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Dear Members and Colleagues,
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It is with great honor that I begin my term as Chair of the 
International Law Section (“ILS” or “Section”) of the State Bar of 
Michigan (“SBM”) for 2015-2016. The Section has a rich history 
of providing members with networking opportunities as well as 
access to educational programs on a variety of international law 
topics.  I am looking forward to continuing to serve the Section and am eager to 
share with you some of our planning and events for the upcoming year.

2015 Annual Meeting and Program

We began the 2015-2016 bar year with our annual meeting and program.  The 
event was held on Thursday, September 17, 2015, at the Walter P. Chrysler Museum 
in Auburn Hills, Michigan.   During the annual meeting, the Section elected its new 
officers as well as set forth its objectives for the upcoming year.
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Publication Deadline Dates

Fall Issue
Articles due August 15 

Winter Issue
Articles due January 15
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Articles due April 1

The Michigan International Lawyer, 
which is published three times per year 
by the International Law Section of the 
State Bar of Michigan, is Michigan’s lead-
ing international law journal. Our mission 
is to enhance and contribute to the pub-
lic’s knowledge of world law and trade by 
publishing articles on contemporary in-
ternational law topics and issues of gen-
eral interest.

The Michigan International Lawyer 
invites unsolicited manuscripts in all ar-
eas of international interest. An author is 
encouraged to submit a brief bio and a 
photograph for publication. An article, 
including footnotes, should contain be-
tween 1000 and 3000 words. 

Articles can be submitted for consid-
eration in hard copy or electronic format. 
Manuscripts and photographs cannot be 
returned unless accompanied by a $5 
check or money order made payable to 
Wayne State University Law School for 
shipping and handling.

The Michigan International Lawyer 
will consider articles by law-school stu-
dents and may publish student articles 
as part of a regular column. A student 
should submit the article either through 
a law-school faculty member or with a 
law-school faculty member’s recom-
mendation. 

Submissions should be forwarded to:
Professor Fox, Faculty Editor
Michigan International Lawyer
Wayne State University Law School
471 W. Palmer
Detroit, Michigan 48202
Telephone: (313) 577-0110
E-Mail: gfox@wayne.edu

Michigan International Lawyer
Submission Guidelines

 Committee Chairs

International Trade: O’Neil Woelke
Emerging Nations: Richard Goetz and Timothy Kaufman
Employment and Immigration: Linda Armstrong
Human Rights: Andrew Moore
International Dispute Resolution: Troy Harris
Mentor-Mentee: Gregory Fox
Business and Tax: Rosa Weaver

Law Student Representatives

Cooley: Muneed Sadiq
UDM: Sarah Hazimi

Note that we are still looking for an individual interested in serving as the Diver-
sity/Inclusion Coordinator.  Law student representatives are needed for Michigan State 
University, the University of Michigan, and Wayne State University.  Please contact me 
if you or someone you know may be interested in one of these positions.

2015-2016 Objectives

The Section has three main goals for the upcoming year:  1) provide educational 
and interesting council meeting programs for members; 2) increase membership and 
diversity of membership; and 3) increase engagement and activity of council members 
and committees.  In order to achieve these goals, the Section has identified certain 
tactics to support each objective.  For the first goal, the Section plans to start and end 
business meetings on time;  invite speakers with diverse expertise to speak on a variety 
of topics; emphasize relevance of ILS/international law issues to most practice areas; in-
crease ILS member social interaction time; and use technology to have members attend 
remotely.  With respect to the second goal, the Section plans to appoint a new diversity/
inclusion coordinator; appoint a business and tax chair; hold joint meetings with other 
SBM sections;  expand collaboration with Michigan law schools; facilitate further law 
student/young lawyer attendance and involvement; increase discussions on ILS social 
media; and expand the geographic locations of meetings.  Finally, for the third goal, 
plans are underway to schedule monthly council and committee chair conference calls; 
ask committee chairs to facilitate one function and one Michigan International Law-
yer article during the year; and ensure each council member is engaged and attending 
council meetings as well as actively participating or facilitating at least one Section goal. 

Annual Meeting Program

After the business meeting concluded, the Section proudly presented its 2015 An-
nual Meeting Program:  “International Trade Compliance Round-Up: Issue Spotting, 
Implementation, and Corrective Actions.”  Council Member O’Neil Woelke, CEO & 
Owner, Kozik & Woelke PLC, Global Trade Law, served as moderator.  The program 
was comprised of two panels.  The first panel focused on issue spotting and included 
the following presenters:  ILS Secretary and incoming Chair-Elect, Lara Fetsco Phillip, 
Partner, Honigman Miller Schwartz and Cohn LLP; Don Russell, Export Compliance 
Manager, General Motors; and Claib Cook, Executive Director, Customs and Interna-
tional Trade Compliance, Johnson Controls, Inc. – Automotive Seating.  The second 
panel highlighted implementation and corrective actions and welcomed the following 
presenters: ILS Council Member, Jose Ceppi, Of Counsel, Miller, Canfield, Paddock 
and Stone, P.L.C.; Christina Howard, Attorney, Global Connected Customer Experi-
ence, General Motors; Greg Suhajda, President, Mackinac Partners Business Intelli-
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Bar of Michigan, 306 Townsend Street, Lansing, 
Michigan 48933-2083.
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gence Division; and Peter Zubrin, Customs Technical Advisor, 
Sandler & Travis Advisory Services, Inc.

2015-2016 Quarterly Meetings and Programs

The Section is actively planning its quarterly meetings and 
programs for 2015-2016.  The following dates and topics have 
been selected:
• November 18, 2015: Topic: “Changing Directions, the 

New Look of OFAC Economic and   Export Sanctions 
& Enforcement Against Cuba, Iran, Russia and Cyber 
Criminals.” Speaker: Hamilton Loeb, Paul Hastings LLP. 
Location: Giarmarco, Mullins & Horton, P.C., Tenth 
Floor Columbia Center, 101 West Big Beaver Road, Troy, 
Michigan, 48084-5280

• January 20, 2016: Topic: Immigration.  Location: TBD

• March 16, 2016: Joint meeting with IT Section. Loca-
tion: WSU Cooley Law School, Auburn Hills, MI.

• May 18, 2016: Joint meeting with Business Law Section. 
Location: Grand Rapids, MI.

On behalf of the ILS, I would like to thank our outgoing 
chair, David Guenther, for his service and friendship to the 
Section as a member, council member, officer, and most re-
cently, as Chair.  During his tenure, David helped the Section 
expand its membership and meet numerous other objectives.    
He also coordinated several very well-attended meetings and 
programs that provided a strong educational benefit to our 
members. We greatly appreciate David’s leadership to the Sec-
tion and look forward to his continued support as Immediate 
Past Chair.  

