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I. INTRODUCTION 
 In the midst of one of the world’s largest marine fuel trader’s 
bankruptcy, Valero Marketing & Supply Co. (Valero), a physical 
supplier of the fuel in question, was denied restitution in the form of a 
maritime lien, creating a circuit split as to the application of the 
Commercial Instruments and Maritime Liens Act (CIMLA).1  The Almi 
Sun, a vessel owned by Verna Marine Co. (Verna), needed fueling when 
Almi Tankers S.A., the owner’s agent, contracted with O.W. Bunker 
(O.W.) to obtain tanks of fuel, known as bunkers.2  O.W. then 
contracted with Valero, the physical supplier, to purchase the fuel.3  
After Almi Tankers requested the name of the physical supplier, O.W. 
supplied Valero’s name and finalized the purchase with Valero, at 
                                                 
 1. Compare Valero Mktg. & Supply Co. v. M/V Almi Sun, 893 F.3d 290, 291, 2018 
AMC 1564, 1565 (5th Cir. 2018), with Galehead, Inc. v. M/V Anglia, 183 F.3d 1242, 1245, 
1999 AMC 2952, 2954-55 (11th Cir. 1999), and Marine Coatings of Ala. v. United States, 932 
F.2d 1370, 1372, 1991 AMC 2487, 2488-89 (11th Cir. 1991), and Stevens Tech. Servs., Inc. 
v. United States, 913 F.2d 1521, 1525, 1991 AMC 2497, 2501 (11 Cir. 1990). 
 2. Valero, 893 F.3d at 291, 2018 AMC at 1565.   
 3. Id. 
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which point O.W.’s involvement in the transaction ceased.4  However, 
O.W. was still obligated to pay Valero for the fuel.  Valero then dealt 
directly with the vessel, coordinating delivery and even facilitating 
testing and verification of the bunkers’ quality.5  Upon O.W.’s 
subsequent bankruptcy, Valero brought an in rem action seeking a 
maritime lien against the Almi Sun.6  Opposing one another, Verna, the 
in rem claimant of the vessel,7 and Valero moved for summary 
judgment, and the United States District Court for the Eastern District 
of Louisiana granted summary judgment in favor of Verna.8  Valero 
appealed, and the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit 
held that, under CIMLA, Valero had not furnished necessaries to the 
vessel on order of the owner or person authorized by the owner and 
thus was not entitled to a maritime lien.9   
 Judge Haynes dissented, arguing that the majority interpreted 
CIMLA too narrowly, failed to follow its own precedent, and 
contradicted the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh 
Circuit.10  This Note advocates, similarly to Judge Haynes’s dissent, 
that the majority opinion too cavalierly dismissed the significance of 
Valero’s work and relationship with the Almi Sun.  Valero’s services 
and relationship with the vessel warrant a maritime lien in favor of 
Valero.  Supplying fuel is perhaps the most significant service that can 
be performed on a vessel.  It is so significant, in fact, that the vessel’s 
owner thought it prudent to learn from O.W. the name of the supplier, 
sign off on said supplier, and test the quality of the bunker.  Such 
services and interactions between subcontractor and owner, according 
to the Fifth Circuit’s precedent and the Eleventh Circuit’s application, 
deserve a maritime lien; however, the Fifth Circuit’s decision 
contradicts such an application and thereby creates an unnecessary 
circuit split.11   

                                                 
 4. Id. 
 5. Id. at 291-92, 2018 AMC at 1565.  
 6. Id. at 292, 2018 AMC at 1565.  
 7. In this context, the in rem claimant is the party defending the action on the vessel’s 
behalf by moving for summary judgment.  Id.  
 8. Id.  
 9. Id. at 291, 2018 AMC at 1565.  
 10. Id. at 298, 2018 AMC at 1575; see, e.g., Galehead, Inc. v. M/V Anglia, 183 F.3d 
1242, 1245, 1999 AMC 2952, 2954-55 (11th Cir. 1999); Marine Coatings of Ala. v. United 
States, 932 F.2d 1370, 1372, 1991 AMC 2487, 2488 (11th Cir. 1991); Stevens Tech. Servs., 
Inc. v. United States, 913 F.2d 1521, 1525, 1991 AMC 2497, 2501 (11th Cir. 1990). 
 11. See, e.g., Galehead, 183 F.3d at 1245, 1999 AMC at 2954-55; Marine Coatings, 
932 F.2d at 1372, 1991 AMC at 2488; Stevens, 913 F.2d at 1525, 1991 AMC at 2501. 



