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thomer, for & judgment staying the srhi-
tration commenced by UNITED GRAIN
GROWERS, LTD, Il.up-nd-m:. i
In the Matier of FRATELLI MORETTI
CEREALL 5. p A. Petitioner, for a
judgment staying the arbitration com-
menced by UNITED G'E.nl.l.H GEROW.-
ERS, LTI, Respondest B
Naa TT Civ. 2549 (MEF) and 77 Clw ;
3550 (MEF), L\
E United Siates Dstrict Cougt, b
5 0 New anl:_. g
Dec 2, 16 0\

;X

Buyers of wheay(hrougEt sction againat

“meller seeking to diaarbiiration of seller's

claims far breadl pf-eantract for the sale of
wheat Thé prodeedings were originally
enmmenged \& sTte court and were pe-
moved(to [ederal distriet courl. The Dis-
triet Courtd Frankel, -J. beld thati: (1)
wheeg legends an face of contracts for sale
of, wheal were saffichent 1o give notxe to
rémponshbly prodent person of srbitration
tiause on reverss side providing far arbilea-
tien of any contreversy arising out of con-
tracts, there was po allegatbon of frand or
daress in sigeing or inducement af comn-
tracts, and there was no showing of un-
squal bargmining power or sophStzation
between Canndian seller amd Italiam buyera,
lalin boyerss wore bound by arbiiration

“cloises in contracts, wnd (2) sefler’s rams-
“mittal af its dermand for arhitration to on

address differens from that grven in con-
tract &id not render arhitration proceedings
mvalid, In winw of fsct that parties el
ta submit to srbitration pursoant to Amen-
gan Arbitrasion Association's groin arbitra-
liop rulss which pmwdlﬂ] ihat the rubsvant
notics was the moties of hearing muiled by
Jasoription and not the demand served by
seller, ond im view of fact that buyer actanl-
ly poceived timely notsee of baearing before
Asspeiation.

Prtitions to sizy sriitration defiled:
cross-peiilicn Lo ceompel srbilration graeled,

Fer DA s Py e 4 el four.

TSR ARt R S AR

R iyl e Wl -
L'. ¥ - .L--:_I_J 4

Y & : -.|1

« " 841 FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT Pl

L Federal Cowrts =4l
o+ b In actions srivingypfee-Chapter 1 of
the Unitod Statley” Afuleation Act, Q-
tiotn copcerning &aforgesbdity of arbites-
tioh agreements ere poverned by federsl
law, even Sbereparties have by agreement

apecified 15g Mw governing the interpreta- -

tion of the éantract, and the plase af and/ar
ipfhuni] for arbstratien. 9 USCA 6§ 1 et
s N1 ek 50 =

¥ Arbitration =12

Strong fedoral policy embodied in the
United States Arbitration Aet [avonng en-
[oroement of agreements Lo arbelrate oom-
marcial dispuves is particularly compelling
in controversies mvolving inLernatonal
eommerein] transactione -8 USCA &1 ot

LT

i Arbitrstion =12

Iualian rubs of low providing that arbe-
tration agreements are wpenforceable um-
bess they appear above signatures of both
porties was not applicable b procesding
praing under the United Btotea Arbitration
Act to determine the validity of arbitration
clapse comtuined in contreet for sale of
whesi entered into botween Canadian sedler
and Itafian bupers. 8 LSCA §8 1 &1 sag.,
201 & g *

. Contracts ==H§3LT}

Generslly, 5 person of ordimary under-
ptancling aad compelencs & Lz =ik oy prm'i-
sions af contract he signs whether or nod he
has read them

i Arhitration o=@

Where legends on face of contracts far
sals of whiat weee suflDoent to give nolioe
to reasosably prudent persos of arbitration
cluoses on reverse side providing for arbs-
tration of mny comtroversy ansing out af
canlracis, there wus 56 allegation of {raod
or duress in gigrne or ndocement af coR-
trocts, amil there was no showiag of om-
cqual bargaiming power or sophltication
hotweos Casadinn suller and Italins b'i?l:ll'ﬁ.
ltafian buyers were bound by acbitrstion
cluuses in conlracis,
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MATTEHR OF FERRARA 5. p. A

Seller’s transmiiial of [ demamd for
wrbitrntion of dispate arsing under con-
tract for sale of whest to an address differ-
et [Fom Chal @ven 16 oenlraet il mol
render arbitration procesdings imvalid, in
view af [act that parties agrecd to sabmit
to arbitration parsuanti to American Arin-
trution Associntion’s grain arbriration rules
which peovidad that the rolevant notice waa
the notice of hearsng madled Dy ASsociiLios
znd not the demand served by seller, nad fn

