High Court of Australia grants
special leave in Puttick v Fletcher
Challenge Forests

The High Court of Australia has just granted special leave to appeal in Puttick v
Fletcher Challenge Forests Pty Ltd, an interesting case about jurisdiction and
choice of law arising out of a negligent omission. The decision of the Victorian
Court of Appeal can be seen here. Perry Herzfeld’s earlier post on that decision is
here.

First Reference for a Preliminary
Ruling on the Rome Convention

On 28 March 2008, in case Intercontainer Interfrigo (ICF) S.C./M.I.C. Operations
B.V. and another (Nr. C06/318HR - LJN BC2726), the Dutch Supreme Court
(Hoge Raad) made a preliminary reference to the ECJ, with regard to the
interpretation of Art. 4 of the 1980 Rome Convention on the law
applicable to contractual obligations.

The preliminary reference is the first to be made pursuant to the two
Protocols on the interpretation of the Convention by the Court of Justice,
that were signed by the Member States in 1988: as it is widely known, the
Protocols entered into force on 1st August 2004, following the ratification by
Belgium.

Unfortunately, the case has not yet been published on the EC] website, and there
is no English version available of the referred questions: as far as we could get
from a very rough translation, the Hoge Raad, following the opinion delivered by
Advocate General Strikwerda, asked the EC] whether Art. 4(4) of the
Convention, on contracts for the carriage of goods, or Art. 4(2) (the “general”
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presumption pointing to the law of “the country where the party who is to effect
the performance which is characteristic of the contract has [...] his habitual
residence”) should apply to a contract concluded (not in writing) by the parties (a
Belgian firm and two Dutch firms) for a service of carriage by rail from
Amsterdam to Frankfurt. Additionally, the Dutch Supreme Court asked the EC]J to
clarify the conditions set out by Art. 4(5) in order to activate the escape
clause.

Further details and the English text of the referred questions will be provided as
soon as they are available. The referring decision, and the opinion of Advocate
General Strikwerda can be found on the Hoge Raad website.

Comments (viz, corrections and explanations) are warmly welcome.

2007’s Yearbook of Private
International Law

The Yearbook of Private International Law for 2007 will soon be out. Its main  [¥]
focus is on the Rome II Regulation, with the following articles:

Gerhard Hohloch:
Place of Injury, Habitual Residence, Closer Connections and Substantive Scope -
the Basic Principles

Th.M. De Boer:
Party Autonomy and its Limitations in the Rome II Regulation

Peter Huber / Martin Illmer:
International Product Liability. A Commentary on Article 5 of the Rome II
Regulation

Michael Hellner:
Unfair Competition and Acts Restricting Free Competition. A Commentary on
Article 6 of the Rome II Regulation
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Thomas Kadner Graziano:
The Law Applicable to Cross-Border Damage to the Environment. A Commentary
on Article 7 of the Rome II Regulation

Nerina Boschiero:
Infringement of Intellectual Property Rights. A Commentary on Article 8 of the
Rome II Regulation

Guillermo Palao Moreno:
The Law Applicable to a Non-Contractual Obligation with Respect to an Industrial
Action. A Commentary on Article 9 of the Rome II Regulation

Bart Volders:
Culpa in Contrahendo in the Conflict of Laws. A Commentary on Article 12 of the
Rome II Regulation

Georgina Garriga:
Relationship between Rome II and Other International Instruments. A
Commentary on Article 28 of the Rome II Regulation

Symeon C. Symeonides:
Rome II: A Centrist Critique

Yuko Nishitani:
The Rome II Regulation from a Japanese Point of View

Cecilia Fresnedo de Aguirre / Diego P. Fernandez Arroyo:
A Quick Latin American Look at the Rome II Regulation

Reid Mortensen:
A Common Law Cocoon: Australia and the Rome II Regulation

The Yearbook also includes national reports and case notes. The full table of
contents can be found here.
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Second Issue of 2008’s Journal du
Droit International

The second issue of French Journal du Droit International (also known as [¥]
Clunet) will be released shortly. It does not contain articles which directly
deal with conflict issues. Yet, three of them might be of interest for readers of this
blog.