 
 
 
 
2019] VALERO MKTG. & SUPPLY CO. v. M/V ALMI SUN 65 
 
II. BACKGROUND 
A. CIMLA and Agency Relationships 
 CIMLA dictates the circumstances under which a party is entitled 
to a maritime lien.12  Specifically, the statute states that a person 
providing necessaries to a vessel “on the order of the owner or a person 
authorized by the owner” has a maritime lien on the vessel and may 
bring an in rem action to enforce the lien.13  Further, CIMLA 
enumerates the parties that are assumed to have the authority to procure 
necessaries for the vessel, which include but are not limited to the 
owner, the master, and the manager of the vessel.14  
 It is commonplace for a party supplying necessaries to a vessel to 
contract with an intermediary, rather than with the owner of the 
vessel.15  In such circumstances, the Fifth Circuit applies Lake Charles 
Stevedores, Inc. v. Professor Vladimir Popov MV, which recognizes 
two lines of cases that deal with suppliers of necessaries contracting 
with intermediaries: general/subcontractor relationships and principal/ 
agent relationships.16  This distinction is used to better understand from 
whom the subcontractor or agent was given direction. 

B. Case Law on Subcontractor Maritime Liens 
 The precedential language in Lake Charles informs a court’s 
determination regarding whether a subcontractor is entitled to a 
maritime lien.  There, the Fifth Circuit began its explanation by 
clarifying that “subcontractors hired by those general contractors are 
generally not entitled to assert a lien on their own behalf, unless it can 
be shown that an entity authorized to bind the ship controlled the 
selection of the subcontractor and/or its performance.”17  The court 
outlined two subgroups in the subcontractor line of cases where 
maritime liens are warranted: (1) those in which “an entity with 
authority to bind the vessel direct that the general contractor hire a 
particular subcontractor in order for that subcontractor to be entitled to 
a lien” and (2) those in which the subcontractor must be “identified and 

                                                 
 12. See 46 U.S.C. § 31342(a) (2012). 
 13. Id.  
 14. Id. § 31341.  
 15. Lake Charles Stevedores, Inc. v. Professor Vladimir Popov MV, 199 F.3d 220, 
228-29, 2000 AMC 2273, 2283-84 (5th Cir. 1999). 
 16. Id. at 231, 2000 AMC at 2287-88. 
 17. Id. at 229, 2000 AMC at 2284. 
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accepted by the vessel’s owner or charterer prior to performance.”18  
Moreover, the Fifth Circuit noted that, in the latter subgroup, “[o]wner 
involvement in directing, testing, and/or inspecting subcontractor 
performance has also been cited in support of finding a lien in favor of 
a subcontractor.”19 
 For example, in Marine Coatings of Alabama, Inc. v. United 
States, the U.S. Navy, the vessel owner, entered into a ship repairs 
contract with Braswell Shipyards, Inc., the third party, that allowed the 
third party to hire subcontractors without making it an agent.20  The 
third party then hired a subcontractor to paint, clean, and coat three 
vessels.21  After inspecting and approving the subcontractor’s work, the 
vessel owner paid the third party, who filed for bankruptcy before 
paying the subcontractor.22  The subcontractor then sought a maritime 
lien against the vessels, and the Eleventh Circuit found “a genuine issue 
as to whether the [vessel owner] procured [the subcontractor’s] work, 
authorized the work, or ratified the procurement of [the 
subcontractor’s] work.”23 
 Similarly, in Stevens Technical Services, Inc. v. United States, the 
vessel Sealift Antarctic needed major repairs, and Marine Transport 
Lines, Inc., on behalf of the United States, the vessel owner, solicited 
bids for the upkeep.24  Atlantic Sandblasting & Coatings, Inc., the third 
party, submitted a bid with Stevens Technical Services, Inc. listed as a 
subcontractor.25  The third party won the bid, and both it and the 
subcontractor engaged in the repairs process.26  Upon completion of the 