I am looking forward to an exciting year as Chair of the 
ILS. We hope to see you at a future ILS meeting or program.  
Please enjoy this issue of the Michigan International Lawyer.  If 
I can be of assistance to you or if you would like to discuss the 
activities of the ILS, please feel free to contact me by phone 
248-512-0235 or via email: daphne.cunningham@fcagroup.
com.  There are many opportunities to get involved in the Sec-
tion.  Please contact me if you are interested.

Kind regards,
Daphne Short Cunningham, Chair

Fact-Finding as a Mechanism for Accountability Under 
International Law 

By Ahmad Chehab

On Oct. 4, 2015, Zareena Grewal authored a disturbing 
account of a recent US-led coalition bombing in Iraq in an 
op-ed for the New York Times.1 Although the target was aimed 
at a weapons storage facility for the so-called “Islamic State” 
or ISIS, the airstrike hit two civilian homes instead, killing 
her husband’s cousin, a university professor and his young 
son. Others sustained burns and bodily injuries. The emo-
tional pain experienced by the survivors is vividly described 
by Ms. Grewal, with those recovering from their physical 
wounds in the immediate aftermath of a stunning reversal of 
fortunes trying to “make sense of how missiles or bombs could 
be launched against a defenseless family who did not have so 
much as a pistol in the home.” A spokeswoman for the United 
States Air Force Central Command did concede that there was 
a “civilian casualty allegation” in Mosul the day after the air-
strikes and said an investigation would be launched. On the 
same day, disturbing news out of Afghanistan came to light. 
In the midst of a Taliban offensive launched to take over the 
northern city of Kunduz, American-led airstrikes under the 

auspices of NATO hit a Doctors Without 
Borders hospital, killing more than 20 staff 
members, patients and others.2 The bomb-
ing was particularly troubling in light of the 
later revelation that GPS coordinates of the 
trauma hospital were provided to coalition 
and Afghan military and civilian officials as 
recently as Tuesday, September 29.While 
President Barack Obama issued a rare apol-
ogy to the head of Doctors without Borders, 
and, yet again, promising an investigation, the tragedy pro-
duced yet another group of victims in an incredibly complex 
web of official and unofficial military operations the United 
States carries out on a daily basis across the world.

The global reach of these operations are indeed vast, and 
they raise a host of international legal and humanitarian is-
sues, particularly where civilian casualties become all too com-
mon. In a recent journalistic investigation by Nicholas Turse3 
and in a lengthy New York Times article from last June,4 US 

Ahmad Chehab
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Special Operations forces were found to be operating in over 
one-hundred countries worldwide. This includes places as ob-
scure as Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Djibouti and Mali. 
More familiar places, such as Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Iraq, Lib-
ya, Somalia, Syria, and Yemen, experience almost a constant 
daily barrage of drone strikes and “stealth” missions, all with 
an untold number of “collateral damage” in the form of hu-
man life. The United States Special Operations Command has 
stated since the 9/11 attacks, its forces “have been involved in 
tens of thousands of missions and operations in multiple geo-
graphic theaters, and consistently uphold the highest standards 
required of the U.S. Armed Forces.”5 But such expansive pro-
jection of American military force has not seen a reduction 
in civilian casualties. According to an investigative news piece 
by The Intercept, nearly 90 percent of people killed in recent 
drone strikes in Afghanistan “were not the intended targets” 
of the attacks.6 Reports of civilian casualties in other hotspots 
have not fared much better. Part of the problem stems from 
a lack of accountability mechanisms, either at the global or 
local level. Much of the details of these overseas operations 
remain classified.  

The analysis of the legality of such airstrikes and opera-
tions often fail to appreciate the astonishing human suffer-
ing caused by these airstrikes. The typical international legal 
analysis on these issues will usually contain a smattering of 
citations to the UN Charter, the Geneva Conventions, and 
other applicable international humanitarian legal principles 
(i.e., proportionality, distinction, and so forth).  Unfortu-
nately, accountability tends to be lacking because the facts 
surrounding a given tragedy are unclear. Investigations are 
often time-consuming and conducted in a tendentious and 
an ad hoc manner. Criminal investigations into civilian ca-
sualties are usually politically impractical and controversial. 
They also face considerable jurisdictional hurdles that all but 
prevent any chance of prosecution for negligent or deliberate 
forms of killing. 

In the aftermath of the Kunduz hospital bombing last 
month, many international agencies--including the Red 
Cross--called for the commission of a formal investigation 
pursuant to Article 90 of the Additional Protocol to the Gene-
va Conventions of 1949 (Protocol I). That article provides for 
the establishment of an International Fact-Finding Commis-
sion (IHFFC).7 The Commission, though not widely known 
in the international legal scene, was officially constituted in 
1991, and is made up of diplomats, legal experts, doctors and 
some former military officials from nine European countries, 
including Britain and Russia. However, this Commission has 
not yet been activated in any serious way to investigate the 
countless incidents of violations of international humanitarian 
law (IHL) since its inception. For the IHFFC to be mobilized, 
a single country would have to call for the fact-finding mis-

sion, and the U.S. and Afghanistan—which currently are not 
signatories—must also give their consent.

Fact-finding missions can serve multiple goals, foremost 
of which is to sort through the often varied “scenarios” of what 
caused a human tragedy in the midst of an armed conflict. The 
inconsistent explanations offered by senior US military for 
the mistaken bombing of a hospital--first, that it was Afghan 
forces requesting air cover, to then asserting that Afghan forces 
were not in communication with US pilots, and finally to ad-
mitting that the strike was approved by unidentified person-
nel in the “chain of command”-- demonstrates the importance 
of an impartial investigation. Doctors Without Borders is still 
awaiting responses to letters sent to 76 countries that signed 
the additional protocol to the Geneva Conventions, asking to 
mobilize the 15-member commission

The IHFFC has many advantages over the International 
Criminal Court (ICC). Because it is an investigative body 
and not judicial in nature, it need not issue judgments or ap-
ply international legal principals to the facts it discovers, and 
thereby alleviates the concern of criminal prosecution which 
has long been a bone of contention over United States ratifica-
tion of the ICC statute. Moreover, by being exclusively con-
cerned  with “grave breaches” and “other serious violations” of 
IHL, the scope of the IHFFC makes its mission all the more 
significant. The experience and information gained from in-
vestigating such tragedies can help uncover information from 
future tragedies that have become all too common yet, forgot-
ten with the passage of time. In addition to the IHFFC con-
ducting its own independent investigation, opposing sides in 
an international armed conflict are permitted to present and 
challenge evidence. Another strong impetus for choosing an 
IHFFC by the parties to a conflict is that the Commission’s 
finding of facts and recommendations are published, although 
the conclusions are not unless consented to by all parties to the 
conflict. In this way, an alternative but compelling fact-find-
ing investigation can help shed light on what caused a human 
tragedy to occur in the course of an armed conflict. 

