PURCHASE PRICE ADJUSTMENT
DISPUTE: ACCOUNTANT, ARBITRATOR,
OR EXPERT?
Delaware Chancery Court finds dispute resolution procedure in
merger agreement required an "expert determination" and not an
arbitration, and accordingly the court (not the reviewing
accountant appointed to resolve the dispute) decided whether
extrinsic evidence was admissible.
Many M&A agreements provide for post-closing purchase price adjustments. The
purchase price adjustment clauses in those agreements commonly provide that
disputes over the calculation of the adjustment are to be referred to an
accountant. Some courts have held that such dispute resolution procedures are
always to be treated as arbitrations where the entire controversy, including issues
of contract interpretation and liability, are for the accountant. In a decision handed
down this week1, the Chancery Court of Delaware ruled that, while many
jurisdictions within the U.S. no longer observe the English common law distinction
between arbitrations and "expert determinations," Delaware does.
The distinction can have significant practical consequences. In the case decided
by the Chancery Court, a merger agreement required that the parties' dispute over
a post-closing price adjustment based on tax attributes be referred to an
accountant. The seller wanted to present extrinsic evidence to the accountant.
The buyer opposed the introduction of extrinsic evidence. The seller argued that
the proceeding before the accountant should be considered an arbitration and that
accordingly it was for the accountant -- acting as an arbitrator -- to decide whether
to consider the extrinsic evidence. But the Chancery Court found the merger
agreement called for an "expert determination" (and not an arbitration) and ruled
that the admissibility of the extrinsic evidence had to be determined by the court,
not the arbitrator. The Chancery Court then went on to find that the terms of the
merger agreement precluded the introduction of extrinsic evidence.

"Determining what type of
dispute resolution mechanism
the parties have agreed to
presents a question of contract
interpretation… In this case, the
Merger Agreement clearly states:
‘In resolving the items in dispute,
the parties agree that the
Accounting Firm shall be acting
as an accounting expert only and
not as an arbitrator and shall not
import or take into account
usage, custom or other extrinsic
factors.’ This language explicitly
calls for the role of ‘expert’ while
disclaiming the role of
‘arbitrator.’"
Vice Chancellor Laster
July 9, 2018

The Chancery Court's decision is a welcome departure from the one-size-fits-all
approach that many courts have taken to these types of dispute resolution
mechanisms. It draws heavily on a 2013 report by a New York City Bar
committee, and the entirely reasonable premise of that report – which is that
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whenever possible, courts should give effect to the intention of sophisticated
commercial counterparties, as reflected in the contracts they negotiate. This
approach teaches that if parties wish to give someone other than a court authority
to resolve a broad range of disputes arising under their contract, they can use the
arbitration model. But if instead the parties wish to give someone a limited
mandate to deploy her professional expertise for example as an accountant or
appraiser, and the parties wish to have issues of contract interpretation resolved
by a court, the parties can use an "expert determination" model.
With the benefit of this guidance, contracting parties should carefully consider the
alternative forms of dispute resolution mechanism available to them, and should
ensure the contracts they negotiate reflect their chosen alternative. In this regard,
the Chancery Court's opinion notes that sometimes parties negotiate contracts
that in part appear to select an expert determination model (for example by
providing an accountant will serve "as an expert but not as an arbitrator"), but then
elsewhere appear to select an arbitration model (for example by providing the
accountant is authorized to resolve all aspects of any disputes arising in respect of
purchase price adjustments and that any such resolution will be final and binding).
Clifford Chance represented the buyer in this case.

"In the case of a typical expert
determination, the authority
granted to the expert is limited to
deciding a specific factual
dispute concerning a matter
within the special expertise of
the decision maker, usually
concerning an issue of
valuation…The parties are not,
however, normally granting the
expert the authority to make
binding decisions on issues of
law or legal claims, such as legal
liability…If the proceeding is an
arbitration, this means that the
parties have intended to delegate
to the decision maker authority
to decide all legal and factual
issues necessary to resolve the
matter."
N.Y.C. Bar Comm. on Int’l
Commercial Arbitration
2013

2 | Clifford Chance

July 2018

PURCHASE PRICE ADJUSTMENT DISPUTE:
ACCOUNTANT, ARBITRATOR, OR EXPERT?

AUTHORS

This publication does not necessarily deal with
every important topic or cover every aspect of
the topics with which it deals. It is not
designed to provide legal or other advice.

John Healy
Partner

Anthony Candido
Partner

Robert Myers
Senior Counsel

T +1 212 878 8281
E john.healy
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 3140
E anthony.candido
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 3425
E robert.myers
@cliffordchance.com

www.cliffordchance.com
Clifford Chance, 31 West 52nd Street, New
York, NY 10019-6131, USA
© Clifford Chance 2018
Clifford Chance US LLP

Erika Bucci
Counsel

Benjamin Berringer
Associate

T +1 212 878 8142
E erika.bucci
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 3372
E benjamin.berringer
@cliffordchance.com

Abu Dhabi • Amsterdam • Barcelona • Beijing •
Brussels • Bucharest • Casablanca • Dubai •
Düsseldorf • Frankfurt • Hong Kong • Istanbul •
London • Luxembourg • Madrid • Milan •
Moscow • Munich • Newcastle • New York •
Paris • Perth • Prague • Rome • São Paulo •
Seoul • Shanghai • Singapore • Sydney •

CONTACTS

Tokyo • Warsaw • Washington, D.C.
Clifford Chance has a co-operation agreement

David Brinton
Partner

Gary Boss
Partner

Joseph Cosentino
Partner

T +1 212 878 8276
E david.brinton
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 8063
E gary.boss
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 3149
E joseph.cosentino
@cliffordchance.com

Thais Garcia
Partner

Sarah Jones
Partner

Kevin Lehpamer
Partner

T +1 212 878 8497
E thais.garcia
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 3321
E sarah.jones
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 4924
E kevin.lehpamer
@cliffordchance.com

Anand Saha
Partner

Benjamin Sibbett
Partner

Nick Williams
Partner

T +1 212 878 8301
E anand.saha
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 8491
E benjamin.sibbett
@cliffordchance.com

T +1 212 878 8010
E nick.williams
@cliffordchance.com

July 2018

with Abuhimed Alsheikh Alhagbani Law Firm
in Riyadh.
Clifford Chance has a best friends relationship
with Redcliffe Partners in Ukraine.

Clifford Chance | 3