                                                 
 18. Id. at 231, 2000 AMC at 2287. 
 19. Id.; see also Galehead, Inc. v. M/V Anglia, 183 F.3d 1242, 1245, 1999 AMC 2952, 
2954-55 (11th Cir. 1999) (“Where the level of involvement between the owner and the third-
party provider was significant and ongoing during the pertinent transaction, the courts have 
found a triable issue of fact about whether the third-party deserved a lien.”).  But see Cianbro 
Corp. v. George H. Dean, Inc., 596 F.3d 10, 17-18, 2010 AMC 1189, 1200 (1st Cir. 2010) 
(finding that a subcontractor was not entitled to a lien when “the record establishes that [the 
vessel’s owners] did not have any participation in the subcontracting of this work or control 
over its performance”); Bonanni Ship Supply, Inc. v. United States, 959 F.2d 1558, 1565, 1992 
AMC 2165, 2176 (11th Cir. 1992) (“[T]he mere fact of acceptance and full compensation to 
the prime contractor, absent any allegation that the [vessel’s owner] had any knowledge of 
performance by the subcontractor plaintiff, is insufficient to create a genuine issue of material 
fact regarding whether the plaintiff was [entitled to a maritime lien].”). 
 20. 932 F.2d 1370, 1372, 1991 AMC 2487, 2488-89 (11th Cir. 1991). 
 21. Id. at 1373, 1991 AMC at 2489. 
 22. Id. 
 23. Id. at 1376, 1991 AMC at 2495. 
 24. 913 F.2d 1521, 1525, 1991 AMC 2497, 2502 (11th Cir. 1990).  
 25. Id. 
 26. Id. 
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work, the vessel owner paid the third party but not the subcontractor, 
who then brought an action in personam against the Sealift Antarctic.27  
The Eleventh Circuit remanded the case for further proceedings to 
determine whether Stevens, as a subcontractor, deserved a maritime 
lien.  The court noted critical facts weighing in favor of the 
subcontractor being a maritime lienor.  Critically, the vessel owner’s 
representatives (1) were aware of the subcontractor’s performance and 
the principle contract listed the subcontractor, (2) knew the third party 
was not capable of full performance on its own, (3) fully and explicitly 
authorized the contract covering the work, (4) worked directly with the 
subcontractor in discussing, testing, and inspecting the subcontractor’s 
work, and (5) accepted and fully compensated the third party for the 
work.28 
 On the other hand, Barcliff, L.L.C. v. M/V Deep Blue, another 
Eleventh Circuit case discussing subcontractor maritime liens, reached 
a different conclusion.29  In Barcliff, Technip UK Limited, the vessel 
owner, entered into a contract with O.W. to procure a bunker.30  O.W. 
then contracted with Barcliff, L.L.C., the subcontractor and physical 
supplier of the bunker.31  The subcontractor coordinated delivery with 
the vessel, and, upon completion, the vessel’s chief engineer signed a 
delivery certificate.32  O.W. then filed for bankruptcy, leaving the 
subcontractor unpaid, and the subcontractor brought action seeking a 
maritime lien.33  The Eleventh Circuit, finding that the subcontractor 
acted under the guidance of O.W. and not the vessel owner, ruled that 
the subcontractor was not entitled to a maritime lien.34 

III. COURT’S DECISION 
 In the noted case, the Fifth Circuit applied the provisions of 
CIMLA stricti juris “to ensure that maritime liens are not ‘lightly 
extended by construction, analogy, or inference.’”35  Almi Tankers, 
acting as an agent for the owner of the Almi Sun, contracted with O.W. 
                                                 
