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PREFACE

It is obvious enough that few areas of private law are insulated from the concept
of “agency”. Issues involving the role of intermediaries are apt to arise in any
litigation. But agency law is rarely the only or even the central focus of a case,
so agency issues tend to lurk within judgments. Applying a range of techniques
I have attempted to keep up with the case law of England and Wales and several
other Commonwealth jurisdictions. A fairly consistent pattern has emerged of
some 150 cases a year needing to be considered. About 80 of these a year have
warranted some degree of mention in Supplements, with plainly more weight
being given to decisions of the home jurisdiction, England and Wales. This new
edition incorporates the cases up to the first half of 2014. Every chapter of the
book has garnered new authority.

In terms of reconsideration of the text, there has again been some change to all
chapters, but the chapters principally affected have been Chapters 6 and 8. In
relation to Chapter 6, dealing with the relations between principals and agents,
the most important development occurred after the first proofs had been
produced, with the expeditious release by the Supreme Court of its decision in
FHR European Ventures LLP v Cedar Capital Partners LLC [2014] UKSC 45.
This decision has determined that for England and Wales proprietary claims are
generally available for capturing identifiable gains made by an agent in breach of
fiduciary duty. Amongst other new material in that chapter, mention can be made
of the law on agents acting for competing principals, issues of onus of proof of
breach of duty, the commencement and termination of fiduciary duties, conflicts
of interest, duties of confidentiality, the keeping of records and the duty to
account.

In relation to Chapter 8, particular consideration has been given to aspects of
the concept of apparent authority in agency law, prompted by parts of the
judgment of Lord Neuberger NPJ in Thanakharn Kasikorn Thai Chamchat v
Akai Holdings Ltd (2010) 13 HKCFAR 479. This judgment of the Hong Kong
Court of Final Appeal has had considerable influence on first instance judgments
in England, but it is argued that in respect of the question of apparent authority
that influence is regrettable. The main parts of the reasoning are inconsistent with
established principles of English law. In particular, it would be a retrograde step
no longer to focus on the reasonableness of a third party’s reliance on an asserted
representation by a principal as to an agent’s authority in the light of the third
party’s state of knowledge of pertinent facts. Reasonableness plays an intrinsic
part in direct contracting, and that must be true too of contracting with agents. It
is a concept well capable of taking account of the necessities of business life.

Amongst other topics in Chapter 8 on which new material can be found are:
indicia of apparent authority, including the relevance of a course of dealing; third
parties who also act through agents; the subject of vicarious liability and non-
delegable duties; torts involving agents’ statements; liability for procuring
wrongs; imputed knowledge; and the liability at common law and equity of third
parties for involvement in agents’ breaches of duty. Material on principals’
liability to restitutionary claims has been moved from Section 1, which is
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directed to liability in contract, to Section 2 (property and restitutionary
claims).

Although they may in fact have no greater impact on the day-to-day practice
of the law than first instance decisions, it may be useful to collect here the
decisions of the Supreme Court and Privy Council since the last edition relevant
to the book, additional to FHR European, and in reverse temporal order: Dunhill
v Burgin [2014] UKSC 18, Revenue and Customs v Secret Hotels2 Ltd [2014]
UKSC 16 (statutory concept of “agent”); Williams v Central Bank of Nigeria
[2014] UKSC 10 (limitation periods for claims against third parties implicated in
breaches of equitable duty); Cramaso LLP v Ogilvie-Grant, Earl of Seafield
[2014] UKSC 9 (misrepresentation to agent before appointment); Prest v
Petrodel Resources Ltd [2013] UKSC 34 and VTB Capital Plc v Nutritek
International Corp [2013] UKSC 5 (corporate principals); New Falmouth
Resorts Ltd v International Hotels Jamaica Ltd [2013] UKPC 11 (authority of a
company director); The Catholic Child Welfare Society v Various Claimants
[2012] UKSC 56 (vicarious liability); Kelly v Fraser [2012] UKPC 25 (apparent
authority to communicate a principal’s approval); ENE Kos I Ltdv Petroleo
Brasileiro SA (No. 2) [2012] UKSC 17 (agency of necessity); Emile Elias and Co
Ltd v Att.-Gen. of Trinidad and Tobago [2011] UKPC 19 (capacity in which agent
is acting); and Spread Trustee Co Ltd v Hutcheson [2011] UKPC 13 (contracting
out of agents’ duties).

Among a large number of decisions of the Court of Appeal of England and
Wales, in subject order, are: Golden Ocean Group Ltd v Salgaocar Mining
Industries PVT Ltd [2012] EWCA Civ 265 and Hudson Bay Apparel Brands LLC
v Umbro International Ltd [2010] EWCA Civ 949 (actual authority); Adams v
Ford [2012] EWCA Civ 544 and Gelley v Shepherd [2013] EWCA Civ 1172
(ratification); Hilmi & Associates Ltd v 20 Pembridge Villas Freehold Ltd [2010]
EWCA Civ 314 (signature by agent); Quinn v CC Automotive Group Ltd [2010]
EWCA Civ 1412, UCB Home Loans Corp Ltd v Soni [2013] EWCA Civ 62 and
Newcastle International Airport Ltd v Eversheds LLP [2013] EWCA Civ 1514
(apparent authority); Day v Harris [2013] EWCA Civ 191 (power of attorney);
AIB Group (UK) Plc v Mark Redler & Co Solicitors[2013] EWCA Civ 45,
Davisons Solicitors (a firm) v Nationwide Building Society [2012] EWCA Civ
1626 and Santander UK Plc v RA Legal Solicitors [2014] EWCA Civ 183
(breach of mandate); Generics (UK) Ltd v Yeda Research & Development Co Ltd
[2012] EWCA Civ 726 and Caterpillar Logistics Services (UK) Ltd v de Crean
[2012] EWCA Civ 156 (use of confidential information); Towers v Premier
Waste Management Ltd [2012] 1 BCLC 67 [2011] EWCA Civ 923 (secret profit);
Fairstar Heavy Transport NV v Adkins [2013] EWCA Civ 886 (principal’s right
to information); Brink’s Global Services Inc v Igrox Ltd [2010] EWCA Civ 1207
and JGE v The English Province of Our Lady of Charity[2012] EWCA Civ 938
(vicarious liability); MCP Pension Trustees Ltd v Aon Pension Trustees Ltd
[2010] EWCA Civ 377 (notice to agent); Knight Frank LLP v Du Haney [2011]
EWCA Civ 404 and Bank of Scotland v Qutb [2012] EWCA Civ 1661 (warranty
of authority); Bailey v Angove’s Pty Ltd [2014] EWCA Civ 215 (termination of
agency); Rossetti Marketing Ltd v Diamond Sofa Co Ltd [2012] EWCA Civ
1021, Crocs Europe BV v Anderson [2012] EWCA Civ 1400 and Lawlor v
Sandvik Mining and Construction Mobile Crushers and Screens Ltd [2013]
EWCA Civ 365 (commercial agents); Sharab v Al-Saud [2009] EWCA Civ 353,

vi
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Berliner Verkehrsbetriebe (BVG) Anstalt Des Offentlichen Rechts v JP Morgan
Chase Bank NA [2010] EWCA Civ 390 and Fiona Trust & Holding Corp v
Skarga [2013] EWCA Civ 275 (conflict of laws). There were also more than 12
Court of Appeal decisions on aspects of agents’ entitlements to remuneration and
to exert a lien.