The first step for accountability under international law 
is an impartial fact-finding body capable of determining facts 
where often even the facts are contested. Only then can we 
hope for some sense of justice for the countless victims of the 
“global war on terrorism.”    

About the Author

Ahmad Chehab has been a member of the State Bar of 
Michigan since 2011. His practice areas focus on criminal de-
fense, litigation, and federal crime.
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International Distribution Legal Primer 
By José P. Ceppi

 José P. Ceppi

This article focuses on typical issues a U.S. exporter faces 
in crafting an agreement to govern the relationship with a for-
eign distributor.1 

Distributors versus Sales Agents 

We should first consider whether a manufacturer is ap-
pointing a distributor or a sales agent, as the laws of many 
countries treat differently these two forms of commercial asso-
ciation.2 In certain countries, a sales agent is entitled to statu-
tory indemnity when terminated and local law governs the 
principal’s relationship with the agent, despite contrary lan-
guage in the agreement.3 Thus, the agreement should clearly 
define the parties’ relationship.

Exclusivity of Appointment

Most international distributors will seek appointment as 
exclusive distributor for a defined territory, usually a country.  
This is particularly the case when establishing a distribution 
network for a new product or brand with no established good-
will. Conversely, most manufacturers will favor non-exclusive 
arrangements, to permit multiple or subsequent appointments 
without violating prior agreements. In deciding whether to 
make the appointment exclusive, a manufacturer should con-
sider the following: (1) if there will be de facto exclusivity, i.e. 
only one distributor per country or territory, making the ap-
pointment exclusive may be less of a concern;4 and (2) termi-
nation of a non-exclusive distributor is less burdensome than 
termination of an exclusive distributor. 

 
Distributor’s Principals and Ownership Changes

Many international distribution agreements include the 
following provisions: (1) a distributor’s principals are desig-

nated as individuals to actively operate the 
distributor’s business, and (2) a requirement 
that any change in a distributor’s ownership 
or management be subject to the manufac-
turer’s prior approval. These requirements 
are premised on the fact that often the man-
ufacturer has selected a distributor because of 
the personal attributes of its principals, who 
are actively involved in the business. Thus, a 
change in ownership can adversely affect the 
manufacturer’s business in the market. Also, as U.S. law pre-
cludes a U.S. entity from engaging in business with certain pro-
hibited persons (discussed below), a U.S. manufacturer should 
retain the right to veto a distributor’s proposed new owners or 
managers based on whether their involvement in distributor’s 
business presents undue legal risks under U.S. law.5 

Description of Products

In drafting the agreement, we should weigh how broadly 
to define the products, both in terms of brands, models, and 
whether new models or versions should be included in the 
definition.  If the products are narrowly defined, the parties 
may later need to broaden the contract’s scope or the manufac-
turer may need to designate additional distributors for related 
products. Conversely, if the definition is too broad, a distribu-
tor might be unable to adequately address the unique require-
ments of the manufacturer’s future products that differ from 
the product(s) it currently distributes. We also need to focus on 
local law, as it may impact the definition of the products.6

Contract Territory

 Often, a manufacturer entering a new market appoints 
one distributor for the entire country.  This approach has 
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benefits, such as eliminating undue competition or rivalry 
between dueling distributors. By contrast, some countries are 
large enough and have discrete separate markets that the ap-
pointment of multiple distributors would be suitable. In such 
event, the manufacturer needs to ensure that it treats all its dis-
tributors fairly and gives them similar contract terms and con-
ditions. This should minimize potential discriminatory treat-
ment claims. The contract also should include penalties for a 
distributor actively making sales outside its assigned territory.

Product Liability

The contingencies associated with U.S.-style product li-
ability litigation are increasing in other countries. Hence, a 
U.S. exporter needs to focus on the product liability regime of 
the markets it wishes to enter.7 This is particularly important 
where the distributor is not involved in the product’s manufac-
ture or assembly process. In the agreement, the manufacturer 
should require the distributor to: (1) assume responsibility for 
the product’s inspection and preparation for delivery to the 
consumer; (2) provide prompt notice of claims, assist in the 
defense of these claims; (3) allow the manufacturer to control 
the defense; and (4) not settle or compromise such claims, 
without prior manufacturer approval. In exchange for this, the 
manufacturer should agree to indemnify and hold harmless 
the distributor for product liability claims.

Intellectual Property (IP)

Maintaining the validity and enforcement of the manu-
facturer’s IP rights in the local market are important duties of 
a distributor and this should be reflected in the agreement. In 
contrast, the manufacturer should retain exclusive ownership 
of IP rights attaching to the products sold overseas. Other-
wise, upon termination of the agreement, the manufacturer 
may be unable to use its trademarks locally until conclusion 
of a lengthy process to cancel a prior distributor’s trademark 
registration. Hence, a distributor should be required to obtain 
prior approval of the manufacturer to use its trademarks in the 
distribution business. Because of the importance of IP rights, 
the manufacturer should monitor a distributor’s use of its IP 
rights to ensure they are not abused by distributor or others in 
the market. Improper use of a U.S. manufacturer’s IP rights is 
a frequent occurrence in many foreign markets.8

Payment and Pricing

The agreement should provide: (1) the currency of pay-
ment for goods delivered to the foreign distributor, typically 
in U.S. dollars or other widely circulated currency; and (2) 
the method of payment. Product prices should be specified in 
periodically updated price lists, or in product invoices. If pay-
ment terms involve credit, the manufacturer should consider 
whether to require collateral from the distributor and how it 

will be properly preserved and enforced in the foreign jurisdic-
tion. Often, U.S. creditor remedies are unavailable in foreign 
jurisdictions.9

Products’ Delivery and Title

Product delivery terms should be specified in the agree-
ment, using International Commercial Terms (“INCO-
TERMS”), adopted by the International Chamber of Com-
merce.10 Use of INCOTERMS will avoid unnecessary 
ambiguity as to the parties’ responsibility for the products’ 
transportation, insurance, customs clearance and place of de-
livery to the buyer. Similarly, the agreement should include a 
retention-of-title provision for the products, after first consid-
ering its likely enforceability in foreign jurisdictions. Under 
such provision, the manufacturer retains title to the products 
so long as (1) the distributor has yet to pay for them, or (2) 
they have not been sold to an ultimate consumer in the ordi-
nary course of business. Most credit insurers require such a 
clause as a condition to insure foreign receivables.

