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11 Maiov, 1995
[TTATTAAQONMOYAOZ, Afotig]
BULFRACHT,
Evdyovrec,
V.
THIRD WORLD STEEL COMPANY LTD.,
Evayouévov.

(A ywyr Navrobixeiov Ag. 121/90).

AéEelc xau gppdoeis — “Conveniently”, otn A.86 twv Kuagiaxdv ©c-
oucv Navtoduxeiov — Evgog évvolas — ESovoia Tov Auxaotnplov
va Srardooe diaypagr and Sixdypapa.

Awxovopia Navtodimeiov — Aiaypagri aSudoewy xai LoYUQLOHWY ad
Sindypapa — A.86 twv Kumgiaxwv Geoudv Navrodbixeiov — Ey-
vevels eSovoieg Tov Awagrnpion.

Naviog — Nowpdtnra eSiwong cupymouopoy 1§ aviarainomg oF
aywyl} yia vavdo — Agyj dixalov mepi amagadéxrov akiwoewg
ouuypLopo 1 pelwons vavdov yua onowodritote Adyo.

Ou evlyovies, Hatowpnooy altmon pe v omolo Intouv -
Yoo TG aviamaitong Twy svayoptvey xabig xal g 6ng napa-
YOAQoU TG AALTHCEWS, OrTou LoyvQitoviol magdafacn gniwy dpwv
™G ouppuviag vavhooTg xal Siexdixotv Suxaiwpa oupympLopot
®wouM pelmomg Tov vodiov,

Moonyolpevn altnen twv evayoptvov yuo. aveotodl tng Hiadl-
HACLag ®aL TAQUITOUITY TOU AVIIXELUEVOY TNG aywys ot Satnoia,
aoQQigtme, eerdi o Awaotipo Bemonoe 6Tl i aElwon yia TAn-

© pwp1 vavhov dev amotelovoe Srapopd ov Ba uaogoVIoE va TaQa-
mep@Bel duvapel Twv SLETIXAY GQRY TOV VOUAOTVPPEVOL,

O evityovieg oyvolloval, 6TL oL evayOuevoL Hev edLHaLoTvVIO, PE-
TA TV UTOPATT CUT| V& RATOWENOOUV VITEQRCTILOT) TTOU Va TEEQLEXEL
aviarralTnon CuuymLOIo ¥au peioomg voiov xat Srov faoes g
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A.86 twv Kumpuondv Ceopdv Noartoduxeiou, ™ duaygagn Twv oxetL-
WDV LOUOLOY %o avrootaimong. H egumnveia ov didovv o godon
“conveniently disposed of* mov ovolootad ovduitel TG oxetnés egou-
0i£g TOU Ataotniov, eival 6TL auti} onpaiver Whal viovoet “aoy xa-
TEAMNAN eolrmon”. SUveriC, ELOTYTETIaY, Jid VO QVETTETOERTY
avroeraimon dev WtoQel va SuaaTel “ratoAlilog” (conveniently), uWii-
aiteQa dmwg oty mogovow, 6rrou duexdureltan vathoc,

AvtifeTa, 0 dutydog Twv evayopviry TQOTEIVEL GTL T PQAOM, ava-
PEQETOL TTO XKaT( Oo0 Ba fAray mooxnnd owotd 1j Ba eEowkovopotios
XQOVO R £E0da oty exbiraon Trg cuvolxng dLapopds twy duadixay,

Amogaoiorme, ot

(1) H AEEn “conveniently” (“Bolwxd” 7 “rotdhinha™), sivar evgela
HOL ETDEYGHLEVT TTOAAES EQUITVELES ILE OTOYO va HwaeL evpeia Sua-
AOLTLKY) EUYEQELD OTO ALXAOTNRQLO MAL HOAITTEL FEQUITWOOELG
OOV vouukd avenitpentes BEoELS E0GyovTaL ota dLndypapa.

(2) H ekovola tov Avkaommpiov yia Sueyoegh magayQdeon and di-
wOyQaga, & oneiletar ndvo otn A.86 twv Kumguaxav Oeapav
Novtodukeiov, ahhé umdQyeL naL ol eyyeveic eEovaleg Tov pe
TAQIGLO EVETTEQD T®V ITQOVOLDV NG A.86.

(3) H YmaeEn aviamalmong 1) oupymeiopot ota Suxdygagpa mov
xolvovial ex mpooutior amagadextes akunoelg, dider vopixd
£oeLopa #oL eE0Vsia 0TO ALXOOTNIQLO va EVEQYOTIOMOEL Tig eEou-
oleg mov tov didovial ané m A.86 twv Kumpuarov Oeopmv
Navtodueiov yua duygaqr tovs.