¥ i view al fact that buyer sctsally rechived

timedy rotice of Besring before Associztion,

— -

Hambarger,”  Weinschepk, \ Molear &
Busch, Mew York Citf for petitioners;
Benjamin Busch, New Yoek Zity, of eoun-
[l A% '_. [

Hill, Rivkine orey, Lossberg & O'Erien,
Jvew - Tork Ty N\ lor respondent  LUnited

;" Grain Gpowern, Ltd.; Hobert 1. Eymiker,
New. York Chty? of counsel

\ L= OPINION

PFRANKEL, District Judge.

s #Thare are before the court competing ap-

= piscA oS 10 glay o Lo compel arbitriton of
)

dispates arming from two eontracts for the
sabs :||' w higal I'-].' Umited ':-.‘“.'. I-_url.ru-r_-_
Lad, ("U'GG™), o Canndlan corperntion, wo
Fratelli Moretti Cercall, 5. p A
™), and Ferrara 8 p A ("Ferrurn”), both
of Italy, Arbstration will be orderd

“Morel-

L.

B BFTEEMMENLS DELWEEN o [AFLIES TIFD=
Tk ta | the | ;
vided for the sale of 20,000 tons of Camsdi-
En whial to eash bapyer, | b DL L

= repee Port, with pavmeni agalnst presenta

bioa of docaments 1n New York, Eneh was
memoriadized on 8 sandard form Morth
Amerenn Expori Graln Asscciation No, 2
{(“BAEGA 27} contract, whick conaista of a
single page with pnnting on both mides!
On the front of this document, bepeath the
L 6 micY cass a illp of paprT Cadbashing

farming par of
the WAEGA form.

10 and
the coniract was. ptsched 10
These slips se fo

Ol i 44 F Sapp. T2 (18T

spuce for entry of Lo eSpers, same, 11 0
rocited that the mls & mafe 0N THE
CONDITIONE AMD RUMEES [NCORPO-
RATED HERELN. “Wi%he botbom al [Se
fime page, At !!n.lul.l. the .1ihl'I1J.'.I.I_'I.' :.El.'!.
appenrs the legend: “(SEE CONDITIONS
AND BERES-@N OTHER =1DEY" The
el qce SShALEInsE |'|| VT [EFNLEE EEIEES
unider the boldfzee caption, “CONDITIONS
ANDBLULES,"” meleding the {odlowing:
“B ARBITRATION. Buver asd saller
figres that any controversy or claim ans-
mg outl of
ke this contract nterpretation,
|

oF OEss '.'ll'.'l'll-.._ shall be

i OO DT Wik OF .-|'|.|.I|‘.'|il_'
or the
o T A D
seitled by mrhitralon 1o the GGy of feaw
York belors the Amersean Arhitrotion
Associnlion of
the Grain Arbitration Rales of the Ameri-
can Arbitration Assoca I

may be in effect al the Ume al
arbitration procesding, wihich rales are
Saretry desmed inoorporoteg hersp and
made & pirt BEreol, and UEHdEr UhE aw
of the 3ate of Mew York. The arfitr-

tiog award ahall b [Enal and Dinding oo

Il sucoéEs0cm, DUTALARL 1O

1T -]

bolh parises and pudpmmenl WFen s h -
hitrotion awnrd may be entered in the
.r_:.jl_lrl i LS e Stats of New York
ar any other Coarl having Jurstiction
theroal, Buyer ond seller hereby recog-
fiste and sxpres|y consant Lo The JErisdie-
tion over each of them of the Amencan
Ariitruton Assoc n or

End ol 5l thé CouFts

LE BuGcemEsTa,
il Mew
Buver and sfler ipree tRat thia
contract ahall be deemssd 10 have Dean
made in New York Blale asd be desmed
performed there, any refecence

nefeil of caewhere Lo LS8 enilrary mat-

NSl SHINLE

§r
1S

Lo e

withstanding.