Distributor Performance Requirements

The agreement should include objective criteria to assess a 
distributor’s performance. The use of minimum sales volumes, 
compliance with quality standards for facilities, and achieve-
ment of minimum scores in customer satisfaction surveys per-
formed by independent agencies are typical benchmarks. A 
distributor also should be required to retain qualified staff and 
to perform competent warranty and after sales service, as mea-
sured by industry standards.

Agreement Termination

Although most distribution relationships start with high 
hopes, manufacturers often encounter non-performing for-
eign distributors.  In these instances, the agreement’s termi-
nation provisions become critical. Thus, a well-drafted agree-
ment will include a mutual right of the parties to terminate 
the agreement at their convenience, without need to provide 
any cause or explanation, upon the giving of contractual no-
tice to the non-terminating party. The reasonableness of the 
notice period often becomes an issue in litigated cases. Thus, 
it is best to provide a relatively long notice period, such as one 
year or longer for multi-year agreements, to mitigate adverse 
litigation outcomes on this critical issue.

The right to terminate for just cause, with immediate ef-
fect, should be included in the agreement. What constitutes 
“just cause” should be defined in the agreement to minimize 
challenges to the termination. Such a clause might include, 
but not be limited to, the following: (1) distributor’s failure 
to meet its quantitative requirements, such as minimum sales 
volume; (2) distributor’s failure to timely pay for products or-
dered and delivered by the manufacturer; (3) distributor’s fail-
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ure to maintain an adequate stock of product to meet market 
demand; (4) changes in the laws or regulations of the foreign 
country that adversely affect the rights of the manufacturer; 
and (5) events of force majeure, to account for the complexities 
of international commerce.

We also should consider any local legal requirements for 
termination of a foreign distributor. One may need to secure 
a finding of “just cause” by a local court prior to the termina-
tion.11 As expected, these courts are often distributor-friendly 
and unlikely to sanction a termination for cause, unless the 
manufacturer is able to present a compelling case of “just 
cause.” Thus, even when faced with a non-performing distrib-
utor, many manufacturers opt for terminating the contract for 
convenience, with the required contractual notice period.

Governing Law and Dispute Resolution

Often, the ability of a party to effectively terminate an 
international distribution agreement will be a function of the 
agreement’s governing law and dispute resolution procedures. 
A U.S. manufacturer naturally will prefer that its agreement 
be governed by the laws of the state of its principal place of 
business or another U.S. state. Indeed, many manufacturers 
insist on such a provision in their agreements. This approach, 
however, is not always achievable, which causes us to consider 
other alternatives.

One option is to rely on the terms of the United Nations 
Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods 
(“CISG”), to which the U.S. and 82 other countries are signa-
tories.12 The CISG, unless specifically excluded in an interna-
tional distribution agreement, will be applicable to the parties’ 
transactions. Thus, if the manufacturer does not plan to use 
the CISG, like many U.S. manufacturers do, it should explic-
itly exclude it in the distribution agreement. Another option 
is to refer to the laws of the country where the products are 
to be delivered. This is the preferred choice of most foreign 
distributors. Hence, if the legal system of distributor’s country 
is well-developed and transparent, with an independent and 
professional judiciary, this choice should be considered.

A third alternative is to choose the laws of a neutral juris-
diction. For instance, in Asia, many distribution contracts are 
governed by the laws of Singapore. Other international distri-
bution contracts refer to the laws of the United Kingdom or 
of Switzerland. These choices should be more than adequate 
for parties wishing to secure a mature and well-known body 
of international commercial law. Ultimately, when choosing a 
governing law, the choice-of-law should match the body des-
ignated to resolve disputes.13 

The manufacturer should consult with local counsel on 
these issues, as some foreign jurisdictions will not enforce a 
contract’s choice-of-law provision, when it applies the laws 
of the manufacturer’s country to transactions that take place 
in a distributor’s jurisdiction.14 Similarly, various foreign 

jurisdictions will not enforce a dispute resolution clause that 
requires disputes to be resolved before a court located in the 
manufacturer’s country.15 

Arbitration mechanisms, whether in distributor’s or 
manufacturer’s country, or in a neutral location, often are 
used to resolve disputes in international distribution con-
tracts. One benefit of using arbitration in these contracts 
is that arbitration awards are easier to enforce in the U.S., 
and in the other countries which are signatories to the New 
York Convention on the Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral 
Awards, than foreign court judgments.16 When arbitra-
tion is used as a dispute resolution mechanism, the parties 
should preserve their right to seek injunctive relief from an 
appropriate court in the event of imminent injury or some 
other typical ground for injunctive relief.17

Compliance with U.S. Laws

U.S.-based sellers of goods to foreign distributors need to 
ensure that they and their buyers comply with U.S. laws, such 
as the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (“FCPA”), U.S. export 
controls, and U.S. anti-boycott laws, which may apply to such 
transactions.18 Generally, the FCPA prohibits the bribing of 
“foreign government officials,” a term that is broadly defined.19 
Bribes offered or given by agents or distributors of U.S. com-
panies can bring liability to the company, as it needs to oversee 
its agents’ and distributors’ FCPA compliance.20 Moreover, be-
sides the FPCA, the reach of U.S. laws to foreign transactions 
is extensive, thus, requiring constant monitoring of this area.  

Exporters’ Due Diligence Obligations 

A U.S. exporter should conduct effective due diligence on 
foreign entities and individuals with whom it wishes to en-
gage in business transactions, including its distributor candi-
dates.21 This process requires, at least, for the manufacturer 
to ensure that the entities and persons in question are not 
included in the U.S. Government’s export screening lists.22 
Depending on the country involved in the appointment, the 
due diligence process may be quite extensive and cumber-
some, as it needs to be risk based, with greater scrutiny to 
transactions in countries where there is a greater risk of cor-
ruption.  In this regard, Transparency International’s (“TI”) 
annual Corruption Perceptions Index is a widely used yard-
stick for assessing perceived corruption in various countries.23  
Thus, if planning to appoint a distributor in a market with a 
T.I. score below 50 (on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 being the 
least corrupt area), additional steps should be taken to ensure 
that distributor and its affiliated persons are appropriate busi-
ness partners from a compliance perspective. Thorough due 
diligence measures when selecting a foreign distributor are 
critical, as the failure to do so can be very costly for a U.S. 
manufacturer.24 Moreover, after an international distributor 
has been appointed, the due diligence process has to be on-
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going, to ensure there are no new facts which create compli-
ance barriers to the continued business relationship.

