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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

MARTIN ENERGY SERVICES, LLC CIVIL ACTION

VERSUS NO. 14-2986
c/w 15-79 c/w 15-81

M/V BOURBON PETREL, her engines, tackle, bunkers, SECTION "L" (4)
Etc., /in rem, and BOURBON PETREL SNC AND
BOURBON OFFSHORE GREENMAR, S.A., /n personam

ORDER & REASONS

The Court has before it O.W. Bunker USAIs Motion to Enforce the Automatic Stay
Against Martin Energy (Rec. Doc. 26), Martindtgy Services, LLC’s Motion to Strike Answer
(Rec. Doc. 27) and Motion to Strike NoticeAyipearance and Filings (Rec. Doc. 28), and CGG
Services S.A. and CGG Services US, Inc.’s Motion to Stay Proceedings (Rec. Doc. 29). Having
read the parties’ briefs and reviewed the maple law, the Court now issues this Order &
Reasons.

. BACKGROUND

This consolidated case began as thre@astiled by Plaintiff Martin Energy Services,
LLC (“Martin Energy”) that weresubsequently consolidatedthis court on March 3, 2015.

O.W. Bunker USA Inc. (“O.WBunker”) purchased bunkers frawhartin Energy and resold
those bunkers to CGG Services S.A. and/or CG@i&=s US (“CGG”). (Rec. Doc. 26-1 at 3).
Specifically, O.W. Bunker contraad with Martin Energy to traport bunkers for delivery to
three vessels under a long term Time Chaa€GG: the M/V BOURBON PETREL, the M/V
MISS LILLY, and the M/V OMS RESOLUTION. Mdn Energy delivered the bunkers to the

vessels and issued invoices to O.W. Bunker,inggkayment for the bunkers and deliveries. In
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turn, O.W. Bunker issued invoices to CGThe monetary difference between what O.W.
Bunker invoiced CGG and what Martin Eggrinvoiced O.W. Bunker totals $16,839.80. (Rec.
Doc. 32 at 1}. Conversely, Martin Energy is owed approximately $1,200,8@@Rec. Doc.
26-5, Rec. Doc. 26-6, Rec. Doc. 26-7, Rec. Doc. 28-8 4t T®) date, neither CGG nor O.W.
Bunker has paid the invoiced amounts.

On November 13, 2014, O.W. Bunker filegt@untary petition fo bankruptcy relief
under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code in tbar@cticut Bankruptcy Cour (Rec. Doc. 26-
8), Voluntary Petition for Bankruptcy of O.W. Bunker USA (Rec. Doc.1), Case No. 14-51722
(Bankr. D. Conn.). In that voluntary petitiod, W. Bunker identified Martin Energy on its
“Consolidated List of Creditordolding Twenty-One (21) Largest Unsecured Claims filed on the
Petition Date in each of DebtoBankruptcy Cases.” O.W. Bunkeecorded that Martin Energy
had a disputed trade debt claim ambfor $1,178,101.44. (Rec. Doc. 26-8 at M@luntary
Petition for Bankruptcy of O.W. Bunker USA I{feec. Doc.1 at 9), Case No. 14-51722 (Bankr.
D. Conn.).

On December 3, 2014, Martin Energy entersdjipearance in the Connecticut Chapter
11 Bankruptcy Proceeding. (Rec. Doc. 26-9 av@)untary Petition for Bankruptcy of O.W.
Bunker USA Inc(Rec. Doc.122), Case No. 14-517221fa D. Conn.). According to O.W.
Bunker, and Martin Energy does not dispute gust, counsel for Main Energy attended the
Section 341 meeting of creditors on Decemi&er2D14 and questioned the Debtors with respect
to Martin Energy’s potdral claims against O.W. Bunker. ¢BR Doc. 26-1 at 5). Furthermore,

O.W. Bunker states that itdd its schedule of assetsdliabilities on December 19, 2014 and

! Martin Energy noted this figure in its Oppasitito O.W. Bunker's Motion to Enforce the Automatic
Stay.