[ remain most grateful for the continuing involvement in the book of Professor
Francis Reynolds. He has contributed material on breach of warranty of
authority, and on freight forwarders, and has continued to carry full responsibility
for Chapter 11 (Commercial Agents) and Chapter 12 (Conflict of Laws).

I am grateful for the support of the University of Auckland, including for the
period of research leave that allowed me to complete this edition. Thanks are also
due to my research student, Keegan Lopez, who updated the many references to
other texts to be found in the footnotes. Last but certainly not least, I am greatly
indebted to my family for their forbearance and support through the never-ending
task of keeping Bowstead and Reynolds afloat.

The cut-off date for this edition was May 31, 2014, but it has been possible to
fit in at the production stage some later material, not least the decision in FHR
European.

Peter Watts
The University of Auckland,
and Fountain Court Chambers, London

August 12, 2014

vil



STANDARD ABBREVIATIONS
Books on the Law of Agency

As with previous editions, certain standard works are referred to throughout this
book without further description.

Bennett H. Bennett, Principles of the Law of Agency, Hart Publishing,
2013. This is a good treatment of the general principles of
agency.

Dal Pont G.E. Dal Pont, Law of Agency, 2nd ed., LexisNexis, 2008. This is
a substantial work, written in Australia, and containing much
more Australian material than can be cited here.

Fridman G.H.L. Fridman, Canadian Agency Law, LexisNexis, 2009. This
is a substantial work in student book form. As its title
suggests, it is based on Canadian law.

Munday R. Munday, Agency—Law and Principles, OUP, 2010. This is
another good account of the general principles of agency.
Powell Raphael Powell, The Law of Agency, 2nd ed., Pitman, 1961. The

2nd edition (quite different from the Ist) was a pathfinding
work in its time, and unlike other English books on the topic
took account of Restatement, Second. It was however never
subsequently rewritten.

Restatement  Restatements of Agency published by the American Law
Institute: see below.

Stoljar S.J. Stoljar, The Law of Agency, 1961. This is a useful book for the
study of the history of agency law. It was written in
Australia, but largely concerns nineteenth-century English
legal history. No subsequent edition was produced.

Books on the Commercial Agents Regulations 1993

There are now several specialised works dealing with these Regulations. They
are listed in the first footnote of Chapter 11, which deals with the Regulations,
and within that chapter, reference back to a work by name is to that footnote. The
Chapter also continues a short bibliography of some relevant continental
European books.

The American Restatements

The American Restatements consist of formulations of legal principle in the style
of a code (“blackletter””) accompanied by comments interleaved with illustra-
tions, and Reporter’s notes, which refer to relevant case law. They are published
by the American Law Institute, a prestigious body with its headquarters in
Philadelphia, and have been formulated by a Reporter, subjected to various forms
of consultation and finally approved at a meeting of the members of the Institute

Xv
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itself as representing the Institute’s position. They have in general no legal status,
but are available as influential guidance for lawyers and courts, by which they are
frequently cited.

The first Restatement of Agency was published in 1933. The first Reporter was
Professor Floyd R. Mechem of the University of Chicago, and he was succeeded,
before publication of the final version, by Professor Warren Seavey of the
Harvard Law School. Mechem had been the author of A Treatise on the Law of
Agency, published in 1889 (a few years before the present work) and succeeded
by a second edition in 1914, which was lengthy and very much in the style of
Pomeroy’s Equity Jurisprudence (1881) and Williston’s later (1920) treatise on
contract. He also wrote a shorter book, OQutlines of the Law of Agency, which was
after his death edited by his son Professor Philip Mechem of the University of
Pennsylvania. At any rate in its 4th edition of 1952, the only one available to us,
this was a perceptive work. But after 1914 no treatise of any comparable size was
published in the United States, and it can be said that the Restatement itself
represented from 1933 an authoritative treatise. A very substantial second
version, Restatement, Second, serving the same purpose, was published in 1957.
The Reporter was again Professor Seavey, and the whole document is strongly
influenced by his views (which never outside of this document became the
subject of a systematic book, though he published frequent articles and com-
ments).

Restatement, Third, was published in 2007. The Reporter is Professor Deborah
DeMott of Duke University, North Carolina. This aims partly to produce
something considerably less detailed than Restatement, Second, which occupies
three heavy volumes and (to take an example) had separate treatment for each
topic in the contexts of disclosed principal and of undisclosed principal.
Restatement, Third seeks to set out many fewer, and more generalised principles,
and also to pay more attention to the significance of statutes in agency law, and
to agents acting for organisational principals, whether corporate or not.

It is obviously intended that Restatement, Third should supersede Resratement,
Second, completely, just as that superseded the first Restatement. It can provide
guidance outside the United States too. In this book therefore the main statements
of issues of general principle are accompanied by footnote citations to Restate-
ment, Third (as was true of Restatement, Second in the previous five editions).
However, for the purposes of a book on English law (referring also to material
in other common law systems outside the United States) it has proved
undesirable to omit all references to Restatement, Second. An obvious purpose
for citing it is to emphasise changes in approach which are to be found in
Restatement, Third: most conspicuously, in the selection of the word “manifesta-
tion” for certain basic propositions regarding an agent’s authority, and also
because the new version makes no use of Seavey’s notion of “inherent agency
power”, a controversial way of dealing with certain difficult decisions which do
not readily yield to orthodox analysis. But Restatement, Second also expressed
specific views on a large number of detailed points on which guidance, at any rate
outside the United States, may still be found to be of value. In the end it has
seemed inadvisable to delete all reference to all of them, even if pursuing the
Restatement into a superseded version is likely to be an activity for researchers
only.