 27. Id. at 1526, 1991 AMC at 2502-03. 
 28. Id. at 1534-35, 1537, 1991 AMC at 2515-18, 2521. 
 29. 876 F.3d 1063, 1071-73, 2017 AMC 2980, 2992-95 (11th Cir. 2017). 
 30. Id. at 1065-66, 2017 AMC at 2982-83. 
 31. Id. at 1066, 2017 AMC at 2983. 
 32. Id. 
 33. Id. at 1067, 2017 AMC at 2984-85.  
 34. Id. at 1071-73, 2017 AMC at 2991-94. 
 35. Valero Mktg. & Supply Co. v. M/V Almi Sun, 893 F.3d 290, 292, 2018 AMC 1564, 
1566 (5th Cir. 2018) (quoting Atlantic & Gulf Stevedores, Inc. v. M/V Grand Loyalty, 608 
F.2d 197, 200-01, 1980 AMC 1716, 1719 (5th Cir. 1979)). 
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to refuel the Almi Sun.36  O.W. then contracted with the physical 
supplier of the bunker, Valero.37  Almi Tankers requested the name of 
the physical supplier from O.W. and approved of the selection.38  Upon 
delivering Valero’s name to Almi Tankers, O.W.’s involvement in the 
transaction came to an end.39  Valero then coordinated logistics with the 
vessel and delivered the bunker, at which point the vessel tested its 
quality and approved.40  O.W. then filed for bankruptcy, leaving Valero 
unpaid, and Valero brought an in rem action asserting a maritime lien 
on the Almi Sun.41  Verna, the in rem claimant of the Almi Sun, and 
Valero both moved for summary judgment.42 
 Upon the district court’s entry of summary judgment in favor of 
Verna, Valero appealed to the Fifth Circuit, which reviewed the 
decision de novo.43  The Fifth Circuit first determined that there was no 
dispute as to whether bunkers qualify as necessaries.44  However, with 
a textualist approach towards CIMLA, the court pointed out that Valero 
did not provide necessaries to the Almi Sun “on the order of the owner 
or a person authorized by the owner.”45   
 Still, the court recognized that Lake Charles allows for situations 
in which necessaries purchased through intermediaries can create third-
party entitlement to maritime liens, depending on whether the third 
party acts in the scope of a general/subcontractor relationship or a 
principal/agent relationship.46  Through its analysis, the court decided 
that Valero acted in the capacity of a subcontractor and therefore did 
not act under direct order of the vessel.47 
 In the same vein, the court raised perhaps the dissent’s most 
momentous argument.  It explained that Lake Charles further divides 
the subcontractor line of cases into two subgroups that may justify a 
maritime lien: subcontractors directed by an entity with authority to 
bind the vessel and subcontractors that have been identified and 

                                                 
 36. Id. at 291, 2018 AMC at 1565. 
 37. Id. 
 38. Id. 
 39. Id. 
 40. Id. at 291-92, 2018 AMC at 1565. 
 41. Id. at 292, 2018 AMC at 1565. 
 42. Id.  
 43. Id. at 292, 2018 AMC at 1565-66. 
 44. Id. at 294, 2018 AMC at 1569. 
 45. Id. at 292, 2018 AMC at 1565 (quoting 46 U.S.C. § 31342(a) (2012)). 
 46. Id. at 293, 2018 AMC at 1567. 
 47. Id. at 293-95, 2018 AMC at 1567-70. 
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accepted by the vessel’s owner.48  The majority addressed the dissent’s 
position, which is based on the latter subgroup, but declined to indulge 
the lax application of CIMLA, which expands the definition of 
“authorized” in 46 U.S.C. § 31342(a) to “identified and accepted by the 
vessel’s owner or charterer prior to performance.”49  The court noted 
that, even if such interpretation could be accepted, Verna “neither 
‘direct[ed] that the general contractor hire a particular subcontractor’ 
nor ‘identified and accepted’ Valero ‘prior to performance.’”50  Instead, 
the court stated that Valero provided a “one-off” transaction.51  In sum, 
the Fifth Circuit followed a strict constructionist approach in applying 
CIMLA and affirmed summary judgment in favor of Vera, thereby 
denying Valero a maritime lien on the Almi Sun. 
 Conversely, Judge Haynes largely based her dissent on the second 
subgroup interpretation from Lake Charles.52  After noting that the 
Eleventh Circuit had embraced such an interpretation in Marine 
Coatings and Stevens, Judge Haynes highlighted several similarities 
between the facts in those cases and the facts in the noted case.53   
 Specifically, Judge Haynes related the vessel owner’s 
procurement, authorization, and ratification of the subcontractor’s 
work in Marine Coatings to the vessel’s involvement in the hiring of 
Valero’s services.54  Moreover, Judge Haynes linked the vessel owner’s 
inspection, testing, and approval of the subcontractor’s work in Stevens 
to the vessel’s approval of Valero’s performances.55  Judge Haynes 
ultimately concluded that although Valero was a subcontractor, the 
interactions between the vessel and Valero were such that Valero was 
entitled to a maritime lien.56   