2 0.W. Bunker may owe Martin Energy up to $1,533,313.20, as O.W. Bunker listed Martin Energy as
having an unsecured claim against thelkdaptcy estate in th@mount on December 14 , 2014. (Rec. Doc. 26-1 at
5).



identified Martin Energy as having an unseduckaim against O.W. ihker’s estate in the
amount of $1,533,313.29. (Rec. Doc. 26-1 at 5). BWhker further relays that Martin Energy
filed a proof of claim against O.W. Bunkertime Connecticut Bankruptcy Proceeding on March
13, 2015.

On December 30, 2014, Martin Energy broughtfits of the three qearate actions and
sought arrest of the M/V BORBON PETREL, one of the vessaétswhich Martin Energy had
delivered the bunkers. On January 13, 2015, Mamiergy filed two more actions and sought
arrest of the other two vedsethe M/V MISS LILLY and the M/V OMS RESOLUTION. In
additions to then remproceedings, Martin Energy also broughpersonantlaims against the
owners of the vessels, Bourbon Petrel Si@ Bourbon Offshore Greenmar S.A.

All three actions allege thdartin Energy has not been coemsated for labor, materials,
and/or services that it provided the vesselsyansto its contract ith O.W. Bunker. In
response, CGG made a Restricted Appearansiaat to Supplemental Rule E(8) and filed a
Verified Statement of Interest in all threeseg, alleging a right of possession of each vessel
based on the long term Time Charters. Defersjahbng with CGG, allege that third party,
O.W. Bunker, is responsible fire payment of these invoices Waytue of their contracts with
Martin Energy. (Rec. Doc.12). On March 51800.W. Bunker filed a Notice of Restricted
Appearance pursuant to Supplemental Rule BR8r. Doc. 18) and a Notice of Filing of
Bankruptcy (Rec. Doc. 19).

. PRESENT MOTIONS

A. Martin Energy’s Motions to Strike Appearances and Filings (Rec. Docs. 27 &
28)

Martin Energy filed a Motion to Strike tHiRestricted Appearant®f O.W. Bunker and

all pleadings filed on its behalf, as well as a Mbotio Strike the Answers filed by CGG. Martin



Energy contends that it is exercisingrigght to proceed against the vesselsemto secure
payments for the delivered bunkers, oe¢assaries”, pursuant to 46 U.S.C. 8§ 31804eq

(Rec. Doc. 28-1 at 2). O.W. Bunker, Martindégy maintains, does not ovan interest in the
vessels and thus cannot “satisfy the ‘right adgmssion or an ownership interest’ requirements of
Supplemental Rule C(6),” which is required fquaaty to enter a restricted appearance pursuant
to Supplemental Rule E. (Rec. Doc. 28-1 atMipreover, Martin Energy contends that O.W.
Bunker never fulfilled the procedural requirengeat Supplemental Rule C(6), as O.W. Bunker
never filed a Statement oftarest with the Court.

O.W. Bunker responds and argues that tberCshould determine whether the automatic
stay applies to the proceedirgsfore requiring Martin Energy ®stablish an interest in these
proceedings. (Rec. Doc. 31 at 2). If the Court disagrees and finds that O.W. Bunker must
establish an ownership interest, O.W. Bunker ta&ns that it has standing because it maintains
its own maritime liens against the vessels.

Martin Energy also moves to strike C@&3HRnswers on the basis that CGG is not a
named defendant and, as a vessel time chartires,not meet the standirequirements of Fed.
R. Civ. Proc. Supplemental Rule C(6). (Rec. Ot). Martin Energy contends that “[ijn an
admiralty and maritime proceeding governedinfe C, subparagraph (6) requires that a
statement be filed only by a person claimingghtrof possession or ownership,” and CGG does
not possess nor own the vessels as a tinarterer. (Rec. Doc. 27 at 3).