XVvi



STANDARD ABBREVIATIONS

Modern European “Codes”

There have been produced in Europe in the last decade or so a number of sets of
non-statutory “codes”. The first two listed below were produced for the purposes
of a putative European law, and the third as a guiding law for international
arbitration. All have short sections on Agency and for a common lawyer are
useful not only as formulations (rather like the Restatements) but also as giving
indications of the sort of propositions that may be regarded as generally
acceptable to continental European legal systems. On Agency they differ
between themselves in significant respects. In particular, the Principles of
European Contract Law (“PECL”) and the Draft Common Frame of Reference
(“DCFR”’) makes use of the distinction between direct and indirect representa-
tion, which the UNIDROIT Principles seek specifically to avoid. The PECL and
the UNIDROIT Principles are confined to agency in contract law, but the scope
of the DCFR is wider, albeit that agency and representation appear in connection
with contract. Only DCFR deals in detail with the internal relationship between
principal and agent.

PECL The Principles of European Contract Law (ed. Lando and Beale,
Kluwer, 2000).
DCFR Draft Common Frame of Reference. The Outline version of the

text of this can be downloaded free from http://www.
storme.be/2009_02_DCFR_OutlineEdition.pdf. The six vol-
ume commentary that accompanies the code is published as
Principles, Definitions and Model Rules of European Private
Law (ed. Von Bar and Clive, OUP, 2010).
Unidroit UNIDROIT Principles of International Commercial Contracts
Principles (UNIDROIT, 2004).

Commonwealth Case Law Abbreviations

The citations to cases from the United Kingdom use standard abbreviations,
which it is not necessary to set out herein. However, it may be useful for the
reader to have an explanation of some of those used for Commonwealth cases.
All recent Australian and New Zealand cases that are cited are available free at
http://www.austlii.edu.au. Many Singapore cases are available free at
http://www.commonlii.org/ and Hong Kong cases at http://legalref.judiciary.
gov.hk/lrs/common/ju/judgment.jsp.

Abbreviations with points refer to report series; those without are neutral
citations.

A.C.L.C. Australian Company Law Cases

A.C.S.R. Australian Company and Securities Reports

A.L.R. Australian Law Reports

A.T.R. Australian Tax Reports

AN,Z. Australian and New Zealand Conveyancing Reports
Conv.R.

B.P.R. Butterworths Property Reports

CL.R. Commonwealth Law Reports
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FCAFC
EC.R.
FL.R.
GI.R-
HCA
H.K.CEAR.
HKCU
H.K.L.R.
HXK.L.R.D.
NSWCA
NSWSC
N.ZC1.C.
N.Z.CPR.
NZHC
N.ZL.R.
NZSC
PR.N.Z.
QsC

QCA

SCC
S:L.R.
VCA

V.R.

VSC
W.AR.
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Dominion Law Reports

Federal Court of Australia Full Court
Federal Court Reports

Federal Law Reports

Gazette Law Reports (New Zealand)
High Court of Australia

Hong Kong Court of Final Appeal Reports
Hong Kong Cases Unreported

Hong Kong Law Reports

Hong Kong Law Reports & Digest
New South Wales Court of Appeal
New South Wales Supreme Court
New Zealand Company Law Cases
New Zealand Conveyancing and Property Reports
New Zealand High Court

New Zealand Law Reports

New Zealand Supreme Court
Procedure Reports of New Zealand
Queensland Supreme Court
Queensland Court of Appeal
Supreme Court of Canada

Singapore Law Reports

Court of Appeal of Victoria
Victorian Reports

Supreme Court of Victoria

Western Australia Reports

XViil



TABLE OF CASES

Paragraph references in bold indicate that the case is referred to in an illustration.

United Kingdom

A&IJ Fabrications (Batley) Ltd v Grant Thornton (A Firm) (No.2) [1997] T.L.R. 588; [2000]
B.PIR. 1; [1999] Lloyd’s Rep. PN. 863; [1999] PN.L.R. 811; (1999) 96(31) L.S.G.
41; (1999) 143 S.J.L.B. 213; Times, August 5, 1999 Ch D
AIB Group (UK) Plc v Mark Redler & Co [2012] EWHC 35 (Ch); [2012] P.N.L.R. 16;
affirmed on different grounds [2013] EWCA Civ 45; [2013] PN.L.R. 19; [2013]
W.T.L.R. 1303; [2013] 8 E.G. 106 (C.S.); (2013) 157(7) S.J.L.B. 31 ..... 3-028, 6-003, 6-043
AJU Remicon Co Ltd v Alida Shipping Co Ltd [2007] EWHC 2246 (Comm) ........ 2-101, 3-038,
5-015, 8-019, 8-021, 8-023
AMB Generali Holding AG v SEB Trygg, etc. [2005] EWCA Civ 1237; [2006] 1 Lloyd’s
Rep. 318 ....cocivs 2-050, 2070, 2-076, 3-005, 3-027, 8-028, 9-067, 9-076, 10-031,12 -002,
12-023

AMB Imballaggi Plastici Srl v Pacflex Ltd [1999] 2 All E.R. (Comm) 249; [1999] C.L.C.

1391; [2000] E.C.C. 381; [1999] Eu. L.R. 930; (1999) 18 Tr. L.R. 153; (1999) 96(27)
L.S.G. 34; Times, July 8, 1999 CA; affirming (1999) 17 Tr. L.R. 557 QBD (Merc Ct) ...... 1-032,
11-013, 11-015, 11-020, 11-021, 11-026, 11-027

A/S Dan Bunkering Ltd v F G Hawkes (Western) Ltd [2009] EWHC 3141 (Comm) ......... 3-040
A/S Hansen Tangens Rederi 111 v Total Transport Corp; The Sagona [1984] 1 Lloyd’s Rep.

B, i s oo s s o ol Y b s mass s e s e a ST AR Foa T e saonsesenssa mins s s SSEa 9-046
A/S Rendal v Arcos Ltd (1937) 106 L.J.K.B. 756; 157 L.T. 485; 53 T.L.R. 953; [1937] 3 All

E.R: 577; 81 8.J. 733; 43 Com.Cas. 1; 58 Lloyd’s L.R. 287 HL ......ccc.ccccmnsminisnsusasens 8-205

Aas v Benham [1891] 2 Ch. 44; 65 L.T. 25 6-074, 6-081
Abbey National Building Society v Cann [1991] 1 A.C. 56; [1990] 2 W.L.R. 833; [1990] 1
All E.R. 1085; [1990] 2 EL.R. 122; (1990) 22 H.L.R. 360 (1990) 60 P. & C.R. 279 HL;;

affirming (1989) 57 P. & C.R. 381; [1989] 2 EL.R. 265; [1989] Fam.Law 314 .......... 8-134
Abbey National Plc v Tufts [1999] 2 EL.R. 399; [1999] Fam. Law 542; [1999] E.G. 24

QESY CA- G oo omiioeimpemsn o Vi Siir e segossesn st s B e SE e ETT o s s se o sionsiseinbies 8-213
Abbott v Condici Ltd [2005] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 450 CC (Central London) .. 11-042, 11-057
Abel ‘v Sutton (1800) 3 Bsp: 108 .cviiauiiasscnieimsmmmecsioss finisssss sionss smvsssssssssessassrsasussnassiotss 3-016
Aberdeen Railway Co v Blaikie Bros (1854) 1 Macq. 461; 2 Eq. Rep. 1281; 23 L.T. (O.S.)