It & oot disputed thal bolh huyvers Duilesd
to perform thair obligations under the oof-
tracts. UGG servesd separate demands for
ATTTCEELLGE, ned FReCEefIEs SOUTLTE noead be=s
fore the i alsn Association
with respect to tho UFG0-Ferrarn controver-
Morett] fibsd u ptl-

i ity
sy, On Jume 34, 1977

deinery and pesmEeni terme pad melevasE B0 the

IASRANL BOUORS

United States
Page 2 of 6




T80
tion to stay wsrbitration in the Suprems
Coart of the Siats of New York
mmmenced a similar procesding
b enart on July 12, and obtained o |
say ax parte UGHE removed both cases
here om Jaly 2 1577, and has cross-pet
tioged for crders compedling srbitration

1L

Moretti and Ferrara resisl arbitralion
primanly an the theory that they did pot
[ -] -|I|!'-\..r|'|.a-\,l o AFTeEmenle 1o ..l"ll-
trate. [ appears that the conlraciy o
negotisted for the buyers by el grsin
brokers. The buvers claim thay thery Was
o discicamon af, or express afs=ni Lo arti-
trution doring the negoliSiioes.and that
the arbitration cisusc i/NAERA 2 was sat
(LR [T T Helying “pefmiarily
Yark and federal lfw, they
gquoted lenguspd o8, the fsee of NAEGA 2
rn:'fr'frn.‘! pIaR f provislons o8 ShE AivETe
mide @ insufficient to bined them o the
artufration tepm. Messrs Remo Moreit,
Dirpetor i\ oretti, and Bieeards Fi
Cotuséllog af the Adminstrative Council of
Forears! Eave averred in vircuslly identica
n{fidivits that they neither keew nor hod

nmuEno

i,

2 Chaper 2 of the Arbitration A
15 Lifled Slakrms sdcemsion (6 (he |1
© Mavions Convenfion an iks Hragnilion  as=3
Enforcsment of Foreign Arbersl Awargs,
[ITE B URT. ST, TIAS Mo 907, As
dach arfErElEn agreeeeil &0 (e here “Talla
ander the Coivenilen™ wighip e medrang of §
e Coarl feaw juripelction over
e § 205 of the Act.
ation be held in sc
WILN The SresmeEnts u
1 ois wEll seitled thak
Mhagner | of the Al guwest
wiilaiesatuly of artitra
iy lederal law, #

pervETTie

EVEN WhEre

EpETINEG (had

ol the conract Lolmy s
Corp., 407 FId 958 (Eth 1

Sewing Mashine Saies Cormp v Carl

el

il FEDERAL SUPFPLEMENT

reason to know of artRtration clmsses;

SRON BALEE S B 15 Iy wnhk linllen law

isnder which arbitrfliomMadreements are ol-
unenforeeatile unless they appesr
@ sagfintuwes of .
cach claiima he Yherslor
BERATEIEE,, LheN res erme

il'ﬂ-cll:"
botls

EAW B i

scde of MNAFDGA T
As will sppear, the

1 WhalEvar

fg FOvirEnd

ArGIERLSNR

Lkt

lnw, mml cladses &ne

imvadid pursuant to mertioned

above.
3] Si

Leese actions is conferrod by Chopler
Act, 8

L. 91058 4 3

U

DOLET: B JUrSIsciion o

the Federal

&6 201-208, & nil
B (18 E widbdl ssen Chat the éalorsen-
Lhe arbiiraton cluase ol msue st
delerminesd in federal
generally 1

NOCOrEanoe
AW,
law,
Hunk, I F

l.:l'-.".ll'l Inc

=l T

Serounar,

FSiupm. 6685 5.0, T, snd B pl
anddor Arikeg ragion, e
Al oy

#1 LEddd I (FaL
Yam Reiniehd & Son [mport Ca v 5 A Erecs
550 F2d 770 (b Cir. 19760 The Dwyers Gane
Hagpribiad £o  FeRDn WhY dfermi e

=i, B

Froer et U

ENE Lo
o an ag
mul OO AFDICrlE

£ mrtlFal a

hie which aw i
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181

Chiw w4 F Sagrp 770 (167T)