This first is authored by Tunisian professor Lofti Chedly and discusses 14 years of
application of the Tunisian law on international arbitration (L’arbitrage
international en droit tunisien. 14 ans apres le code). The English abstract reads
as follows:

On April 26th, 1993 the Code of Arbitration was promulgated in Tunisia, a Code
which devotes its third chapter to international arbitration. Fourteen years
later, a reflection and an assessment of the contribution of the Code seem
obvious and necessary. The adoption of this text, yet strongly inspired by the
UNCITRAL type law of 1985 is a significant achievement, following its
modernism and its liberalism, does not mean that there are no shortcomings,
gaps and even inconsistencies in the current text... In order to allow Tunisia to
find a place in international arbitration, certain prospects of the evolution of the
code appear essential. An interpretation of these prospects is proposed and
focuses in particular on the necessary “
internationality of arbitration, which actually conditions all the system of
international arbitration which also deserves a reform in order to clarify the
access to this dispute resolution method and to support the autonomy of the

arbitration procedure...

re-conceptualization ” of the

The second article discusses the responsability of multinationals operating in the
energy sector as far as local development is concerned (La responsabilité sociale
des multinationales spécialisées dans I'extraction des minerais et hydrocarbures).
The author is Cécile Rénouard, a scholar at ESSEC Business school, who
published a book on the topic last year. The English abstract reads as follows:

[x]

What about the voluntary agreements (Memorandum of Understanding or MoU)
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signed by extractive industries with local communities close to their production
sites ? Are they just a mean to get their social licence to operate or do they
express a responsible commitment toward local development ? Ethics is needed
as a critical tool to assess the activity of multinationals and not only as an
instrument in order to make profit (« Ethics pays »). The MoU signed by Total
in Nigeria show a paradigm shift in the way the corporation understands its
contribution to the areas where it operates and its implementation of ethical
principles. This analysis raises the question of the necessary means to
consolidate these voluntary commitments, and perhaps to transform them into a
compulsory approach.

The author of the third article is Beat Hess, the General Counsel of Royal Dutch
Shell PLC. The piece discusses the legal perspectives of the energy industry
(Faire face aux défis juridiques dans I'industrie de I’énergie). The abstract reads:

Given the “ hard truths ” of the global energy outlook - accelerating demand,
more challenging exploration and production environments, and increasing
pressure to deal with carbon dioxide emissions - energy companies have a
central role to play in diversifying their portfolios and enhancing energy
efficiency. Beat Hess gives a legal perspective on global energy scenarios and
offers a choice of requirements that, in his view, lawyers involved in the sector
will need to meet.

Symeonides: Result-Selectivism in
Private International Law

Symeon C. Symeonides (Dean, College of Law - Willamette University) has posted
Result-Selectivism in Private International Law (forthcoming on the Roman.
Priv. Int’l L.& Comp.Priv. L. Rev., 2008) on SSRN. Here is the abstract:

One of the basic dilemmas of conflicts law, or private international law (PIL), is
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whether, in choosing the law applicable to cases involving conflicts of laws, one
should aim for: (1) the law of the proper state without concern for the
“justness” of the particular result (“conflict justice”); or (2) for the same quality
of substantive results as in non-conflicts cases (“material justice”).

For centuries, the “conflicts justice” view has been dominant in all countries.
The “material justice” view has had some recent following in the United States,
but in the rest of the world it has had only marginal influence. In recent years,
however, this view has gained significant ground, even in codified PIL systems.
Without endorsing this view, this essay examines several recent PIL
codifications and identifies a surprisingly high number of result-selective rules,
namely choice-of-law rules that are specifically designed to accomplish a
particular substantive result.

The fact that these rules are far more numerous now than in the past suggests
that the above dilemma is no longer an all-or-nothing proposition. Material-
justice considerations are gaining increasing acceptance as one of the factors
that should guide the pursuit of conflicts justice. The difficult question is not
whether but rather when these considerations should receive preference in
uncodified systems in which the choice of law is made by judges rather than
legislators.