CGG opposes the motion. CGG argues that Martin Energy’s pleadings “triggered
cognizable property interests of CGG that Rule C(6) is designed to protect” because Martin
Energy sought arrest of the vessels’ bunkersglwbonstitutes CGG’s property. (Rec. Doc. 33

at 2-3). Further, CGG stattsat it paid for the Special Vedseelease Bonds that this Court



approved to preclude the seizure of the vessalstheir bunkers, as Section 19 of the Time
Charters required CGG to indemnify andetal the Vessel Owners in response toithemand
in personantlaims asserted by Martin Energy. (RBPoc. 33 at 3). CGG argues that the
posting of these bonds constitute interests that@yrizable under Rule C(6). (Rec. Doc. 33 at
3-4). CGG contends that “what little case fnere is...supports CGG'’s position that the filing
of a bond by someone other thagr tressel owner is engly appropriate, and an appearance can
be made on behalf of the vessel if that non-avismeesponsible for satisfying any liens that
would lead to arrest.” (€. Doc. 33 at 4) (citinGiambro Corp.v. George H. Dean, 1n660 F.
Supp. 2d 68, 69 (D. Me. 2008)).

B. Motions to Stay(Rec. Docs. 26 & 29)

O.W. Bunker and CGG, along with SNC Bban CE Petrel, Redi§ Groen BV, Sea
Support Ventures, LLC (“Vessel Owners”), filed nuots to stay the present proceedings. O.W.
Bunker argues that this Court should enforeeattomatic stay imposed by 11 U.S.C. § 362(a)
against Martin Energy in this case. By brimgthe present claims, @W. Bunker argues that
Martin Energy violated the automatic stagcause O.W. Bunkerigght to collect the
outstanding accounts receivable freach vessel constitutes progest the bankruptcy estate.
(Rec. Doc. 26-1 at 11). O.\MBunker further argues that itsiés own maritime liens which
constitute property of the bankruptcy estate, ldiadtin Energy’s efforts to eliminate or alter
those liens violate the automatic stay. (R&wc. 26-1 at 12). Looking to Martin Energyrs
personam claimg0.W. Bunker avers that O.W. Bumkand not Martin Energy, directly
contracted with the vessealsferenced in the transactions. (Rec. Doc. 26-1 at 12).

CGG and the Vessel Owners also ask tluarCto stay the prest proceedings and

incorporate O.W. Bunker's arguments. (Rec. (@8). CGG states that if Martin Energy had



“complied with the automatic stay arising frahe Chapter 11 cases, CGG would not be in the
untenable position of defending competing demands in different jurisdictions for the same
bunker payments.” (Rec. Doc. 29-1 at 1). CG@uas that Martin Energy’Proof of Claim filed
in the Chapter 11 proceedings states traatnount O.W. Bunker owes to Martin Energy
constitutes an administrative priority claim agaithe Debtor's bankruptcy estate pursuant to 11
U.S.C. 8§ 503(b)(9). (Rec. Doc. 29-1 at djifg Rec. Doc. 26-18). If the Bankruptcy Court
agrees with this contention, CGG argues thate would be no sum to recover in these
consolidated cases, further suppaytanstay as to avoid piecemeadiudication. (Rec. Doc. 29-1
at 2).

Martin Energy opposes the motions to stay.rtMaEnergy argues that the automatic stay
does not apply to the instant case because Martin Energy’s claims constiéumeslaims
against the vessels, and neither the vessels nor the posted security are property of the O.W.
Bunker bankruptcy estate. (Rec.d>82 at 3). Martin Energy positsat “[a]ctions to foreclose
on and adjudicate maritime liens on vesselsdmanot owned by the debtor but which may have
an effect on the debtor have been held notdtate the automatic stay.” (Rec. Doc. 32 at 4)
(citing In re Chugach Forest Products, In€3 F.3d 241 (9th Cir. 1994)). Here, Martin Energy
argues, O.W. Bunker is not the owner of theseds but was merely the broker that arranged
bunker delivery to the vessels, and C.G.G. is the tharterer. (Rec. Doc. 32 at 5). Martin
Energy contends that it did not consent to thewestve jurisdiction of the bankruptcy court when
it filed a Proof of Claim in tb Connecticut bankruptcy coubtit rather, Martin Energy is
asserting a different claim in this Court tharthie bankruptcy proceeding. In this Court, Martin
Energy argues, it is as assertingraremclaim directly against the vessels to enforce a maritime

lien, whereas it is asserting ansecured priority claim and geral unsecured claim against



O.W. Bunker in the bankruptcy proceeding. (Reoc. 32 at 7 -8). Martin Energy analogizes
the situation “to a lender with a promissory nfsten a company and a guaranty note from one
of its officers. In a default siasion, the lender is free to amgainst the borrower, the guarantor,
or both, and is free to do so sepgalp” (Rec. Doc. 32 at 8)).Martin Energy further contends
that its actions do not preclude O.W. Bunker fraggerting its own liersnd notes that O.W.
Bunker has not asserted a maritime liethis action. (Rec. Doc. 32 at 8).