In the 1estant cases, however, it i3 unooces-
sary to decide precissly which body of law
poverns the enforeeability of ark
agrocments in petions in federsl courts fall-
I.11E under thg rll;!wl :"-..I.|||I-|Ib |-:\|I|'|.f-|'|'|?clﬁ
implemested in Chapter L see o 2 supira
Whaether the applicable law B the Tederal
“w developed wnder Chapter 1 of the Arbe-
walioe Act; a undorm body of internation-
& lnw emisodied n Lhe Convention, see
Seiverk v Alberic-Lilver Co, 417 U5 By
BE0—I1 n. 15, B S0 2440 41 LEd 24 0
- [17d); or==by virtoe of the parties®sgoes
tractunl choice of law provisos andSNthelr
SeElFnntenn n'_-[ New 1|-||r|_ il LSa ri-.:'f for
wrhitrathon, s Matier of [ & Jaeeph Co
{Toufic Anw & F ool . D3 RS, 38R
HY.25d 1 (st Dep't 199); fo v Electron-
i & Misile Feeilives! [ne 2# Mise 28 451
HE NYSAd S04 [Supele1962); - Hestate-
megl (Seoonid) o Conflicta of Laws § TIE
(1871 =the law\&T New York State the
result in the sameand the slleped rale of
-~ Ttalinn- [gwag which the buyers rely does
nol g, [he purporied ltalan w rolke
i Sppeas to be a special requirement govern
N apmeemenis Lo artabrate, bal innpplio-
blinds ether contractiusl terms and eondi-
tapna. Federal courts have comsistently re-
fused to Appey such rales |1n cHsES LriEIRE
under Chapter 1 of the Arbitration Aet. N
& D Feskions, Ine v. DEJ Indusises. Toc.
548 F.24 722 (8th Cle. 1977 Medical Deval-
D dat Cors, W fipibra)] Mok L,
479 F.3d 345 [10th Cir 1973) Avila Group
v. Norma J. of Califarnia, supra. Similarly
the Supruma LoEr has 0 1 that "the

BLEN

|‘|.d-:|-|{|..:|-'1. Lo tha Uanventsan vaooed Triqjuent

conecern thal courts. of mgnalory ooumbtries

b which &8 agreement to arbitrate @
sughl 1o be enforced sbould oot be permit-
ted o decline enforcement of seeh agree-
mests on the basis of parochinl views of
ol - ‘:\.'m.; staimy B “hrosd undesaking” ¢
eifeci bo such an agreement Enlesy it " odfends
*uid the lew e public policy of che forum
C orvvmnd ¥ 1
. meni of Foreign Aststral Awards  Summsiry
Arabresy of Record of Unissd MNasions Co
sacy, May/lone 1550 = 13
Sovers v. Albermo-Luiver Coo
ot B30-53] = 10, 5 S5.Cr 2445 [Douglas J.,
dlisentig) | it By Juslics Douglish Ses
peng L. ddd v Sidermmar 3. p

) [Eive

thaoir desirability or in w/mihnig that woukd
dlminish the mutsally Woding nature of the
agroemenis.” Scherk v, Alberte-Culver
Co., suprn, 417 ChBahi 520571 o 16, 4
S.CL ol 24587 Thinconcern would ssem Lo
e eqgually comp=ll thi “parechi-
2l wiew” Bhit of the forem cr of

stats with an alleged [nterest 3 the contre=
LErEY

g Whilher

snolher

EI. :lI.I Thi ausers do mal that
SR ELA 2 conlracia
tinl terms of

i ¥
embodyving the cisen-
.|H'I'l!|'."l||.':'_1 =
Iwoes Lhe pariss were daly oossuted By
suthorized agents of the mespective compas
fbes. Sdnce Lthere = 6o allegsteon af Craisd
or dureas ip the signing or inducement of
the contrncts, and the cases do nof imvolve
parties of substantially wnegual bargainzng
BOnEn-

inE Asrgal

THIWET Or -||||-|||_-|I||';.'..||:_ whie Bglars
tioes mre insufficiest ta brng

AfY exceplion 10 the gederal that &
person of cedinary usderstanding and com-

(4 ik R -|r -]

gL

petenoe 18 bound By the
pontract he sSgme whelher or o =2

resid them

haa
DES
imdesLrres, [nc
Soupthoasiern
Brapz
Awvila Groop, [nc v Norma J.oof Califorsia,
supra, &8 FSupp. ot 540, and suthorities
pited therein: Matter of Leval f-.'-.ll..'T |-||'II"_|'.
(Waolz, Arkes & Co) 05 NI, B 111
N.E2d Z18 (1853), In Lhese circiomalasioes,
thi qeestan of & "subpectove’ Egroement Lo
wrbitrats is oreley Avils {rrop, oo v
Morma J. o 1 X 2; Higge Crane
J Carp,, 571 F.Supp
20 (E DN Y. 100). Thers 13 5o doibt That
the guoted legends an the foce of NAEGA 2
are sufficiont to give notice to o ressonnhly