{4) AvayvwpiLetal ooy xavovag Sukaiou 1y agyd, 6t dev xweel cup-
YMELoUoE 1 pelwon vathou yia omolodimote Aéyo.

(5) H anaiton yia mhnowp vaviov, eEopowdveral pe xotog duvd-
WEL TUVOAACYLATLRIG.

(6) H ovumeplimym amd pégoug twv evayopivov avitaalimomg o
TURYMIGLIUOT T cyry] evaviiov Toug yu vavho, elval vopuura ave-
ntiTertm ®on guvencx, Ba moénel va Suayeagoty, arlAd orolecdi-
TOTE aEUDOELS TOUG EVOVTL TWV EVAYOVIOV PITOQOTY v SLerduxn-
Bovuv eite 1 Eexwouom aywyt, £ite e nagamopni ot Suautnola.

H aitnon éywve dexrr, pe EEoda.
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1AAA Bulfracht v. Third World Steel Co. Ltd

Avapegdueves vrobtoes :

Colonial Bank (Now Bank of Boston Connecticut) v. European, (rain
and Shipping Ltd (The “Dominique™) [1989] 1 Lioyd's Rep. 431,

Aries Tanker Corporation v. Total Transport Ltd (The Aries) {1977]
1 Lloyd’s Rep. 334,

Henriksens Rederi A/S v. T.H.Z. Rolimpex (The “Brede”) {1973] 2
Lloyd’s Rep. 333.

Aitnon og Ayoyy Navrtoduxeiov,

Aitnom oe aywyh NawtoSineiov pe Tnv omoio oL autntég - eva-
yovieg Tntovv T duayQag Tng avianaitnang Twv EVAyouivwy
raBg xaL T diayeagn Tig 6ng mapaygdgpov 115 anaitnongs.

I. lwawvidng yia G. McBride, ywo toug Evayovreg.
M. Hlddns, yia T. Haraddmovdo, yua toug Evayéuevous.

MMAITAAOIIOYAOE, A.: Avayvmoe tnv axdéiovin andpaon.
OL QLTNTEC-EVAYOVIES UE THV TiTRON TOVE aLTovvIaL T dlayQoet
NG AVIARAITNONG TwV EVAyOpEvev xaBmg xat tn Suayoagn tng
NS MOQCYOAPOU TG ICLTHOEMS.

Egerapa otny aitnom toug Poiorouy otig tpovoleg g Alata-
s 86 twv Oeouav Navtodureiov ®abmg ko oty Ilgaxtiv Tou
Noavtodixeiov, dnwg avty epooudleton duviper twv TEOVOLV
™ Avatayic 237 Twv Geopmyv Tov Navtodueiov tov 1893,

TTgonyhBhe Tne XOQOVoag aitnong eviLapeon oandpaoT Tou Al-
®xaotnelov autov (umé Swagogetikyy oUvvBeam), nuegounviag 26
Magtiov 1993. Zinv wiépeo] TV 0 edEAPOS AaoTic ZTulavi-
oG AmEQELYE alTNOM TV EVOYOUEVOV YLOL OVOOTOAT TG Srodina-
ol0g %Ol TUQOITOPTTHG TOV QVILKEWMEVOD TNG OywyMg OF dualtnoia
OO TEOVOOUOE TO VOUAOTUIPWVO, EQUIIVEDOVTAS TO TXETINS 600
va avopEQeTat 0f Suapoed “dispute” ev Bewonoe OTL i aElwon YL
TANeU vaviov dev anotehovos Suagogd epaguétoviag ovola-
OTXG TNV mpdogatn amégaon tns BoulMic tav Adpdwv otnv
Colonial Bank (Now Bank of Boston Connecticut) v. European,
Grain & Shipping Ltd (The “Dominique’} [1989] 1 Lloyd’s Rep.
431. Tlooxmonoe de xow avEQEQE OTL OL QUTALTIOELG TV EVOIYOJE-
vV, OL Omoieg dev elvon cutodEXTES Qotd TOUG EVEyovies, DewQov-
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vrol oav “apglofitnon” (“dispute”) ov xaAUKIOVIOL OO TN OXE-
TUX1) TGy o 32 Tou NaUvAOGUUPOVOU yia ALouTnoid.