O.W. Bunker replies. O.W. Bunker argues timate Chugach Forest Products, Ins.
inapplicable to these proceedings because BWiker has a lien on the vessels for the invoiced
amount to CGG, and any efforts by Martindgy to undermine those lien rights violate the
automatic stay. (Rec. Doc. 41 at 3-4). O.WnBer disputes Martin Energy’s assertions that the
Connecticut Bankruptcy Court doest have jurisdiction and comtds that “[t]he ranking and
priority of maritime liens is a core bankragtmatter.” (Rec. Doc. 41 at 4) (cititg re
Millenium Seacarriers, In¢419 F.3d 83, 96 (2d Cir. 2005) (Sotomayor, J.)).

In response to CGG’s motion, Martin Enemygues that the automatic stay is not
applicable to CGG because CGG is not affiliatedr related to O.W. Bunker. (Rec. Doc. 34
at3).

1. LAW AND ANALYSIS
A. Motions to Strike

Martin Energy moves to strike O.WuBker’'s Restricted Appearance and CGG’s
Answer. Both parties filed a Restricted Aggpance pursuant to Supplkemtal Rule of Civil
Procedure E(8), which states:

An appearance to defend against an admiralty and maritime claim
with respect to which there has isslyprocess in rem, or process of

attachment and garnishmemhay be expressly restricted to the
defense of such clajrand in that event is not an appearance for the



purposes of any other claim withspect to which such process is
not available or has not been served.

Fed. R. Civ. P. SUPP. E(8) (emphasis adddthe statutory languags# the rule clearly
indicates that the rule provides a mechanigmreby the owner or possessor of a vessel can
defend against an remproceeding without subjecting himself to the court’s personal
jurisdiction. SeeSchoenbaum 2 Admiralty & Mar. Law § &l(5th ed.) (“Subsection (8) of the
Rule allows a defendanthe appears to defend a claimremor attachment to restrict his
appearance to that claim only; his defense doeesarstitute an appearance for the purposes of
any other claim to which such process isandilable or has not been served.”). As
Supplemental Rule E(8) is a means to defend againstramproceeding, O.W. Bunker cannot
use that procedural device to enter the latwsecause O.W. Bunker diobt enter this suit to
defend against the vessel arres@.W. Bunker rather constitutasother maritime lienor
asserting a competing claim, and these facts tloaraport with the clear statutory language and
purpose of Supplemental Rule E(8).

The proper procedural vehicle for O.W. Bunke enter the lawsuit, and assert its
maritime lien rather than defend against a lien, iwdde a motion to intervene pursuant to Rule
24 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedufgee Effjohn Int'l Cruse Hoidgs, Inc. v. A&L Sales,
Inc., 346 F.3d 552, 560 {5Cir. 2003) (noting that creditorsonld have had to file a motion to
intervene under Rule 24 #ssert their liensgee also Indian River Recovery Co. v. The China
108 F.R.D. 383, 385-86 (D. Del. 1985) (explaining fRate 24 allows parties to intervene who
have an interest in the remproceeding and that the rationaleRule 24 is in line with
historical admiralty practice). This conclusigrfurther supported when read in the greater
context of Rule E(8)’s association with R@¢6). As noted by Martin Energy, Rule E(8) does

not exist in a vacuum, and a defendant who et&sstricted Appearance pursuant to Rule E(8)



must fulfill the procedural requirements of R@é&S). In other words, Rule E(8) is merely a
vehicle allowing a defendant to pursue a defense as outlined by Rule C(6), and Rule C(6) clearly
distinguishes between the defense and assertion of a claim, vititdr procedurally confined
to a Rule 24 motion to ntervene as a meanster aldawsuit. The Advisory Committee Notes to
Rule C state

In an admiralty and maritime proceeding governed by paragraph

(b), a statement is filed only by a person claiming a right of

possession or ownership. Het claims are advanced by

intervention under Civil Rule 24....
It is thus evident that Rule &)is not available as a procedumechanism to O.W. Bunker to
assert its maritime lien, but rather, O.W. Bunkerdd have filed a Rule 2otion to intervene.