Conclusion

These points highlight the many issues that counsel should 
consider when drafting an international distribution agree-
ment for a U.S. based manufacturer. The three most critical 
legal issues are governing law and dispute resolution, U.S. le-
gal compliance, and due diligence procedures, in my view.  
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ISIL’s Destruction of Antiquities in Palmyra:  
the Protection of Cultural Property During Armed Conflict

Palmyra, Syria was once a great city at the crossroads of 
Greco-Roman and Persian cultures between the first and sec-
ond century C.E.  The ancient city contains(ed) numerous 
well-preserved temples, tombs, and buildings of vast cultural 
importance to the world.  Unfortunately, this world heritage 
treasure has been in the hands of the Islamic State of Iraq 
and the Levant (ISIL) since May, who has systematically at-
tacked Palmyra’s cultural property.  Sites such as the Temple 
of Baalshamin, Temple of Bel, and three ancient tower tombs 
that stood for nearly two thousand years have been destroyed 
by ISIL, and others have been rigged with explosives waiting 
to be destroyed.  These sites were destroyed not for their mili-
tary value or because they were being used for military pur-
poses, but instead, the United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage sites1 
were destroyed to suppress culture, history, and art that ISIL 
views as idolatry. 

ISIL has persistently engaged in cultural destruction as a 
method of warfare throughout its campaigns in Iraq and Syria.  
The group has not only begun the destruction of Palmyra but 
has also demolished St. Elian Monastery in Qaryatain in Cen-
tral Syria that housed a fifth-century tomb and was known as a 
pilgrimage site.  In Mosul, Iraq, it raided antiquities dating back 
to Babylonian times.  It seeks to destroy these sites and artifacts 
that, in its extreme radical view of Islam, promote idolatry.  The 
group believes it to be a means to purge the world of paganism.  
Of course, the apparent hypocrisy is that some reports suggest 
that ISIL is actually selling many of these artifacts on the black 
market to continue to fund its operations.

This article seeks to highlight the critical importance of 
protecting cultural property during armed conflict.  First, 
it will discuss the rationale behind creating legal regimes to 
protect cultural property during armed conflicts, both of an 
international and non-international nature.  The ‘why’ will be 
addressed in two ways; one, from an ideological premise that 
cultural property, which is often identified as important to a 
particular sub-culture is ultimately a part of a common culture 
of humanity; and two, through the lens of a military prac-
titioner planning combat operations.  After establishing the 

policy that serves as the basis for the creation 
of a legal regime, it will concisely address the 
development of the law as well as the legal 
protections for cultural property, and an 
outlook on accountability. 

Why We Protect Cultural Property

The concept of restricting military oper-
ations to give special protections to cultural 
property in the great expanse of the history of warfare is a rela-
tively new one.  For thousands of years destruction of cultural 
property or misappropriation of it was simply seen as an inci-
dent of war or spoils of war.2  As will be discussed below, there 
were some efforts to protect cultural property prior to WWII, 
but it was the massive destruction and misappropriation of 
cultural property during WWII that led to a greater realization 
of a need for a more clearly defined legal regime to protect the 
cultural heritage of mankind.3 

From a more idealistic approach, cultural property must 
be protected not only as a matter of respect for the heritage 
of our enemy or an expectation of reciprocity in armed con-
flict, but it must be protected because all of the cultures of the 
world have degrees of connectedness that tell the story of our 
world community.  Cultural property is the physical manifes-
tation of the people of that culture; to destroy it is to destroy 
the people.  And, each party to a conflict must realize that to 
destroy the culture of one people is to chip away at the soul of 
all humanity.

Think of the architecture from antiquity that we look 
upon today in amazement that our ancestors could construct 
such buildings or monuments with primitive technology.  Its 
beauty and story connects us to our past, and inspires us to 
achieve greater heights as a people.  The various places of reli-
gious worship or charitable institutions or educational institu-
tions demonstrate the fundamental good nature of humanity 
and its unyielding thirst to discover the unknown.  Cultural 
property at its core is a vessel for knowledge.  In his address 
commemorating the 40th anniversary of the World Heritage 
Convention in 2012, the Director-General of the United 
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Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) stated: 

culture and heritage are not about stones and build-
ings —— they are about identities and belongings.  
They carry values from the past that are important for 
societies today and tomorrow . . . We must safeguard 
the heritage because it is what brings us together as a 
community; it is what binds us within a shared destiny.4 

The nature of a culture of humanity certainly provides 
a compelling interest in protecting cultural property, but for 
those that may not identify as much with abstract ideological 
approaches, there is a more direct logical response to the ques-
tion of “why” found in military science.5  War, as executed 
through the military instrument of national power, serves a 
political purpose, or in other words, a national strategic ob-
jective for a state to achieve a political goal.  No matter the 
immediate political goal, whether it be to repel an attack, se-
cure vital economic interest, or regime change modern war is 
always fought with a long term strategic objective in mind:  
sustain the peace post bellum.

Throughout history, and even today by those not edu-
cated or experienced in the art of war, it was assumed that the 
purpose of engaging in armed conflict was simply to win by 
destroying the enemy.  However, the real purpose is to compel 
the enemy to fulfill your State’s political will.6  We do not fight 
war against the people of the State; we fight against the Gov-
ernment of that State for political reasons.  Individual com-
manders and troops are agents of the State, an extension of 
state sovereignty, and as such, it is imperative toward serving 
the strategic objective that a professional military is well-dis-
ciplined and refrains from demonizing the enemy or making 
what is duty a personal venture.7 

In the past, belligerents only thought about the short-
term strategic goal of the war without regard to the long term 
effects of the means and methods utilized by each party during 
conflict.  To destroy, vandalize, pillage, or misappropriate cul-
tural property — just as committing atrocities against living 
people does — leads to a level of resentment among the people 
of the defeated party.  It is a resentment that builds and crosses 
generations, making a lasting peace unlikely.