The complete list of Prof. Symeonides’ works available on SSRN can be found on
the author page.

EC]J: Judgment in Case
“Laboratoires Glaxosmithkline”

Today, the EC] delivered the judgment in case C-462/06 (Laboratoires
Glaxosmithkline) dealing with the interpretation of Art. 6 point 1 and Section 5 of
Chapter II of the Brussels I Regulation. The French Cour de Cassation had
referred the following question to the ECJ for a preliminary ruling:
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Does the rule of special jurisdiction stated in Article 6(1) of Council Regulation
(EC) No 44/2001 of 22 December 2000 on jurisdiction and the recognition and
enforcement of judgments in civil and commercial matters, by virtue of which a
person domiciled in a Member State may be sued ‘where he is one of a number
of defendants, in the courts for the place where any of them is domiciled,
provided the claims are so closely connected that it is expedient to hear and
determine them together to avoid the risk of irreconcilable judgments resulting
from separate proceedings’, apply to proceedings brought by an employee
before a court of a Member State against two companies belonging to the same
group, one of which, being the one which engaged that employee for the group
and refused to re-employ him, is domiciled in that Member State and the other,
for which the employee last worked in non-Member States and which dismissed
him, in another Member State, when that applicant relies on a clause in the
employment contract to claim that the two defendants were his co-employers
from whom he claims compensation for his dismissal or does the rule in Article
18(1) of the regulation, by virtue of which, in matters relating to individual
contracts of employment, jurisdiction is to be determined by Section 5 of
Chapter II, exclude the application of Article 6(1), so that each of the two
companies must be sued before the courts of the Member State where it is
domiciled?

Thus, the Cour de Cassation essentially asked whether Art. 6 point 1 Brussels I
Regulation in respect of co-defendants is applicable to an action brought by an
employee against two companies established in different Member States which he
considers to have been his joint employers.

The Court answered the question to that effect that

the rule of special jurisdiction provided for in Article 6, point 1, of the
Regulation cannot be applied to a dispute falling under Section 5 of
Chapter II of that regulation concerning the jurisdiction rules
applicable to individual contracts of employment.

The Court states that neither a literal nor a teleological interpretation of the
Regulation leads to allowing Art. 6, point 1 to apply in employment matters:
Section 5 does not refer to Art. 6, point 1 - in contrast to Article 4 and Article 5,
point 5, of the Regulation, the application of which is preserved expressly by



Article 18(1) thereof. Thus, a literal interpretation shows that Section 5 of
Chapter II precludes any recourse to Art. 6, point 1. Further, the Court
emphasises that rules of special jurisdiction have to be interpreted strictly and
cannot go beyond the cases expressly envisaged by the Regulation.

See for the full judgment as well as AG Maduro’s opinion the website of the EC]J.

German Annotation on first EC]J
Judgment on Brussels II bis

In November 2007, the ECJ delivered its first judgment on the Brussels II bis
Regulation (C-435/06, Applicant C).

Anatol Dutta (Hamburg) has now commented on this judgment in the German
legal journal “Zeitschrift fur das gesamte Familienrecht” (FamRZ): “Staatliches
Wachteramt und europaisches Kindschaftsverfahrensrecht. Die Anwendbarkeit
der Brussel-Ila-Verordnung auf staatliche Mallnahmen zum Schutz des Kindes”,
FamRZ 2008, 835 et seq.

See with regard to the reviewed case also our previous posts on the judgment and
AG Kokott’s opinion.