BT e sovessnses L RO e A R A B S TS0 s e 1-024, 6-036, 6-061, 6-065

Abigail v Lapin [1934] A.C. 491 8-133, 8-135
Abou-Rahmah v Abacha [2006] EWCA Civ 1492; [2007] Bus. L.R. 220; [2007] 1 All E.R.
(Comm) 827; [2007] | Lloyd’s Rep. 115; [2007] W.T.L.R. 1; (2006-07) 9 LT.E.L.R.
401; Independent, November 14, 2000 ..........ccccceevniimiiiiiiiinienieneeenee e e 9-107, 9-135
Abraaj Investment Management Ltd v Bregawn Jersey Ltd [2010] EWHC 630 (Ch) ........ 6-100
Abrahams v Deakin [1891] 1 Q.B. 516; 60 L.J.K.B. 238; 63 L.T. 690; 7 T.L.R. 117; 55 J.P.

212; 39 W.R. 183 3-027, 8-191
v Spitz:(1963) 107 S¥. 113 CA ..o v sansisamirsemims s i 3-021
Abu Dhabi National Tanker Co v Product Star Shipping; The Product Star [1992] 2 All E.R.

20; [1991] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 508 QBD (Comm) ........c.ccceueeueemscnvenervsrensercecnvesuenees 8-081, 9-010
Acatos v Burns (1878) 3 E. & D. 282 47 L.J.LK.B. 566; 26 W.R. 624 CA ........ccccccoeevenuuene 4-004
Accentuate Ltd v Asigra Inc [2009] EWHC 2655 (QB): [2009] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 599; [2010]

B LR 2600 i cooessinnscmimamesssosssssssisssssessiomes o e s s ooy sids ooniasmssven e aomniotitinsss 11-006, 11-007

Accidia Foundation v Simon C Dickinson Ltd [2010] EWHC 3058 (Ch) ..... 3-031, 3-033, 5-011,
6-092, 6-108, 7-009

[xix]



TaBLE OF CASES

Acey v Fernie (1840) 7 M. & W. 1515 10 LJEX. 9 i 3-027, 8067
Ackroyd & Sons v Hasan [1960] 2 Q.B. 144; [1960] 2 W.L.R. 810; [1960] 2 All E.R. 254;

104 S.J. 388 CA; affirming [1959] 1 W.L.R. 706; [1959] 2 All E.R. 370; 103 S.J. 472;

[1959] LY. T ... ooooeoeemmemsssisinsonss seivmsis e oiiitas s e e s A VAR SR T TS R oo 7-019, 7-023
Actavis Group hf v Eli Lilly & Co [2013] EWCA Civ 517; [2013] RP.C. 37 ...cccceeneee 1-022
Acute Property Developments Ltd v Apostolou [2013] EWHC 200 (Ch); [2013] Bus. L.R.

DD o iviimsissiei e s e R R S e R R 3-027, 8-012, 8-021, 8-049, 8-061
Adair'v Young (1879) 12 Ch:D: 13; 41 L.T. 361; 28 W.R. B3 ....c.ccccaminrisssseisstsarsosasssassonass 9-125
Adams v Buckland (1705) 2 Vern. 514 ......cccocevvviinnnnne ... 10-016
Adams v Cape Industries Plc [1990] Ch. 433; [1990] 2 W.L.R.
[19909] B.E.C. 786; [1990] BiCLiC, 479 1CA: iciivinisiioisisnsressimmssissermsiamsmmammasnm 1-024
v Ford [2012] EWCA Civ 544, [2012] 1 W.L.R. 3211; [2012] 3 All E.R. 247; [2012]

(60 L U ) S O
v Hall (1877) 37 L.T. 70; 3 Asp. M.L.C. 496
v Morgan & Co Ltd [1924] 1 K.B. 751; [1923] All E.R. Rep. 189; 93 L.J.K.B. 382;
130 L.T. 792; 40 T.L.R. 70; 68 S.J. 348 CA; affirming [1923] 2 K.B. 234 KBD .... 7-058, 7-059,

7-061

Adamson v Jarvis (1829) 4 Bing 66; 12 Moore C.P. 241 ........ccccoiiiiniiiiins 7-067, 7-069, 8-190

Addison v Gandassequi (1812) 4 Taunt. 574 8-073, 8-121

Adelbert (Prinz), The [1917] A.C. 586 PC ....coooieoieieieeeeeeie e ese e ne s srassseese e seesees 7-100
Adler v Ananhall Advisory & Consultancy Services Ltd [2009] EWCA Civ 586; [2009]

INLPLC. B0 ettt ettt et b et e st ea e e s e ae e e s e enenneennnas 7-018, 7-038

Aerostar Maintenance International Ltd v Wilson [2010] EWHC 2032 (Ch) ...... 6-042, 6-080, 8-220
Agip (Africa) Ltd v Jackson [1991] Ch. 547; [1991] 3 W.L.R. 116; [1992] 4 All E.R. 451;
(1991) 135 S.J. 117 CA; affirming [1990] Ch. 265; [1989] 3 W.L.R. 1367; [1992] 4 All

ER.: 385 Ch D .cvocnissmannsvisss 8-161, 8-162, 8-166, 8-167, 9-102, 9-106, 9-135, 9-136
Agnew v Inland Revenue Commissioner. See Brumark Investments Ltd, Re
Agra Bank Ex p., Re Worcester (1868) L.R. 3 Ch.App. 555; 37 LJ.Bcy 23; 18 L.T. 866 ........ 8-216
Ahlers v Broome & Greene Ltd (1938) 62 LLRep. 163 ......c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiniecieeccieeee 7-081
Aiken v Caledonian Railway Co 1913 S.C. 66; 50 S.C.L.R. 45; 1912 2 S.L.T. 314 .......... 8-195
v Stewart Wrightson Members Agency Ltd [1995] 1 W.L.R. 1281 ................... 5-010, 5-016
Ainsworth v Creeke (1868) L.R. 4 iC.P. 476 ciicrnssnsitiassssssssisssossiisssississssiossssosssssnnes 2-055, 2-089