                                                 
 48. Id. at 293, 2018 AMC at 1575. 
 49. Id. at 295-96, 2018 AMC at 1567-68 (quoting Lake Charles Stevedores, Inc. v. 
Professor Vladimir Popov MV, 199 F.3d 220, 231, 2000 AMC 2273, 2287 (5th Cir. 1999)). 
 50. Id. at 296, 2018 AMC at 1572 (alteration in original) (quoting Lake Charles, 199 
F.3d at 231, 2000 AMC at 2287). 
 51. Id. at 297, 2018 AMC at 1574 (quoting Barcliff, L.L.C. v. M/V Deep Blue, 876 
F.3d 1063, 1072, 2017 AMC 2980, 2993 (11th Cir. 2017)). 
 52. Id. at 298, 2018 AMC at 1576 (Haynes, J., dissenting). 
 53. Id. at 298-99, 2018 AMC at 1575-78 (“Under Eleventh Circuit jurisprudence, the 
right of a subcontractor to assert a maritime lien against a vessel for necessaries is not restricted 
by a rigid rule but instead depends on the degree of involvement between the owner and the 
subcontractor.” (quoting Noramco Shipping Corp. v. Bunkers Int’l Corp., No. 6:02CV515-
ORL-22DAB, 2003 WL 22594419, at *7 (M.D. Fla. Apr. 30, 2003))). 
 54. Id. at 299, 2018 AMC at 1576. 
 55. Id. at 299, 2018 AMC at 1577. 
 56. Id. at 300, 2018 AMC at 1578-79.  
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IV. ANALYSIS 
 In deciding Valero Marketing & Supply Co. v. M/V Almi Sun, 
neither the majority nor the dissent disputed the fact that Valero 
supplied necessaries and did so as a subcontractor, rather than an 
agent.57  If not for the Fifth Circuit’s language in Lake Charles, the 
analysis would have ceased at this point, and Valero clearly would not 
be entitled to a maritime lien.  But Lake Charles divides the 
determination of a subcontractor’s entitlement to a maritime lien into 
two subgroups.  The majority properly dismissed the first subgroup, as 
the facts make it clear that an entity with the authority to bind the vessel 
did not direct O.W. to hire Valero specifically.58  However, the majority 
too quickly brushed past the second subgroup and therefore failed to 
grasp Verna’s involvement in the procurement of bunkering services 
from Valero.  This second subgroup allows for a subcontractor to be 
eligible for a maritime lien on the vessel where the owner of the vessel 
“identified and accepted” the subcontractor prior to performance.59  
Looking more deeply into what “identif[y] and accept[]” means in the 
case of subcontractor maritime liens, the Fifth Circuit in Lake Charles 
explained that “[o]wner involvement in directing, testing, and/or 
inspecting subcontractor performance has also been cited in support of 
finding a lien in favor of a subcontractor.”60   
 Applying the language from Lake Charles to the facts of Valero 
certainly creates an issue of material fact and may even provide an 
answer as to whether Valero is entitled to a maritime lien based on the 
identification and acceptance by Almi Tankers.  Throughout the 
transaction and prior to performance, Almi Tankers identified Valero, 
tested Valero’s bunker, and accepted Valero’s services.61  Such 
application suggests neither a lack of genuine dispute of material fact, 
nor that Verna is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.   
 Furthermore, the Eleventh Circuit in Stevens ruled that because 
the vessel owner authorized the subcontractor’s work, was aware of the 
subcontractor’s performance, and worked directly with the 
subcontractor throughout testing and inspection, there was an issue of 
material fact as to whether the subcontractor was entitled to a maritime 
                                                 
 57. Id. at 294, 2018 AMC at 1569 (majority opinion); id. at 298, 2018 AMC at 1575 
(Haynes, J., dissenting).   
 58. Id. at 294, 2018 AMC at 1569 (majority opinion).  
 59. Lake Charles Stevedores, Inc. v. Professor Vladimir Popov MV, 199 F.3d 220, 
231, 2000 AMC 2273, 2287 (5th Cir. 1999). 
 60. Id.  
 61. Valero, 893 F.3d at 294, 2018 AMC at 1570. 
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lien.62  However, in Valero, the Fifth Circuit majority seemed to brush 
past these justifications, mitigating Stevens on the basis that the 
subcontractor was in a unique position because the general contractor 
did not have the capability to perform the work that the subcontractor 
performed.  The same logic could apply to Valero, but the majority did 
not analyze further.  In the same way that the subcontractor provided a 
service for the vessel that could not otherwise be furnished by the 
general contractor, Valero supplied fuel to the vessel that could not have 
otherwise been furnished by O.W.63  Thus, Valero dealt directly with 
Almi Tankers, just as the subcontractor dealt directly with the vessel 
owner in Stevens.   
 The Fifth Circuit similarly circumvented the facts of Marine 
Coatings.  In that case, the vessel owner inspected and approved the 
subcontractor’s work on an ongoing basis.64  Highlighting the continual 
nature of contact between the vessel owner and the subcontractor, the 
Fifth Circuit in Valero noted that a one-off transaction of bunker 
services distinguishes Valero from Marine Coatings.65  However, 
identifying the supply of fuel to a vessel as a “one-off” transaction is 
misleading.  Perhaps the frequency of dealings in Valero does not 
reflect that of Marine Coatings, but the importance is every bit as 
comparable.  No quantifiable reason exists as to why a relationship 
built on frequency is any more important than one built on urgency.  
Perhaps if the courts weighed the importance of owner/subcontractor 
relationships on the degree of necessity of service rather than frequency 
of dealings, fuel suppliers would be more entitled to liens than painters.   
 Finally, the majority in Valero relied heavily on Barcliff, asserting 
that the similarities between the two cases dispel any notion that its 
decision would create a circuit split.  The cases do have several 
similarities—they both involve third-party subcontractors supplying 
necessities, in the form of fuel bunkers to the vessels, not on the order 
of the owner.  However, the subtle, yet deafening distinction between 
these two cases is the involvement of the vessel owner in the 
procurement of the bunker.  While Almi Tankers demanded to know 
the name of the supplier and insisted on taking part in the inspection 
process, the owner in Barcliff did no such thing.  In fact, the court in 