Personal Property Securities in
Australia

The Commonwealth Attorney-General has recently released a Consultation Draft
of the Personal Property Securities Bill 2008 and an accompanying commentary.
The Bill aims to provide a national system to regulate security interests in all


http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=EN&Submit=Rechercher$docrequire=alldocs&numaff=C-462/06&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100
https://conflictoflaws.net/2008/german-annotation-on-first-ecj-judgment-on-brussels-ii-bis/
https://conflictoflaws.net/2008/german-annotation-on-first-ecj-judgment-on-brussels-ii-bis/
http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=en&Submit=Rechercher&alldocs=alldocs&docj=docj&docop=docop&docor=docor&docjo=docjo&numaff=C-435/06&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100
http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=en&Submit=Rechercher&alldocs=alldocs&docj=docj&docop=docop&docor=docor&docjo=docjo&numaff=C-435/06&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100
http://www.mpipriv.de/ww/de/pub/mitarbeiter/dutta_anatol.cfm
http://www.famrz.de/
https://conflictoflaws.de/2007/cases/first-ecj-judgment-on-brussels-ii-bis/
https://conflictoflaws.de/2007/jurisdiction/germany/opinion-in-first-reference-for-a-preliminary-ruling-on-brussels-ii-bis/
https://conflictoflaws.net/2008/personal-property-securities-in-australia/
https://conflictoflaws.net/2008/personal-property-securities-in-australia/
http://www.attorneygeneral.gov.au/www/ministers/RobertMc.nsf/Page/MediaReleases_2008_SecondQuarter_GovernmentReleasesDraftPersonalPropertySecuritiesBill
http://www.ag.gov.au/www/agd/rwpattach.nsf/VAP/(371CAD123B18948FF076D2F02E9A217C)~PPS+Bill+consultation+draft.pdf/$file/PPS+Bill+consultation+draft.pdf
http://www.ag.gov.au/www/agd/rwpattach.nsf/VAP/(371CAD123B18948FF076D2F02E9A217C)~PPS+Bill+commentary.pdf/$file/PPS+Bill+commentary.pdf

property other than land, and would replace over 70 Commonwealth, State and
Territory enactments.

As one can imagine, the Bill contains substantial provisions relating to choice of
law (Part 2 Div 7) and jurisdiction (Part 11 Div 5).

In general, Australian law will apply to security over property located in Australia
(s 45), and in other circumstances the law of the place where the grantor is
located will apply (s 46). Specific rules are proposed regarding foreign
intellectual property (s 47), minerals (s 48), investment instruments and non-
negotiable documents of title (s 49), investment entitlements (s 50), and bank
accounts (s 51). Rules will also cover circumstances where property is brought
into or taken out of Australia (ss 52-33), or where the grantor relocates to another
jurisdiction (s 54).

The Bill appears to envisage that foreign law may govern some aspects of
personal property securities that are otherwise regulated by the Bill. If foreign
law applies, the Bill only picks up the relevant foreign law governing the rights,
obligations and duties of debtor (or grantor of security) against the secured party
in relation to collateral (i.e. the property that is subject to the security) (s 43).
This would, it seems, exclude aspects of the debtor-creditor relationship unrelated
to security, and may also exclude foreign choice of law rules. However, the
operation of these provisions is not entirely clear.

So far as jurisdiction is concerned, the Bill is unusual among Commonwealth
enactment in excluding the operation of s 39B of the Judiciary Act 1903, and the
Jurisdiction of the Courts (Cross-Vesting) Act 1987. Rather, the Bill contains its
own provisions investing Australian state and federal courts with jurisdiction (s
261) and providing for the transfer of proceedings between courts (s 263).

The Attorney-General is seeking public comment on the Bill as a whole, and there
are also specific questions raised for discussion. Questions relating to private
international law include:

= Does the common law [relating to jurisdiction of Australian courts]
provide a sufficient jurisdiction for courts to act in relation to security
interests?

» To what extent should the Bill implement rules consistent with the Hague
Securities Convention?



= Are there any aspects of the Hague Securities Convention that should be
omitted from the Bill (Australia could not adopt the Convention unless
Australia’s domestic law was consistent with the convention).

= Should the Bill require a securities intermediary who, in Australia, offers
investment entitlements governed by the law of another country to
operate an office in that other country of the kind contemplated by the
Hague Securities Convention (and to comply with any licensing and other
regulatory requirements that may exist in that other country concerning
the operation of offices of that kind)?

The deadline for submissions is August 15th 2008. More information can be found
here.