Al-Kandari v Brown (JR) & Co [1988] Q.B. 665; [1988] 2 W.L.R. 671; [1988] 1 All E.R.
833; (1988) 132 S.J. 462; (1988) 138 N.L.J. 62; (1988) Fam.Law. 382; [1988] L..S.Gaz.
April 13, 1988 CA; reversing [1987] Q.B. 514; 1987] 2 W.L.R. 449; [1987] 2 All E.R.
302; (1987) 131 S.J. 225; (1987) 84 L.S.Gaz. 825; (1987) 137 N.L.J. 36 QBD ..... 6-028, 9-117,
9-125
Al Khudairi v Abbey Brokers Ltd [2010] EWHC 1486 (Ch); [2010] PN.LR. 32 ........... 6-100
Alan (WJ) & Co Ltd v EI Nasr Export & Import Co [1972] 1 Q.B. 189;[1972] 2 W.L.R. 800;
116 S.J. 139; [1972] 2 All ER. 127; [1972] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 313 CA; reversing [1971]
1 LIOYA’S REP: AL iiscrersercnrscsraononcsesssensarsrarsessasssasssssssvsonsssassesassssussnnsnsasasiansssssisssasssssssness 7-093
Albazero, The. See Albacruz (Cargo Owners) v Albazero, The (Owners)
Albion, The (1872) 27 L.T. 723 .o ieeeeeeee ettt e n e st easeanene
Albacruz (Cargo Owners) v Albazero, The (Owners) [1977] A.C. 774; [1976] 3 W.L. R 4!9
[1976] 3 All ER. 129; [1976] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 467; 120 SJ. 570 HL. ............... 2-065, 9-013
Albemarle Supply Co Ltd v Hind & Co [1928] 1 K.B. 307; 97 L.J.K.B. 25; 138 L.T. 102;
43 TLR. V83; TL ST, TTCA. .ocvccsiceuissosssveonsvossumsnsans sisssssssssssiss s s ssms 1-029, 7-090, 7-093
Albon (t/a NA Carriage Co) v Naza Motor Trading Sdn Bhd [2007] EWHC 9 (Ch); [2007]
1 W.L.R. 2489; [2007] 2 All E.R. 719; [2007] 1 Al E.R. (Comm) 795; [2007] 1 Lloyd’s
Rep. 297; [2007] Bus. L.R. D87
Albright & Wilson UK Ltd v Biachem Ltd [2001] EWCA Civ 301; [2001] 2 All E.R.
(Comm) 537; [2001] C.L.C. 1023; on appeal [2002] UKHL 37; [2002] 2 All E.R.

(Comm) 753; [2003] 1 C.L.C. 637; (2002) 146 SJTL.B. 241 .coevvvoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaennn 8-047

Alchemy (International) Ltd v Tattersalls Ltd [1985] 2 E.G.L.R. 17; (1985) 276 E.G. 675;
(1985) 276 E.G. 793 QBD ....c.oooteuieteiereerireeiereeeneeseseesesesstosenssseessssesesssesssnsassssssesssssssssns 6-024
Alder v Boyle (1847) 4 C.B. 635; 16 L.J.C.P. 232; 9 L.T.(0O.S.) 246; 11 Jur. 591 ... 7-004, 7-014,
7-018

Alexander v Automatic Telephone Co [1900] 2 Ch. 56; 69 L.J.Ch. 428; 82 L.T. 400; 16
T.L.R. 339; 44 S.J. 407; 48 W.R. 546
v Davis & Son (1885) 2 TL.R. 142




TaBLE OF CASES

v Sizer (1869) L.R. 4 Ex. 102; 38 L.J.Ex. 38
v Southey (1821) 5 B. & A. 247
v Webber [1922] 1 K.B. 642; 91 L.J.K.B. 320; 126 L.
Alexander & Co v Wilson Holgate & Co (1923) 14 LL.Rep. 538
Alfred McAlpine Construction Ltd v Panatown Ltd (No.1); sub nom. Panatown Ltd v Alfred

McAlpine Construction Ltd; [2001] 1 A.C. 518; [2000] 3 W.L.R. 946; [2000] 4 All E.R.

97; [2000] C.L.C. 1604; [2000] B.L.R. 331; (2000) 2 T.C.L.R. 547; 71 Con. L.R. 1;

[2000] E.G.C.S.102; (2000) 97(38) L.S.G. 43; (2000) 150 N.L.J. 1299; (2000) 144

S.J.L.B. 240; [2000] N.P.C. 89: Times, August 15, 2000 HL; reversing [1998] C.L.C.

636; 88 B.L.R. 67; 58 Con. L.R. 46; (1998) 14 Const. L.J. 267; [1998] E.G.C.S.19;

[1998] N.P.C. 17; Times, February 11, 1998 CA ..........ccccuneene. 2-065, 9-011, 9-013, 9-014
Algemeene Bankvereeniging v Langton (1935) 40 Com. Cas. 247; 51 LI L. Rep. 275 ..... 2-057
Alicia Hosiery Ltd v Brown Shipley & Co Ltd [1970] 1 Q.B. 195; [1969] 2 W.L.R. 1268;

[1969] 2 All E.R. 504; 113 S.J. 466; sub nom. Alicia Hosiery v Brown Shipley & Co,

