the intended beneficiary. SMG filed an appeal against the decision.



Issue
The court had to evaluate whether SMG had the legal right to recover the missing cargo under Lloyd's policy. Furthermore, if SMG's counterclaim that P&O caused the loss by failing to provide the promised services was correct. Also, whether Nedlloyd's claim against the policy as a third-party beneficiary was legal. The annual insurance policy obtained from Lloyds was supposed to provide direct indemnification to SMG. On the other hand, the underwriters contended that SMG had no insurable interests on the frozen poultry at the time of loss, and that their policy did not cover credit risks like those experienced by Nedlloyd and Sunderson. The appeal court maintained the lower court's ruling, stating that the CIF transaction constituted a transfer of ownership title, resulting in the loss of an insurable policy under Arkansas' Uniform Commercial Code (UCC). Following the grant of summary judgment, Nedlloyd decided to drop its claim against SMG.
Opinion-Based Arguments
This case involved the validity of insurable interests in accordance with the insurance policy contract. The application of the law determines whether or not a policy has an insurable interest, and the Lloyds argued under Arkansas law (Clarke, 205). The F.A.S delivery, on which SMG's clerical error argument was founded, could not win since it was unknown knowledge before the court. The contract was CIF whereby SMG was entitled possession while the goods were in transit but once they arrived, possession went to the buyer.



In my view, No, SMG did not have Insurable Interest since their product delivery approach meant that, upon arrival, the goods transferred to KVADRO. Consequently, payment was not due on the arrival of goods despite the possession having being changed. Insurable interest would have been legal if there had been a policy extension beyond C.I.F contract that allowed possession until the buyer paid for the goods. 
This case was significant in educating future policyholders to confirm the law controlling their policy coverage so that they do not lose insurable interest in their properties without knowing it. For  Future business contracts, due to the question of insurable interests, FOB has proved to be less risky to seller in case of loss of goods, however, due the high risk, the returns of CIF are apparently high. In addition, another future benefit is the assessment of risks that may arise from the buyers side and undertaking the relevant policy cover for contract safety.
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