LAk, -

prsdent person of Che srqifation provison

Ay 41T FSupp. 307 (EOUMNY This e
il i ooRsime A Chels cises With e view
Ihas enloercratasy of En agresmens (o arbiirals
FEGILES CO Ioef LEW Of F i eErefors
pavertiod Iy Lhe Law o I . MEter af
Gt (Murtado & Cial, 207 MUY, 433, T8 NEd
H1S, eer denied 135 1L5 Bd, 85 S0 &5, 02
LEd 1 {3, wer Heptaieswnt
Conllicis -al

ES71

Serzegd i of

laws § 218 Eepori

United States
Page 4 of 6
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sabe contrecis thomselves opg tmenloreable
" becsissn they allogpedls [ai] By comy

[
=

-

T

b

. boeach theread™ shouwld

- il FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT

.;.|||] iLhes Ehings ajpeeaning on iba basck,
..'er.-:.u Development Corp v [ndustrisf
Moldag Corp, 478 F2d 345 (lh Cir

« 16738 Awila Group, Inc v. Norma J. of

LIfl.'l."':.u‘:lu. supra; cf. Midland Tar sl
ars, fme. v, MJT Lotos, 362 FSupp. 1311
(B.ON.Y1573); Matter of Goodman £
Thamwe, [ne (Faln) 133 Misc. 471, 233
NYS 46 aff'd ZM AppDiv. 628 21
M.YS THD {1st Dept 19581 The bayers
-are therefore bound these arhitration

.glatises, 85d thore B no weus of (el FeGiEr-
T ing o trial. Josepd Moller Corp Sunch ¥

Commonwealth Fotrochemiealy, IToc, T8
F.3upp. 1013 (8.0 10971 el Inderotgam
Shipping Ca v. Nationa! Shipming £ T
ing Corp., 452 F.2d 673 (2d Cir. 197)

Ia Nght of teis Ciniding. It
Lo Fule on the boyem” ciaim) LERE Li#e grain

[BRPR BT e e P gt

v with
certnin Ilslisn Fosessd Cuorrency Caglro
Hegulstione. Given the parties’ agreements
thnt the contrugcsshpeld be doomed to hove
beesi madeaeNew York State. and that
controvesssd oriing out of the contracts
“or ahe\ ASrpretati porformanee  or
b setiled under the
lawg of/sthat State, the contemtion  seems
dﬂh{llﬁ.’.: ne '.|||.' mEfiLE .\,"-I.r. it 1w in Eny

gvenk & maltter Lo be decided by Ui artitra-

N

w

iy
i

> e
Y s

Dy 2416 US

Flood &
BS, BT B.UL
Island Termi
Devices, Ine,
1973), eert denied,
g86, B4 S.0L Z8s, 40 LEd2d 763
[1F74); Matter of W fCarpl &3
N.Y. 50 100, 344 N.Y E5H B48 M08 N E S 40

(1973)

tors. Cf Prima Painé Corp v
;Conklm My Co, 158 UE
1800, 18 LEd24 1270 [1067)
tary af Corssss v. Selitron

480 F.2d 1313 (24 Cir

111
(6] In the Ferrara case, the bayer addi-
tomally amserits that the procecdings
restly pending befors the Amerncan Arhts
tration Assotmalion- are nvaid Dicauss The
damend for srbitration was  improperiy
served The UGC-Ferrara contrust gives
the buyer's address as “Lercara-Poimero
Italy,” bot UG, by repotered mail, sirved
both its notioe of default and s demand

Hr-

for arbitration, dafled December W 1956
pnd Febranry 2, 1977, respectitely \upen [r
'_-rll:'l ANl FYETTEIL, E_'||.'!'I'I"_'_|J.u Eur_"_mn:-
Dane., o [ A B BB .|..’*i:'-'.-| I :';.-'."":.'
Sioly. - Ulils alleges tinerbhad communi-
cated with the bfyer\o% thatl address on
prior cccasionscand in Any event it I clear
that Forrasafreotived timely notioe of the
vontenis of bokh documents. Om December
13, 1956, iENeeplexd Lo the nolice of delsalt
by asteldy i which it admitied nonperforms-
wnee o thi contrnet ond paserted imposs
kllitNol’ performance due to a “foree ma

wiahe, 1 &,
tione prompling ltallan Danks o Qeny oo
eredif peccasary bo import the poods Um
Mareh 8, Ferrara responded by rego