The need to avoid this impediment to sustaining the peace 
post bellum is of greater significance in counterinsurgency op-
erations where the way to obtain the strategic ends is to win 
the support of the people.  If counterinsurgent forces fail to 
show proper deference to the culture of the people of whom 
the insurgency recruits, the operation is doomed to fail.  So, 
from the practical standpoint, protecting cultural property 
makes sense during military operations.  It helps prevent re-
sistance from the civilian populous which could form into 
an insurgency during a period of occupation or transition of 
Governments; ensures military forces limit attacks to objects 
of which will secure the short and long-term strategic objec-

tives of the belligerent party; and helps maintain political le-
gitimacy of the military operations, both in the international 
community and as reflected in the domestic support of the 
people for ongoing operations. 

Protections for Cultural Property during Armed Conflict

The most expansive legal mechanism protecting cultural 
property in armed conflict is the 1954 Convention for the 
Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Con-
flict (hereinafter “Cultural Property Convention”) of which 
the U.S. is a State Party.8  The Cultural Property Convention 
defines the scope of protected cultural property, establishes 
duties related to cultural property, protective measures for ar-
tifacts, protections for personnel engaged in the protection of 
cultural property, and its applicability in peace and all forms 
of armed conflict.9

When hearing the phrase “cultural property” we generally 
have an intuitive understanding of what constitutes cultural 
property.  However, the treaty provides a specific definition of 
cultural property that is to be protected from the hazards of 
armed conflict.  Article 1 defines covered cultural property as:

 (a) movable or immovable property of great im-
portance to the cultural heritage of every people, such 
as monuments of architecture, art or history, whether 
religious or secular; archaeological sites; groups of 
buildings which, as a whole, are of historical or artistic 
interest; works of art; manuscripts, books and other 
objects of artistic, historical or archaeological interest; 
as well as scientific collections and important collec-
tions of books or archives or of reproductions of the 
property defined above;   (emphasis added)

  (b) buildings whose main and effective purpose is 
to preserve or exhibit the movable cultural property 
defined in sub-paragraph (a) such as museums, large 
libraries and depositories of archives, and refuges in-
tended to shelter, in the event of armed conflict, the 
movable cultural property defined in sub-paragraph 
(a); 

  (c) centers containing a large amount of cultural 
property as defined in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), to 
be known as ‘centers containing monuments’.10

The language of Article 1(a) requires the property to be 
of “great importance to the cultural heritage of every people.”  
This seems to possibly lead to more difficulty than our intui-
tive understanding of cultural property because who/what is 
to deem the threshold of its importance as great, and that it 
does not simply apply to the culture of that specific region or 
state, but to all humanity.

First, the issue of “greatness” can mostly be avoided with 
the understanding that the 1954 Cultural Property Conven-
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tion supplements the provisions of Hague IV and IX of 1907 
and the Roerich Pact of 1935 (for the U.S.) that pre-exist 
the 1954 Cultural Property Convention.11  Additionally, the 
subsequent Additional Protocols I and II to the Geneva Con-
ventions also prohibit attacks on and military use of cultural 
property without attempting to assess the value of it.12  Each 
of the provisions of the latter mentioned treaties defines cul-
tural property slightly different without reference to the mea-
surement of importance to “every people.”  As a result, the 
ultimate protections for cultural property are vast and at a 
minimum would include: buildings dedicated to religion, art, 
science, or charitable purposes to include museums; historic 
monuments; works of art or places of worship that constitute 
the cultural or spiritual heritage of a culture; and sacred edi-
fices.13   Additionally, other property intuitively thought to be 
cultural such as any random place of worship with no histori-
cal value is generally protected based on the distinction prin-
ciple of the law of armed conflict.14

Second, the phrase “every people” is also not a phrase that 
a commander needs to parse out in targeting decisions.  Ulti-
mately, there is a lot of peacetime work in order to ensure that 
property protected under the Cultural Property Convention is 
distinguished from other objects such as marking of cultural 
property with the distinctive blue shield emblem prescribed 
by the Convention and registration of cultural property with 
UNESCO.15  But, from a more idealistic perspective the lan-
guage reflects that cultural property cannot be separated from 
world history and the development of peoples that crosses ra-
cial, religious and ethnic boundaries just as the antiquities of 
Palmyra.  

Third, the definition of cultural property protected in 
the event of armed conflict that has emerged as customary 
international law (CIL) largely resurrects the definition used 
in Hague IV, which considering its adoption in 1907 is not 
surprising.16  The Hague IV definition was the basis for pe-
nal provisions in the statute for the International Criminal 
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and in the Rome 
State establishing the International Criminal Court (ICC).17  
The only difference is the addition of education institutions 
and movable pieces of cultural property such as works of art.18  
Most importantly for the present situation in Iraq and Syria, 
despite the fact that the Hague IV and IX only applied dur-
ing international armed conflict, the CIL norm as illustrated 
by state practice and opinio juris applies without regard to the 
classification of the conflict as international or non-interna-
tional.19  

Affirmative Duties to Protect Cultural Property

States Parties to the Cultural Property Convention have 
certain affirmative duties to ensure the purpose of the Con-
vention can be met.  These duties include measures to protect 
cultural property within its own territory and measures to pro-

tect cultural property in the territory of another State Party 
when engaged in armed conflict on that state.  Note, the Cul-
tural Property Convention by its text only applies within the 
territory of States Parties, but that includes roughly two-thirds 
of States, including Syria and Iraq.20  And, as noted above, 
the core of the protections for cultural property have been ex-
panded through the accepted formation of CIL applicable to 
all States and conflicts.  

States shall take measures to protect cultural property 
within their own territory by ensuring protected cultural prop-
erty is appropriately identified with the blue shield (although 
not an absolute requirement) and registered with UNESCO.21  
The blue shield affirmatively claims the right to protection, 
but even without it, a belligerent party is prohibited from at-
tacking property it knows or should know to be protected un-
der the law.  A belligerent party, consistent with the principle 
of distinction must also ensure to not utilize cultural property 
for military purposes or place legitimate military objectives 
within the vicinity of cultural property absent an extraordi-
nary situation of unavoidable military necessity.22

Military forces of States Parties are also required to pro-
mulgate regulations to enforce the Cultural Property Conven-
tion within its armed forces.  They are required to provide 
training for all members of the armed forces to ensure under-
standing of the law and to foster the development of a culture 
consistent with the Cultural Property Convention.23

States have a duty to take measures within their power to 
prevent the theft, pillaging, misappropriation, vandalism or 
destruction of cultural property not only by their own forces 
but the forces of other parties to the conflict, or bandits as 
well.24  Therefore, the Syrian Government has a continuing 
duty to protect cultural property within its territory from bel-
ligerent parties such as ISIL.  However, it has proven unable 
to do so, and absent a full-scale ground intervention in the 
Syrian conflict by an outside party it is unlikely what is left of 
Palmyra can be saved.  As in many conflicts of the past, much 
of the cultural history of humanity will be lost.  We can only 
hope that the remnants can be reconstructed as has occurred 
in other places devastated by conflict in the past such as Oki-
nawa, Japan.25  