A short but interesting Australian
case

Armacel Pty Ltd v Smurfit Stone Container Corporation [2008] FCA 592 is a
recent case in which the judgment of Jacobson J in the Australian Federal Court,
though short, raises a number of interesting issues.

The case arose out of a dispute between Armacel Pty Ltd, an Australian company,
and Smurfit Stone Container Corporation, a US company, concerning an
intellectual property licensing agreement governed by the law of New South
Wales, Australia. Shortly before Armacel instituted the Australian proceedings,
Smurfit instituted proceedings against Armacel in a US District Court concerning
the same dispute. The US Court decided that, applying US principles of
contractual interpretation as required by US principles of private international
law, a New South Wales jurisdiction clause in the licensing agreement was not an
exclusive jurisdiction clause. Accordingly, it dismissed Armacel’s motion for
dismissal of the US proceedings for want of jurisdiction. Smurfit then applied for
a stay of the Australian proceedings on forum non conveniens grounds.

Jacobson J refused to allow Armacel to re-argue the question of whether the
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jurisdiction clause was an exclusive jurisdiction clause. Armacel was held to be
estopped from raising that issue, since it had already been the subject of a
decision in the US proceedings. This was so even though that decision was made
by reference to US principles of contractual interpretation as the law of the
forum, whereas Jacobson ] suggested it ought to have been made by reference to
New South Wales law as the governing law of the contract — the estoppel
operated regardless of any such criticism.

This conclusion was important because, absent the estoppel, Jacobson J would
have construed the clause as an exclusive jurisdiction clause. The clause stated:

This Agreement must be read and construed according to the laws of the State
of New South Wales, Australia and the parties submit to the jurisdiction of that
State. If any dispute arises between the Licensor and the Licensee in
connection with this Agreement or the Technology, the parties will attempt to
mediate the dispute in Sydney, [New South Wales,] Australia.

The parties also expressly agreed that New South Wales law would prevail in the
event of a conflict between those laws and the laws of the jurisdiction in which
the equipment the subject of the licensing agreement was located. Perhaps
somewhat surprisingly, Jacobson ] concluded that even though the jurisdiction
clause was not exclusive on its face, it should be construed that way. This was
because the parties negotiated at arm’s length, must be presumed to have
intended some certainty as to where their disputes would be litigated, had agreed
to compulsory mediation in New South Wales, and had sought to avoid the
circumstance that a New South Wales Court might have to apply the law of
another jurisdiction because that was the location of the relevant equipment.
Jacobson ] further considered that the submission to ‘the jurisdiction of [New
South Wales]’ also included the Federal Court exercising Australian federal
jurisdiction in New South Wales.

In any event, because of the estoppel, Jacobson ] proceeded on the basis that the
clause was non-exclusive. In that light, having regard to the fact that the US
proceedings were pending at the time the Australian proceedings were instituted
and the closer factual connection with the US than Australia, Jacobson J stayed
the Australian proceedings. However, he gave Armacel liberty to apply to have
the stay lifted in case developments in the US proceedings made that appropriate.



In particular, in the Australian proceedings, Armacel sought to make claims under
the Australian Trade Practices Act 1974 (Cth) based on alleged
misrepresentations by Smurfit during the negotiation of the licensing agreement.
Expert evidence from Smurfit’s US counsel, which Jacobson ] accepted, was to the
effect that such claims could be brought in the US proceedings. However, if the
US Court ultimately declined to apply the Trade Practices Act, Jacobson ] said it
may be appropriate to lift the stay. Jacobson ] also made the stay conditional on
Smurfit filing an appearance in the Australian proceedings, and thereby
submitting to the Federal Court’s jurisdiction, and participating in a mediation in
Sydney, both of which Smurfit had declined to do, as required by the licensing
agreement.

Conference: International Society
of Family Law

From 16th to 20th September 2008, the 13th World Conference of the
International Society of Family Law will take place in Vienna. The topic of the
conference is “Family Finances”.

A preliminary programme as well as further information on the venue,
registration etc. can be found on the website of the University of Vienna.

(Many thanks to Thomas Thiede (Vienna) for the tip-off.)
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