W [OPEIEE EXCRESge FEfULE-

T

tored mall e o8 kiter from the American
Artatrathon Associnisan
and transmotted to Ler
acknowledping Lhe Ass ¥
ariitrathon

distod Febroary 24,

M A Pesaigpt af
UGGy demamd for Ferrura
o nddresa differist [Fom
that gpiver in the conteset did ot cosskitivie
MIFVIGE Wpon & ° _'." wiihin-the meoning
af K.Y, CPLE § T80de) (MeKinney's Szpp.
1976-TT7), and pFnoEad
ings are 1

Liwe

ita damamni

on

The asseertson is withoult menl Dhe
1|'.l_"rr_._'\1l_ AEwWET i RRAT iho [al1gal_] h'rfl'\.'l.—.'i
to suhmit to arbitration “persnast o the
Grain Arbigration R Ehg AmeEncon
Artitration Asscciation,” jar wheh Lhu

HTIGE

1Es 4l

FalEvast matics ajifei-aFS L0 Deff LIWE DOLICE al
hearing malbed by the
Lhe demand served by
noled above, thal
comtract sddress,
timely ressipt. Forthesmore, il the -
quiremenis of CPLE § TN e) are relevant,
the comes eitod by Ferrarn fan] o estabiind
bese mtisfied The
closest cose, Empire Muteal [nsurance Co
2h A D2d 916, 308 N Y. 524 24 (st
T slnmds [or the proposition that
demand on & remote allioe of &
o thee trans.

rrrn does pol Cany

By EEYe Bl
. Lavy,
campany knows o b grorant .
and made for the gurposs

of hindering ar preventing application for 2

Ermnitraismn wilhin

BACCIONE 4l HBEUE

|edieinl sSay of the Lomd




TAYLOR.v». COSTA LINES, INC

()-x

CHe an &l F Supg. T (L#TT]

Emitations set forth in CPLRE § TN, i
mot service designed o give actus| notsee
wnd therefore i not groonds for defassic
The gquesiion i this case & whebher respon-
dgnt guve appropriate notiee of the come
mencemant of procesdings
Americas Arbitration Assocatsan, aod Fer-
rara ks not shows that & New York court
would find the serviee effecied here fnnde-
“guato for thess purposes. Sineo both par-
e pomsednted o the jumsdictien of  the
‘- Amspeiation andthe courts of New Tork,
and there is no question that Ferrars reS
perved timely actunl potiee of the MaysEl
1977, bexring before the Associstion which
it ekosa ta igmore, the reguiremestshol 35
process kave been satiafleed. Jee Dpidtn v
Franklin, 338 F.Sapp. TELAELN Y. 1971)

For the ressons sisted | the petitions to
1tay arbitralion Ere |.',|l|'|.-n.|_ ind the cross-
petitions o compelasiifralion are granted

I‘l.'f"lr-: 4]

50 ordered

Ferm TAYLOR
¥

COSTA LINES, INC, wnd Alstoms
Bhipping and Travel Lid,

Liv. A Moo T-l18d

United Stsies Distriet Cowrt

E [ ?I'.‘ll'.:.'!'.ll::.\_l.

Dec. 2, 1977

e passenger brougrnk acbion
aguinst vessel owner and groond Coar oger-
pior for personal injuries sustained while oa
ground tour pnd aflegedly camsed By megh-
gEfice ol Eredid o opeirdlar d
The Distrwt Court, Joseph 5

~ Chief Judge, held that factual s
[r.-ﬂq,-.mr::! 33 b whebher o master ned sgrv-
ant relatioeslip essted
DWNET anll Fround Lour operslor, e L

I_.lil-'!. { Ly ]
1

Loed, ILL

HUTE WETH

batwiesEn  vVEssE

grousd tour operstor Bad applrest suthori-
ty W act o agest for vesshowner, ond s
e The YRIGILY Ol ax :'_i.'-.ﬂ.l":r'_'.' provisioR pre-
cloding summary judpment

Moticn [or sdmmasy [udgment dened

I. Master mpdeSérvant =3E(1L I16(1)

Uddey doftrine of respondeat supenar,
maate® in Sukle for torts of Bis servants
pomoited] while seting within the sope af
their employment, but the principal gener
ally his no Labality for torts of indopendent
ecostractors

2 Master and Servani ==, §
Hallmark ol af emplovee-emplayes fi-
Intineship is that empéoyer sot only o
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