O.W. Bunker argues thatishCourt should rule on itglotion to Stay prior to

adjudicating Martin Energy’s Motion to Striker, conversely that the Court should recognize
that O.W. Bunker’'s maritime lien is sufficiefor O.W. Bunker to satisfy the standing
requirements. O.W. Bunker musbperly be in this case to urgemotion before the Court, so
there is no merit to the propositi that this Court can rule &W. Bunker’s Motion to Stay
without ascertaining whether O.\Bunker is a party to the suitn support of its argument that
O.W. Bunker’s maritime lien should afford\W. Bunker standing, O.W. Bunker cites a number
of Fifth Circuit cases concerningvdiforfeiture and argues that “ithhe Fifth Circuit, ‘a claimant
must come forth witlsomeevidence of his ownership interest to establish standing....” (Rec.
Doc. 31 at 2) (quoting.S. v. $38,570,95@50 F.2d 1108, 1112{%ir. 1992)). This reliance
is misguided. The cited casesyadirtain to civil forféture defenses under Rule C(6). Prior to the

2002 Amendments to the Federal Rule of Civddedure, Rule C(6) applied to defenses of

maritime liens and civil forfeiture action#s the Advisory Committee Notes to the 2000



Amendments make clear, the requirements iditfdor those persons using C(6) for civil
forfeiture proceedings and those using C(6) for maritmremdefenses. The Notes state:
In a forfeiture proceeding governed by paragraph (a), a

statement must be fileby a person who asseds interest in or a

right against the property involved@his category includes every

right against the property, such asa lien, whether or not it

establishes ownership ora right to possessionin determining

who has an interest in or aght against property, courts may

continue to rely on precedentsathhave developed the meaning of

“claims” or “claimants” for the purpose of civil forfeiture

proceedings.

In an admiralty and maritime proceeding governed by

paragraph (b), a statement is fild only by a person claiming a

right of possession or ownefisip. Other claims against the

property are advanced by intenention under Civil Rule 24, as

it may be supplemented byocal admiralty rules.
Fed. R. Civ. P. SUPP AMC C. This distinctionkes clear that the Fifth Circuit’s holdings in
the cases referenced by O.W. Bunker cannoppbesl to admiralty proceedings pursuant to
Rule C(6). In sum, O.W. Bunker is not prdgeéefore this Court because O.W. Bunker’'s
pursuit of its maritime lien, and not a defense agfaa lien, renders O.W. Bunker ineligible to
exploit Rule E(8) as a means to enter this lawsuit.

CGG, on the other hand, is properly before @usirt pursuant to Rules E(8) and C(6), as

CGG satisfied the procedural requirements of Gg6properly filing a Statement of Interest and
asserting a right of possessioroarnership interest. CGG’s Statemnt of Interest declares that
CGG has possession over the vesgetsits Time Charter and an ownership interest in that CGG
procured and paid the Special Vessel Releasal8 Moreover, CGG is required to indemnify
the vessel owners pursuant to tHEme Charters and owns thankers. Based on these factors,

the Court is persuaded that C&properly before the Court puesut to Rules C(6) and E(8) of

the Supplemental Rules for Admiisaand Maritime Claims.
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B. Motions to Stay

Although the Court cannot emtain O.W. Bunker’s Motiorto Stay, CGG’s Motion to
Stay is properly before the Court. When atdefiles a bankruptcy péon, an automatic stay
automatically arises pursuant to Section 362(ah@Bankruptcy Act. “The automatic stay is at
the heart of bankruptcy relief.” Benedict onrAidalty 8 6. “Without the stay...the bankruptcy
goal ofpro ratadistribution to creditors would beustrated and rehdibation would be
impossible.” Id. The stay prohibits “any action to obtgnossession of property of the estate or
property from the estate or to exercise cdrax@r property of thestate.” 11 U.S.C. §

362(a)(3). “In effect, the stay prevents any improvement of position by creditor activity whether
it be by obtaining security priority position or other advantageBenedict on Admiralty § 6.

