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On 1 February 2011, the United Kingdom Supreme Court handed down its decision in Global Process 

Systems Inc v Syarikat Takaful Malaysia Bhd. The ruling created a shock wave in the London and 

Australian marine insurance markets as the Supreme Court decision changed the boundaries of 
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Court interpreted the ‘inherent vice’ exclusion in the Institute Cargo Clauses (A) policy and its 
equivalent exclusion in s 55(2)(c) of the Marine Insurance Act 1906 (UK) as an example of the situation 
where there are no perils of the sea. As the Marine Insurance Act 1909 (Cth) is for all intentions and 
purposes identical to the Marine Insurance Act 1906 (UK), and because of the widespread regular 

usage of the Institute Cargo Clauses, the case is important to all practitioners in the marine insurance 
market. 
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