Prohibition of Targeting Cultural Property

To assess the legal protections for an object we need to 
look at its nature, purpose, location and use.26  The major dif-
ference with cultural property is that once it is determined 
that the object/location is cultural property as defined under 
the Cultural Property Convention it is immune from attack 
unless and only for such time the enemy violates its duties to 
refrain from using cultural property for military purposes.27  
But, even in such scenarios, absent an exceptional unavoidable 
military necessity the cultural property cannot be attacked 
without first warning the enemy of its unlawful use, and pro-



  Michigan Internat ional  Lawyer       

12

viding an opportunity for the unlawful use to be ceased.28  In 
assessing whether the cultural property is being utilized for 
military purposes, the reason must be concrete.  As example, 
the presence of armed custodians, such as law enforcement or 
national park rangers charged with the duty to protect cultural 
property does not result in the withdrawal of immunity from 
attack because their purpose is not military in nature.29

Special Protections for Personnel Engaged in the 
Protection of Cultural Property

While the principle of distinction prohibits intentional 
attacks on civilians not directly participating in hostilities, the 
Cultural Property Convention codifies additional special pro-
tections for personnel engaged in the protection of cultural 
property.  Even though this duty may place them in the midst 
of hostilities, it does not constitute “direct participation in 
hostilities” even when these individuals accompany the armed 
forces.30  Individuals charged with such duties may actively 
defend the cultural property, even with arms, without being 
subject of attack because their actions are not directed toward 
obtaining any military objective and are not a part of the war 
sustaining effort.  And, as long as they are exclusively engaged 
in this humanitarian duty they are not a military objective to 
be targeted.31

If these personnel are captured by the opposing party, they 
are not to be taken as POWs, but instead, if taken they are 
classified as retained personnel in a similar manner as medical 
or religious personnel.32  They shall be respected and permit-
ted to continue to carry out their duties as they relate to the 
cultural property they are charged to protect – even when it 
has also fallen into the control of the opposing party.33

Accountability

Palmyra may not be able to be saved before ISIL destroys 
all remnants of this crossroad of civilizations.  Unfortunately, 
the law only works to control the conduct of those states or 
belligerent parties that engage in armed conflict with a sense of 
honor.34  But, when the international legal order cannot pre-
vent wrongful conduct the international community must do 
everything in its power to hold those attributable accountable 
for war crimes such as intentionally destroying cultural prop-
erty without imperative military justification.  In the past, the 
international community placed a much lower emphasis on 
the protection of cultural property, but as discussed in this 
article the legal regimes seeking to protect it have become vast 
and solidified as CIL.

Additionally, we have seen war crimes against cultural 
property prosecuted at international tribunals and have found 
a place in the list of war crimes under the Rome Statute form-
ing the ICC.35  In fact, as a shed of hope that prosecuting war 
criminals for unlawful actions taken against cultural property 
is seeing more emphasis, the Office of the Prosecutor at the 

ICC recently announced its first indictment for the situation 
in Mali is for violations of the protections of cultural property 
under the laws of armed conflict.36    
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honor is a basic principle of the Law of Armed Conflict, which 
is often not discussed in academic settings.   §2.6, DoD Law of 
War Manual, available at http://www.dod.mil/dodgc/images/

law_war_manual15.pdf (“honor may be understood to provide 
a foundation for obligations that help enforce and implement 
the law of war,” “Opposing military forces should respect one 
another outside of the fighting because they share a profession 
and they fight one another on behalf of their respective States 
and not out of personal hostility.”)

35 Dinstein, supra note 16.
36 Radina Gigova & Ben Brumfield, A First: Man Faces War 

Crimes Charges for Destroying Timbuktu Monuments, CNN 
(Sept. 28, 2015, 2:02 AM), http://www.cnn.com/2015/09/28/
europe/war-crime-vandals-timbuktu-icc.

Call for Papers
The Michigan Internatinal Lawyer is looking 
for papers from corporate attorneys or those 
who work in the corporate arena for the next 
issue. Please see page 2 for submission 
guidelines.
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Minutes of the Council of the International Law Section 
of the State Bar of Michigan

A meeting of the Council (“Council”) of the Interna-
tional Law Section (“Section”) of the State Bar of Michigan 
(“State Bar” or “SBM”) was held on May 27, 2015 at the 
offices of Honigman Miller Schwartz and Cohn LLP, 39400 
Woodard Avenue, Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304.   

The following officers of the Council were present in per-
son: David B. Guenther, Chairperson; Daphne Short Cun-
ningham, Chair Elect; Lara Fetsco Phillip, Secretary; and 
Debra Clephane, Treasurer.  A quorum of voting members of 
the Council were present in person. Names of each of the at-
tendees will be filed with these meeting minutes.

Call to Order

David Guenther, Chairperson of the Section, called the 
meeting to order at approximately 4:55 P.M.

Approval of Agenda

The Chairperson circulated an agenda for the meeting, 
which was approved as presented.

Notice and Quorum

Lara Fetsco Phillip, Secretary of the Section, presented a 
written notice of the meeting that was mailed or delivered to 
all members of the Council and to Members of the Section in 
accordance with the Section’s Bylaws. The Secretary said that 
the notice will be filed with the minutes of the meeting.  

Approval of Meeting Minutes

The Secretary circulated a draft of the minutes of the 
Council meeting held on March 12, 2015. Upon motion 
made and supported, the Council approved the minutes 
without correction. The Secretary reported that approved min-
utes of the Section Council meetings are regularly posted on 
the Section website at www.michbar.org and that the ap-
proved minutes would also be posted to the Section website.

Treasurer’s Report

Debra Clephane, Treasurer of the Section, presented the 
unaudited financial statement of the Section for the seven 
months ending April 30, 2015 and the related detailed trial 
balance for the same period, prepared by the Finance & Ad-
ministration Division of the State Bar. The Treasurer high-
lighted that the expenses for the Modern Firm appear from the 
Trial Balance to be duplicates but she consulted with the State 

Bar and confirmed that they are not duplicates and reflect the 
billing schedule for charges from the Modern Firm.  

A question was raised regarding why our revenues are 
nearly identical to last year’s revenues even though the Sec-
tion’s reported membership has increased over the prior year 
by approximately 160 members.  It was noted that, in 2013, 
we eliminated dues for student members and new attorneys.  
The Treasurer stated that she would get more information 
about the demographics of the new members and investigate 
further why revenues are flat despite the increase in section 
membership.  