and -Allied Shippers [1969] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 179 .......cccscnuceviissvorsspssmmmmmisissssesvigorsassnsanass 8-173
Allai v Leo Lines Ltd ([1957] 1 Lloyd*s Rep: U127 ......covisrieismssssssmssiasasssnss 7-028, 7-029, 7-031
v Sundius (1862) 1 H. & C. 123; 31 L.J.Ex. 307; 6 L.T. 359; 10 WR. 648 .............. 7-004
Allard v Bowne (1863) 15 C.B.(N.S.) 468: 3 New Rep. 42 ... .. 2-081
Allaway v Duncan (1867) 16 L.T. 264; 15 W.R. 711 .....ccccceeeniin . 9-038
Allen v O’Hearn (F) & Co [1937] A.C. 213; 106 L.J.P.C. 14; 156 L.T. S3TIL.R. 176 .ines 8-069,
9-011, 9-013
Allen & Co v Whiteman (1920) 89 L.J.Ch. 534; 123 L.T. 773; 64 S.J. 727 .....cccucuevvevevne. 3-030
Allen (Hugh V) & Co v Holmes (A); Same v Holmes [1969] | Lloyd’s Rep. 348 CA ...... 7-004
Alley v Hotsoni (1815) 4-Camip: 325 - :cvssvssmuissmsissiosinsmuiessonse seamiiaissssissnssgiuissonsssmvizisiensss 10-006
Alliance & Leicester Building Society v Edgestop; Same v Dhanoa; Same v Samra
Mercantile Credit Co v Lancaster; sub nom. Alliance & Leicester Building Society v
Hamptons [1993] 1 W.L.R. 1462; [1994] 2 All E.R. 38; [1993] N.P.C. 79; [1993]
B.G.CS. 92, .cinseiioresiotnsisnssitaa i ismmsiuomsenssisa 8-048, 8-063
Allison v Clayhills (1907) 97 L.T. 709 ... 6064, 6-067
Allkins v Jupe; sub nom. Allkins v Jupe; Same v Pembroke; Same v Oppenheim; Same v
Choisy (1876—-77) L.R. 2 C.BD. 375; 46 LLK.B: 824 CPD iiiviiimsiincsseinnsspsrssmrssinsins 7-051
Allam & Co Ltd v Europa Poster Services Ltd [1968] 1 W.L.R. 638; [1968] | All E.R. 826;
W2 Sa¥-. BO: csirsssssiamsnensiosscsosnpsonsuosvossssshors s eeveses hyassnt e Gaviap IS RS s as e eaRs b sohimess 5-001, 5-007

Alpha Lettings Ltd v Neptune Research & Development Inc; sub nom. Alpha Letting Plc v

Neptune Research & Developments Inc [2003] EWCA Civ 704: (2003) 147 S.J.L.B.

627 CA; reversing in part [2002] EWHC 1414 QBD .....cocooiiiiiiiiiiiinecccce e 10-042
Alpha Trading Ltd v Dunnshaw-Patten [1981] Q.B. 290; [1981] 2 W.L.R. 169; [1981] 1 All

E.R. 482; (1980) 124 S.J. 827; [1981] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 122 CA; affirming [1980] 2

LIOYA' S REP: 2B ociie oo ios i iomatanmserspensmmsorsoniamssransraistinesosesstn 7-018, 7-040, 7-043, 10-042
Alpstream AG v PK Airfinance [2013] EWHC 2370 (Comm); [2014] 1 All E.R. (Comm)

BB . ccnrvsinisioretiarnat B T TR i A s s s SR pas R S A RS €4 ST S N S PR e e 9-121, 9-135
Alsop v Sylvester (1823) | C. & P. 107 6-025
Altair, The. See Ministry of Trade of Iraq v Tsavliris Salvage (International) Ltd (The

Altair)

Aluminium Industrie Vaassen BV v Romalpa Aluminium Ltd [1976] 1 W.L.R. 676; [1976]

2 All ER. 552; 120 S.J. 95; [1976] | Lloyd’s Rep. 443 CA; affirming (1975) 119 S.J.

BB s s A eV o R B R eSS R e R o SR P 1-031
Amalgamated Industrials v Johnson & Firth Brown Times, April 15, 1981 .....ccccccvvnnee. 6-085
Amalgamated Investment & Property Co Ltd (in liquidation) v Texas Commerce Inter-

national Bank Ltd [1982] Q.B. 84; [1981] 3 W.L.R. 565: [1981] 3 All E.R. 577; (1981)

125 S.J. 623; [1981] Com.L.R. 236 CA; affirming [1981] 2 W.L.R. 554; [1981] 1 All

ER.'923; (1930) 125/8.1. 133; [198T] CLIR: 3T ..usnsesmaevavsvisisssssspisnonsis 2-057, 6-029, 9-030
Amalgamated Metal Corp Plc v Wragge & Co (A Firm) [2011] EWHC 887 (Comm); [2011]

PINCER: 28 o i mabsnincissis s s i e s r A st i i e s 6-003, 6-004
Amazonia, The. See Furness Withy (Australia) Ltd v Metal Distributors (UK) Ltd (The

Amazonia) Amazonia, The
Amber Size and Chemical Co Ltd v Menzel [1913] 2 Ch. 239; 82 L.J.Ch. 573; 109 L.T. 520;

20°LL.R.590; ST S.627: FIQ RPIC. d33 ... coemcmsmarassnsiybrss iops aessiiinsansasasasonases 6-077
Ambrose v Kerrison (1851) 10 C.B. 776; 20 LJ.C.P. 135; 17 L.T. (0.S.) 41 ..................... 4-010
Americano’s Ltd v State Insurance Ltd (1999) 6 N.Z. Business L.C. 102, 892 ........cccoo.... 1-024

[xxi]



TABLE OF CASES

Amoutzas v Tattersalls [2010] EWHC 1696 (QB) ....ccooviiiiieiiniiiiiiniincciiicniecisncnaacns e 5-001
Anangel Atlas Compania Naviera SA v Ishikawajima-Harima Heavy Industries Co Ltd

[1990] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 167 QBD (COMM) .....ccccvemiiieesiencsinsisssesiessnesesassscncsrasss 6-085, 8-221
Ancona v Marks (1862) 7 H. & N. 686; 31 L.J.Ex. 163; 5 L.T. 753; 8 Jur.(N.S.) 516; 10 W.R.

DT cssrencmsivssssuisses smiisssmusansnamsssonsensssnsonmssssssas isiaion . 2-059, 2-089
Anderson v Edlanger [1980] C.L.Y. 133 i...cormmsissmisisssmssonsonisonssssiorssosisiossssiibassnspssssssasnsave 4-006
v Sutherland (1897) 13 T.L.R. 163; 41 S.J. 226; 2 Com.Cas. 65 .......... 3-024, 3-034, 3-035
Anderson (WB) & Sons v Rhodes (Liverpool) Ltd [1967] 2 All E.R. 850, Assizes

070 0] L L 8-186, 8-197
Anderson Antiques (UK) Ltd v Anderson Wharf (Hull) Ltd [2007] EWHC 2086 (Ch) ...... 9-120
Andrew v Robinson (1812):3 Camp. 199 .....cicissismessssinmmisnssssansasssesassisnsiiorsnsssisnssmnssnsanssessase 6-100
Andrews v Ramsay & Co [1903] 2 K.B. 635; 72 L.J.LK.B. 865; 89 L.T. 450; 19 T.L.R. 620;

4T S0, T28: 52 WER. 120 .. visivirinesiinissismmmsssiiiesis s re s e s NIy oy 7-049, 7-050
Anglia Television Ltd v Reed [1972] 1 Q.B. 60 [1971] 3 W.L.R. 528: [1971] 3 All E.R. 690;

L1 ST TIBICIAL s cvntsinie ton e s castnasnenrashmmss e khn s som e T e e o ME 3SR S Se oAt p P AT bR s Howaa e 9081

Anglo African Merchants Ltd v Bayley; Exmouth Clothing Co Ltd v Bayley [1970] 1 Q.B.