TG 28/3/94 oL evayOUEVOL RATAXWOEMOOV TV Y REQACILON
TOUG, M OMOLY FTEQLEXEL KL QVTOTAiTIo, Smov Loyupilovial ma-
péfoon amd PEQOUS TV eVaYOVIWY ONTWYV SQWV TG TUNPLVIaS
vooAwong. Eival auth 1) empovi| Twv evayopévay, Tagd Ty ev-
Sudipeon aoeaon ov mpornyifnxe oty cvuseeiAnym aviamait-
ONG HAL LOXVOLONWY 0TV YTTEQAomtan (taQdyouyog 6) yo di-
KOULOUO CURYNPLOPOUT AHOL PELWOTG TOV VATAOD, IOV 061yNoE
TOUG EVAYOVIES OTIV XATAXMQLOT TS TAQOVONS AlTnoNg.

Eivay n 9¢on twv evaydviev OTL Letd tnv evdiaueon amdga-
on 1OV ALaoTniou #oTEoTY VOULKXE TRogaves OTL TO dixaiwmpa
CUPYTPLOKOU 1| avTamaitnong ot akiwon yue vavho dev emitoé-
METAL HAL YL’ QUTO EMXOAESTIHAY TLG OLKOVOMKES TTOOVOLES Yid
SLayQaQ1 TWV OXETIMWV TTAQMLYQUPWV.

H Awatayt 86 twv KungLaxmy Qeopmv Nautodixeiov TQovo-
ei T €eEng:

“The Defendant, may in his answer plead any set-off or
counterclaim. But if, in the opinion of the Court or Judge, such
set-off or counterclaim cannot be conveniently disposed of in
the action, the Court or Judge may order it to be struck out.”

H eounveia Tov £dm0E 0 EVTALBEUTOG OUVITYOQOG TWV EVRLYO-
pévoov 0T ppdon “conveniently disposed of”,  omoia ovoLaoTL-
nd QuBpnitel Tvg eEovaieg Tov Awkagtngiov, elval 6Tl avty ava-
PEQETAL OTO HATA TG00 autd Ba ftav TEoKTLRE 0wotd 1 Ba e5ou-
HOVOROUCE %QOvo xau £E0da gty exdixoon ng ouvorlxig dua-
POoQGg Tav duadirwy. AviiBeta 0 sunaideutog ouviiyoQog Twy
evaydviav udfaie 0tL 0 Kavoviopdg 86 £xel wg oTdx0 va na-
cepmtodioel xatdyonon g duadukaoiag Tov AaoTnEiov ko 1
A€EN “conveniently” onuaivel ol vovosi oIV “ratdhinin me-
gimtowon”. Omwg aveQeEe oIV ayOQeVoT TOV U VORLKA overi-
TQETN QVIORAiTNON 1 ELOHYNOM SV WITOQEL VO eXOLRAOTEL “Ha-
TeAMIAWS™ (“conveniently™), WblaiteQa ot meQinTwon drwg Ty
sagovoa dmov diexduxeitan vaho.

Zuppuve pE TV TOYn TOU CUVIYOQOV TV EVAYOVIWV.
Avopgifola n egunveic mov Ba meémer va doBei otn AEEn
“conveniently” Bo moémel va eivan svgeia dmwg 1 dua 1 MEEND umo-
omhot. H yoriom amd 1o vopobétn piag ouvouaotind aoagols ALEnc,
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1AAA, Bulfracht v. Third World Steel Co. Ltd IMomaddrouviog, A.

7 onoia exudéxeton TOAMEG eQUITVELES, EIXE 0TOXO va dwoel éva v
QU paopa domortinng eEovolag ota Aumaotriouwr. H epapuoyn g
A.86 Hev TEQLOQITETAL POVO GE TTROXTIHG KOLTHQLA OTTWS OATAAN
0Ovou non £E0da, GG TV 1) ELOTYTION TOV TUVITYOQOU TWV EVO-
yopévawv. H- MEn “conveniently” (“Bolx@” 1 “ratdAinia’) m-
OTEV0) OTL ROAVTTEL KOL TAG TEQUITWOELS OOV VOLUX(G QVEITLTQE-
nteg QEceLs ewodryoviou oo dixdypapa. Ilepaitéow Ba mpéner va
ava@EQw (TLapdho ToU Sev EXEL OYOALa0BEL astd Toug auvYSQoVS)
611 oL €EEOVOiES TOV AXQOTNERIOV Yo ALayQa@n TaQayQdpuwy ot
dudyoaga, dev mepLopifovion povo oty A.86 twv Kavoviopav.
[Tapdpowe eEovoia umdQyer otig eyyeveis eEovoieg (inherent
jurisdiction) Touv AlaoTnEiov pe VQUTATO TARLOLO, OL OTTOIES DEV
ETNQEGLOVTOL oo TG TedVOLES T A.86. (BAéme British Shipping
Laws, Topog 1, Admiralty Practice (1964) map&ycogor 701-703.)
Katd ouvénela ®oivw 6ty 1 UmapEn aviomaitnong 1 Gupynm@Lopov
oTa SIXOYQUPX, M OMOiC €4 TTQOOLMIOY ®QiveTon OTL dev Exel Béom
RO OEV ENLTQETETOL T8 CUYKEXQLUEVY) EXXQEROVON SLodLaoict, SiOEL
vouuxd Egeropa ol eEouaia OTo ALKaoTiQLO VO EVEQYOTIOLTOEL TLG
eEovaieg mov tou didovial and 1n A.86 v Sarypagn Twwv.