As of the seven months ending April 30, 2015, per the 
draft financial statement, the revenues of the Section were 
$14,315.00, and expenses for the same time period were 
$5,728.66 resulting in Net Income of $8,586.34. The Section’s 
ending fund balance as of April 30, 2015 was $22,974.53. The 
Chairperson noted that the Section’s financial statements are 
generally reprinted in the Michigan International Lawyer.

Chairperson’s Report

The Chairperson, David Guenther, began his report 
with an update on the International Dispute Resolution Task 
Force.   Although the Task Force has not met in person since 
our last quarterly meeting in March, the Task Force has been 
working in the interim on identifying interested stakeholders 
from whom to solicit input, including lawyers and judges who 
regularly handle manufacturing-related commercial disputes 
or international commercial disputes, as well as, international 
business owners and economic development corporations.   

The Chairperson announced that the Section would be 
sending the Chair Elect, Daphne Cunningham Short, and the 
Secretary, Lara Phillip, to the Bar Leadership Forum, which 
will be taking place on June 12 and 13th on Mackinac Island.  
He stated that their attendance was approved at the Section’s 
last quarterly meeting in March.  He noted that the theme 
for this year’s Bar Leadership Forum was Thriving in the New 
Normal.

The Chairperson next gave an update on the Section’s law 
student representatives.  He noted that we recently added a 
student representative from Cooley Law School, Muneed 
Sadiq.  We also were able to identify a candidate for University 
of Detroit Mercy.  Our current student representative, Car-
men Reyes has recommended Sarah Hazimi as her replace-
ment.  The Chair provided some information about Sarah’s 
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background and qualifications.  Sarah is a first year 
law student.  She is currently ranked 6th in her class 
and speaks both Spanish and Arabic.  Ms. Hazimi 
was approved by motion to serve as the new repre-
sentative for University of Detroit Mercy.  He added 
that we will have to replace our representative from 
Wayne State, Blair Daniels, who is graduating this 
semester.  We are also still looking for student repre-
sentatives from MSU and UofM.  

The Chairperson noted that we also still need a 
Chair of Business & Tax Section and a Diversity/In-
clusion Coordinator.  

Committee Chair Reports

The Chairperson invited the Section’s Commit-
tee chairs to report on their activities.  

Debra Clephane presented a message from the 
Employment and Immigration Committee Chair, 
Linda Armstrong, that her committee would be hap-
py to organize a panel and identify speakers to address 
immigration issues at an upcoming quarterly meeting.

New Business

The Chair turned over the floor to the Chair 
Elect Daphne Cunningham to discuss our upcom-
ing annual meeting.  Daphne indicated that if we 
wanted to coordinate our meeting with the annual 
meeting of the State Bar of Michigan we were of-
fered either the afternoon of Wednesday, October 
7th or the afternoon of Thursday, October 8th.  The 
Chair Elect recommended not holding our annual 
meeting in connection with the annual meeting be-
cause holding the meeting in October would not al-
low us to use the meeting as a forum to market and 
promote membership in the Section prior to the an-
nual bar membership renewal period.  

The Chair Elect stated that she was exploring us-
ing the Walter P. Chrysler museum in Auburn Hills 
as a venue.  The museum charges $1525 for facility 
rental, which is line or lower than what we have paid 
for facility fees in the past.  Possible dates were dis-
cussed.  The week of September 7th was disfavored 
because Labor Day falls on September 7th this year.   
It was noted that we should also avoid the Jewish 
holidays of Rosh Hashanah (September 14th) or 
Yom Kippur (September 23rd) as well as the annual 
meeting of the Business Section, as there is a great 
deal of overlap between our section.  Possible dates 
mentioned included Wednesday September 16th or 
Thursday September 17th.   

The Chair Elect indicated that the substance of 
the program would be focused on compliance issues 

Treasurer's Report
Current  
Activity

Sept. 2015

Year-to-date
September

2015

Year-to-date
September

2014

Revenue:

International Law Section Dues 14,315.00 14,350.00

International Stud/Affil Dues 40.00

Total Revenue 14,315.00 14,390.00

Expenses:

ListServ 50.00 300.00 300.00

Meetings 3,117.58 6,718.75 2,976.58

Seminars 129.60 439.60 310.00

Annual Meeting Expenses 1,042.66 1,985.16 4,203.92

Travel Expenses 86.36 1,717.63 2,680.54

Telephone 67.80 228.42 243.08

Newsletter 3,397.23 3,156.53

Postage 65.89

Miscellaneous 102.17 __133.57

Total Expenses   4,494.00   14,888.96   14,070.11

Net Income (4,494.00) (573.96) 319.89

Beginning Fund Balance: 14,388.19 14,068.30

Total Beginning Fund Balance 14,388.19 14,068.30

Ending Fund Balance 13,814.23 14,388.19

For the twelve months ending September 30, 2015

faced by companies engaged in international sales and would likely 
include two panels.  A sub-committee has been formed to work on 
planning for the annual meeting and any interested section members 
are welcome to participate in planning the annual meeting.  

The Chair Elect also indicated that she was planning on continu-
ing the tradition in 2015-2016 of holding quarterly Section meetings 
in November, January, March and May and was open to ideas for sub-
stantive programming for upcoming quarterly meetings. 

Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Council, the 
Chairperson adjourned the meeting at approximately 5:40 PM.

Dinner And Program 

The featured topic of the program was “Foreign Investment from 
China”, featuring presentations by Douglas Smith of the Michigan 
Economic Development Corporation and Barbara Kaye and Chao 
(Charley) Meng of Honigman Miller Schwartz and Cohn.

The program was very well attended.

Respectfully submitted,

Lara Fetsco Phillip, Secretary 2014-15
International Law Section
State Bar of Michigan
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December 3, 2015
Third Party Funding and International Arbitration: a 360 
Degree Perspective
London, England

December 3-4, 2015 
The New Era of Taxation: The Keys to Providing Legal 
Advice on Tax Law in a Rapidly Changing World. 
Mexico City, Mexico

December 7, 2015
COP21 – Climate Change Related Disputes: A Role for 
International Arbitration and ADR
Paris, France

January 20, 2016 
Topic: Immigration.  
Location: TBD

March 16, 2016 
Joint meeting with IT Section. 
WSU Cooley Law School, Auburn Hills, MI.

May 18, 2016 
Joint meeting with Business Law Section. 
Grand Rapids, MI.