311; [1969] 2 W.L.R. 686; [1969] 2 All E.R. 421; [1969] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 268; 113 S.J.

281 QB (COMMNY <rssssosssssessssmmvivosins s ombssiuisbossses sstssgstus e 2-013, 3-033, 6-048, 6-057
Anglo-African Shipping Co, New York Inc v Mortner (J) Ltd [1962] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 610 CA;

reversing [1962] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 81 ........ 1-021, 1-032, 7-100, 8-071, 9-008, 9-020, 9-021,

12-029
Anglo-American Asphalt Co Ltd v Crowley Russell & Co Ltd [1945] 2 All E.R. 524; 173

2. T T S TR 6-098
Anglo-Maltese Hydraulic Dock Co Ltd, Re (1885) 54 L.J.Ch. 730; 52 L.T. 841; 1 T.L.R.

392; 433 W.R. 652 .. 7088
Anglo Overseas Transport Co Ltd v Titan Industrial Corp (United Kingdom) Ltd [1959]

Lloyd*s Rep: 152 QBD (COMM), ::crrrvesernsossensossoisunssassasssnsassosisosse 3-031, 7-061, 9-016, 9-042
Anglo-Scottish Beet Sugar Corp Ltd v Spalding UDC [1937] 2 K.B. 607; 106 L.J.K.B. 885;

157 L.T. 450; 53 T.L.R. 822; [1937] 3 All E.R. 335; 81 S.J. 734 ............c....... 8-166, 8-185
Angus v McLachlan (1883) 23 Ch.D. 330; 52 L.J.Ch. 587; 48 L.T. 863; 31 W.R. 641 ..... 7-093
Annesley v Muggeridge (1816) 1 Madd. 593; 56 E.R. 218 ............cccccociiuicsusnissanmaiinios
Anscombe & Ringland v Watson [1991] 2 E.G.L.R. 28; [1991] 38 E.G. 230
Antonio Gramsci Shipping Corp v Stepanovs [2011] EWHC 333 (Comm); [2012] 1 All E.R.

(Comm) 293; [2011] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 647; [2012] B.C.C. 182; [2012] 1 B.C.L.C. 561;

[20141 1.C1:C.396; [2011] Busy LR DITT il vvis civiiresossscsesnsssn sivissssmismsmssiasnn 6-042, 8—-117
Antrobus v Wickens (1865) 4 F. & F. 291 ...ttt ctee et aeeenaeeseseesesnssenenns 7-031
Applebee v Percy (1874) L.R. 9 C.P. 647; 43 L.J.C.P. 365; 30 L.T. 785; 38 J.P. 567; 22 W.R.

T ..o mancnsnssmesiuss ok s siinsesnessasmiveisssuvsissssonssainsas i i Gas o e v wssm e e Vs ST e R R ¥ 8-216
Applegate v Moss; sub nom. Archer v Moss [1971] 1 Q.B. 406; [1971] 2 W.L.R. 541; [1971]

1 AILER. 747; 3 BALR. 13 (1970) 114.8.1, /971 €A .covupmsessinmimsmsmmimmivssmssssmnesy 2-027

Appleton v Binks (1804) S.East 148; 1 Smith 361 ......... 8-087, 9-049
Apthorp'v Nevill & €06 (1907) 23 ELR. ST srssnevsssesmimasmisminnssmmsas 2-026, 8-216
Aqualon (UK) Ltd v Vallana Shipping Corp [1994] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 669 QBD (Comm) .... 9-024
Arab Bank Plc v Zurich Insurance Co [1999] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 262; [1998] C.L.C. 1351 ...... 8-211,
8-213
Arab Monetary Fund v Hashim (No.9) [1996] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 589 CA; affirming in part
[1993] 1 Lloyd’s Rep: 543 QBD (COmIE G s soiammsmmssssomimsiisssiaritossmssisesiss 8-217
Arbiter Group Plc v Gill Jennings & Every [2001] R.P.C. 67; [2000] Lloyd’s Rep. P.N. 669;
[2000] PN.L.R. 680 CA
Arbitration between Deb Chemical Proprietaries Ltd and Dreumex Chemie BV, Re; QBD
I L R 6-015
Archer v Stone (1898) 78 L.T. 34 .... 8-080, 8-096
Archer’s Case [1892] 1 Ch. 322; 61 L.J.Ch. 129; 65 L.T. 800; 8 T.L.R. 90; 36 S.J. 91; 40
VIR, LD . ocovvsvnsmusnnoinshontosispssicins st e ssssn s s seame sl Bassess s yaus s Gem A ew PSSR NS s 6-089
Architects of Wine Ltd v Barclays Bank Plc [2006] EWHC 1648 (QB); [2007] 1 All E.R.
(Comm) 152; [2007] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 55; [2007] 1 B.C.L.C. 218; reversed [2007]
EWCA Civ 239; [2007] 2 All E.R. (Comm) 285; [2007] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 471; (2007) 151

S.JL.B.431; [2007] BUS. LR D3T ccnuii-snmmsiisiosssionsimisdissisimasessanssmsnersssssnsasisiosiods 3-009
Arctic Shipping Co Ltd v Mobilia AB; The Tatra [1990] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 511 QBD
(EOMNT) rcimicirmires i s it S i sommesmmsesosheam o e oo e e T el onas omemmner s oes e b SRS 8024



TaBLE oF CASES

Argos (Cargo Ex), The. See Gaudet v Brown; Brown v Gaudet; Geupel v Cornforth CArgo
ex Argos; Hewsons, The.

Argyll (Duchess) v Argyll (Duke) [1967] Ch. 302; [1965] 2 W.L.R. 790; [1965] 1 All ER.
GLL O DD, ..oiossicnn e consssemsssasiossnsssinssss ivsmasssassssosssss sissEes sase Febssvestss e suosdo Sumata dunats s34 msta SHVRV TR0 6-077
v Beuselinck [1972] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 172 Ch D .......cooeviineirieeecesnccsinincse 6-019, 6-021

Aries Tanker Corp v Total Transport Ltd; The Aries [1971] 1 W.L.R. 185; [1977] 1 All ER.