To gpuTnua To omolo eyeiQetal eival katd tdoo To dunalwpa
TULLYMPLOLLOY RatL AVTATTALTIONG ERLTETETOL 1) Ot vo TeoRANDel
ot napovoa dadxacia. To epanua autd £xel 1o anavinbel
ad 10 ouvadeApo Awaoth Zruhavidn oty andeaot Tov nue-
gopnviag 26/3/93.

v andgaon viobeteital TAfowg N atégpaon tng Bouvliig
twv AGgdwv oty The “Dominigque”[1989] (ovowiéow) HoL ava-
yvapiCeral aav xavovag dixaiov n agyn 1 dev Yweel avpymgL-
ouds 1 peiwon vavhov yio owodimote Adyo. (BAfme Aries
Tanker Corporation v. Total Transport Ltd (The Aries))
[1977] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 334 xow Henriksens Rederi A/S v. T H.Z.
Rolimpex (The “Brede”) [1973] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 333, émov eAt-
yenoav and 10 A6edo Denning ta eEng:

“I think that this rule about freight is to be justified in the
same way as the like rule about a sum due on a bill of exchange
or, as things stand at present, on an architect’s certificate. The
good conduct of business demands that freight should be paid
according to the terms of the contract. Payment should not be
held up because the goods are alleged to have been damaged in
transit. If that were allowed, it would enable unscrupulous
persons to make all sorts of unfounded allegations - so as to
avoid payment.™)
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Zopgave TANEWS pe tv arndpaoT Tov adehpov Awxaotr ZTu-
Aavidn waw woBetd 1ug Béoelg g andgaong The “Dominique”
(avotépw), oo eravaBefolbxe n Béon d1L n amaitnon yLo TAn-
QW vaAoU EEOUOLOVETOL ME XQE0C RATW At ouvedAaypaTixi).
XaQaxInLotxd elval T aIGoNAouU omd TNV amdeaon Tov AdQ-
dov Brandon otnv unéBeon The “Dominique” (avatépw), Oe. 436,
T0 OO0 VLOBETNOE O guvadehpog ZTuhtavidng xal emavoiapdvo:

“It is a long established rule of English law, dating at least
from the early part of the 19th century, that a cargo-owner is
not entitled to set up, as a defence to a claim for freight, damage
suffered by him by reason of some breach of contract by the
shipowner in relation to the carriage, causing for instance
partial loss of or damage to the goods, but must enforce any
right which he has in respect of such breach by a cross-claim.”

O evaybpevol oty aydQELdT) TOUg fyelpay emiong Béua ov-
ouddovg epdPaons (fundamental breach) and pégoug twv evayd-
viwv. Eviottolg tétowo Béua avoxOmtel cvolaotixd povo ooy Bé-
Ko VITEQAOTLONG %ot YU autd dev Ba meoywoiow va oxoldow Tig
exatéQuley Oéoers, epdoov dev emngedlel Tnv 6 eEétaom aitnom.

Evopes Ty 00wV £xw avaQEQEL TTQOXKVITTEL OTL 1) CUUITEQLAY-
YN QO LEQOVS TWV EVOYOUEVWY QVIOTALTNOMG Xl Supympl-
OROU HTAV VOULKA QVET{TQEITY) KL ELOMYNOELS IOV OYETILOVIAL
ME QUTEG OEV ITOQOUY KAl OEV EMLTQETETOUL VA ATROTEAOVV UEQOS
otn duadixacia avtn 1 omoia agoQd aEiwan yua vovko. Oleodi-
OTE GELDTELG OL OTTOLES EXOUV OL EVOYOUEVOL EVOVTIIOV TWIV EVO-
yvouévav Ba motier va duexdixnBoiv eite pe Eexwoioty aywyn 1
WE TOQAIOWTY ot diaitnoic.

Awtdooeral i duoyeagn Tng napayedeou 6 tng YeQaomt-
ong ®aobWg KoL 1 AVTOTALTNON TV EVRYOUEVEY.

EEodo gvavtiov twv evoyoutvav.

H aitnon emrvyydver ue é5oda.
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