                                                 
 62. 913 F.2d 1521, 1534-35, 1537, 1991 AMC 2497, 2517-18, 2521 (11th Cir. 1990). 
 63. See Valero, 893 F.3d at 294, 2018 AMC at 1569.  
 64. See Marine Coatings of Ala. v. United States, 932 F.2d 1370, 1373, 1991 AMC 
2487, 2489 (11th Cir. 1991).  
 65. See 893 F.3d at 297, 2018 AMC at 1573-74. 
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Barcliff devoted a section of its opinion to describing what high-level 
involvement from a vessel’s owner, which could result in a lien, might 
look like.66  In its description, the court explains, like the court in 
Stevens,67 that such high-level involvement may come in the form of 
inspection, testing, and approval of the subcontractor’s work.68  While 
such distinguishing factors were not present in Barcliff, they were 
present in Valero.  
 It is worth noting that the policy behind the majority’s stricti juris 
interpretation of CIMLA is well founded.  Maritime liens are powerful 
financial tools that ought not be “lightly extended by construction, 
analogy, or inference.”69  However, disregarding precedent and creating 
a circuit split is no small price to pay.  Moreover, an equitable solution 
would ensure proper payment to physical suppliers.  In a case involving 
the bankruptcy of the world’s largest intermediary, granting maritime 
liens might help to alleviate some of the $730 million that O.W. owes 
in fuel bills to physical suppliers.70 

V. CONCLUSION 
 The legal issues surrounding subcontractor maritime liens are 
unique, complex, and nuanced.  While the application of law is 
difficult, especially in the employment of such detailed subgroups, it is 
important for appellate circuits to move with the same foot forward.  
For this reason, Judge Haynes was well-founded in asserting that the 
Fifth Circuit had previously identified subgroups of subcontractors that 
deserve maritime liens,71 and it would be prudent to follow such 
precedential language. 

Matthieu Robért* 

                                                 
 66. See 876 F.3d 1063, 1071-73, 2017 AMC 2980, 2992-94 (11th Cir. 2017). 
 67. 913 F.2d at 1535, 1991 AMC at 2517-18. 
 68. See Barcliff, 876 F.3d at 1071-73, 2017 AMC at 2992-94.  
 69. Valero, 893 F.3d at 292, 2018 AMC at 1566 (quoting Atlantic & Gulf Stevedores, 
Inc. v. M/V Grand Loyalty, 608 F.2d 197, 200-01, 1980 AMC 1716, 1719 (5th Cir. 1979)). 
 70. See Jane Xie & Henning Gloystein, UPDATE 1-OW Bunker Far East to Meet 
Liquidator on Dec. 4; Six More Vessels Arrested, REUTERS (Nov. 18, 2014), https://www. 
reuters.com/article/ow-bunk-bankruptcy/update-1-ow-bunker-far-east-to-meet-liquidator-on-
dec-4-six-more-vessels-arrested-idUSL3N0T83GT20141118. 
 71. Specifically, those that are identified and accepted by a vessel owner.   
 * © 2019 Matthieu Robért.  J.D./M.B.A. candidate 2020, Tulane University Law 
School & A.B. Freeman School of Business; B.A. 2016, George Washington University.  A 
heartfelt thank you to my family and to the members of the Tulane Law Review, as it is with 
their support that the publication of this Recent Development is possible.   
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