398: (1977) 121 S.J. 117; [1977] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 334 HL; affirming [1976] 2 Lloyd’s
REP. 256 CA ..oceiiiiriineceiemcsi st et st s b s e R bR b 6-100
Arklow Investments Ltd v Maclean [2000] 1 W.L.R. 594; (2000) 144 S.J.L.B. 81 PC (NZ) ..... 6-034,
6-038, 6-077, 6-080

Armagas Ltd v Mundogas SA; The Ocean Frost [1986] A.C. 717; [1986] 2 W.L.R. 1063;

[1986] 2 All E.R. 385; (1986) 130 S.J. 430; [1988] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 109; (1986) 83

L.S.Gaz. 2002 HL; affirming [1986] A.C. 717; [1985] 3 W.L.R. 640; [1985] 3 All E.R.
795; (1984) 129 S.J. 362; [1985] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 1; (1984) 82 L.S.Gaz. 2169 CA ....... 1-026,
4-007, 8-010, 8-014, 8-017, 8-020, 8-021, 8-028, 8-067, 8-098, 8-176,
8-180, 8-182, 8-195, 8-220, 8-222, 8-223

Armitage v Nurse [1998] Ch. 241; [1997] 3 W.L.R. 1046; [1997] 2 All E.R. 705; (1997) 74

P. & C.R. DI13; Times, March 31, 1997; Independent, April 11, 1997 CA; affirming

[1995] N.P.C. 110; Independent, July 3, 1995 (C.S.) Ch D . .. 6056, 6-058
Armone v Dl & Ca, 1912 S.C. B2 .o ia i o sssas s sssesss s 9-038
Armstrong v Jackson [1917] 2 K.B. 822; 86 L.J.K.B. 1375; 117 L.T. 479; 33 T.L.R. 444; 61

S.J. 631 6068, 6-071

v Stokes (1872) L.R. 7 Q.B. 598; 41 L.J.Q.B. 253; 26 L.T. 872; 21 W.R. 52 1-020, 1-021,
1-042, 8-069, 8-071, 8-073, 8-105, 8-106, 8-107, 9-016, 9-020, 12-029
v Strain [1952] 1 K.B. 232; [1952] 1 T.L.R. 82; [1952] 1 All E.R. 139 CA; affirming
[1951] ¥ ELiR B0 covinuscnsicssmmessrosimsivapimssmivivsnsss s sogseito st s 5554550 8-185, 8-186, 8-195
Arnhem Technology v Dudley Joiner, January 31, 2001 Ch D 9-109
Armold v Cheque Bank (1876) 1 C.P.D. 578; 45 L.J.Q.B. 562; 34 L.T. 729; 40 J.P. 711; 24
WR. T59 ciivssinmsnisivsiimvsmmsmmansssissssens s
Arnot v Briscoe (1748) 1 Ves. 95
Ashbury Railway Carriage and Iron Co v Riche; sub nom. Riche v Ashbury Railway
Carriage & Iron Co Ltd (1875) L.R. 7 H.L. 653; 44 L.J.Ex. 185; 33 L.T. 450; 24 W.R.
794 reversing (1874) TaR. 9 BXICH. 228 ......cocumswiicssocmnnstomomensinsinmiosiassszvsssiniasiig s 8-031
Ashford Shire Council v Dependable Motors Pty Ltd [1961] A.C. 336; [1960] 3 W.L.R. 999;
[1961] 1 All E.R. 96; 104 S.J. 1055 PC; reversing (1959) 33 ALLJR. 64 ... 2-031, 2-032,

3-027
Ashmore v Corp of Lloyd’s (No.2) [1992] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 620; Times, July 17, 1992;

Independent; July 22, 1992 OBD (COMMY) icusersimcsinssmnocssestirsshstsmsm s s iiaitscovusssscs 7-001
Ashmore Benson Pease & Co Ltd v AV Dawson Ltd [1973] 1 W.L.R. 828; [1973] 2 All E.R.

856; [1973] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 21; [1973] R.T.R. 473; (1973) 117 S.J. 203 CA .............. 2-026
Ashton, Re; Ex p. McGowan (1891) 64 L.T. 28; 7 T.L.R. 207; 8 Morr. 72; 39 W.R. 320 ........ 8-216
Ashiton: v Spiers & Pond. (1893) 9 TILiR. 1600 ...........ccereanssesasssrnersssispunssnasssosisniniosmsisassiansoss 3-027
Association of British Travel Agents Ltd v British Airways Plc [2000] 2 All E.R. (Comm)

204; [2000] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 209 CA; affirming [2000] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 169 QBD (Comm

) ot e e e L et e e 6-009
Aste viMontague (1858) 1 . & B 264 coopnsisisssmmsns s i st ssmsasns 10-030
Astilleros Canarios SA v Cape Hatteras Shipping Co Inc; The Cape Hatteras [1982] 1

Lloyd’s; Rep. S18:QBDI{(COMM), s5insesrsmaesssremsrsmssassasmsemssnnsissassiohisissasssnispionsissssss 9-038
Astley Industrial Trust Ltd v Miller [1968] 2 All E.R. 36, Assizes (Liverpool) ....... 8-133, 8-147,

8-153
Aston v Kelsey [1913] 3 K.B. 314; 82 L.JK.B. 817; 108 L.T. 750; 29 T.L.R. 530; 18

COMECAS: DT isaiuinisssimiisimsimmsmins s s s i S A ey s S Asso s saeip s S Smeameines 7-069
Astra Trust v Adams and Williams [1969] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 81 QBD (Comm) ..................... 7017
Asty Maritime Co v Rocco Guiseppe & Figli; The Astynax [1985] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 109 CA;

teversing: [1984] ‘2 L16Yd’s REP: 459 ic.cncimmomnnssssmsetmiossmsss ssnssnissssamrisases 8-071, 8-078
Astyanax, The. See Asty Maritime Co v Rocco Guiseppe & Figli; Astynax, The.

ALKInS V ROWE (1 T28) MOS: 39 .. isiiissmmnsmiammnnenersamnssansssomnsssasssasisssssonnessbioess nrisionansonssiises 6-082
Atkinson v Cotesworth (1825) 3 B. & C. 647; 3 L.J.(0.S.) K.B. 104; 1 C. & P. 516; 5 Dow.
& RY: KBl 552 civiiniscicnousonsnsisssmsonpmsusssmgmsissosasssm sisessos st i s mrasivicesssdsss 9-003, 9-010

[xxiii]