Here, CGG argues that the proceeding viol#tesautomatic stay because O.W. Bunker
maintains maritime liens on the vessels, andehiess constitute property of the bankruptcy
estate. Both Martin Energy and O.\Wuriker claim maritime liens under the Maritime
Commercial Instruments ardens Act, 46 U.S.C. 8 3130&t seq Specifically, 8§ 31342
establishes maritime liens for persons who have provided “necessaries” to a vessel on either the
order of the vessel owner or thaler of an authorized ageriee Container Applications Int'l,

Inc. v. Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., (InGatainer Applications Int'l., Inc.33 F.3d 1361,
1362, 1366 (11th Cir.2000) (explaining that a maritlree claimant must have: (1) provided (2)
necessaries (3) to a vessel, (4) by order of theeowr an authorized agent). The “lien arises
automatically upon the furnishing of necessaridRiffe Petroleum Co. v. Cibro Sales Coig01

F.2d 1385, 1389 (10th Cir.1979%ee Equilease Corp. v. M/V Sampst@B F.2d 598, 602 (5th

11



Cir. 1986) (“The lien arises when the debt arisgs Section 31341(a) listentities presumed to
have authority to procure necessaries: (1) theeoy(2) the master; (3) a person entrusted with
the management of the vessel at the port of guppl(4) an officer omagent appointed by the
buyer in possession of the vessel.

Based on the facts presented in the parties’ briefs, it is not clear whether Martin Energy
or O.W. Bunker has a maritime lien against these¢s because Fifth Circuit precedent indicates
that Martin Energy is not inherdptentitled to a lien as the aetudeliverer of the bunkers, but
the lien is contingent on thgarties’ relationships. Ibhake Charles Steverdores, Inc. v.
PROFESSOR VLADIMIR POPOV MV, in reime Fifth Circuit held that a rice supplier did not
have a maritime lien against the vesseliagisut of furnished necessaries. 199 F.3d 220, 229
(5th Cir. 1999). In that case, one partd hiane chartered the vesseld also entered into a
contract with the intermediary to purchase ritgk.at 222. The intermediary, in turn, entered
into a contract for stevedoring services withghpplier who would deliver #hrice to the vessel.
Id. The intermediary went into receivershipdahe supplier arrested the vessel to procure
payment for the stevedoring servicdd. at 223.

The Fifth Circuit analyzed whether the supphad a “necessaries” maritime lien and
centered its analysis on whethee thtermediary had the authority act on behalf of the vessel
when it employed the supplier. Ka this case, there was no gaist between the vessel/vessel
charterer and the supplier. Foaugbn this relationship, the Fifth ICuit stated that two lines of
cases dealt with such circumstances: the geocendractor/subcontractdine of cases and the
principal/agent or middle man line of cases. FHih Circuit noted that the cases indicated that
the supplier does not have a maritime lien ingéeeral contractor situation but does have a

maritime lien in the middle man context. The determination of which situation applies to a case

12



is a fact-intensive question, as evided by the Fifth Circuit’'s analysis lrake Charles
Steverdores, IncLooking to the two lines of sas, the Fifth Circuit averred:

We are persuaded by our reviewtloése cases that it is not

whether an intermediary can bepected to supply the necessaries

itself that distinguishes instanceswhich the actual suppliers have

liens, but it is rather the natuoé the relationship between each

pair of entities that are involved the transaction at issue (e.g.,

agent vs. independent contractor).
< Based on the briefs, the Cogennot carry out this factiensive analysis and is
therefore unable to definitively ascertain whet®eW. Bunker or Marh Energy has a maritime
lien against the vessels. A numleéiquestions remain regarditige bunker transactions and the
relationships between these parties, and sactis ill determine which party holds liens against
the vessels. If only Martin Energy maintairens against the vessels, a stay would not be
appropriate. Conversely, if @. Bunker is the sole lien haer, the Court will stay these
proceedings.

The Court therefore invites the parties toypde the Court with @ditional briefing on the
issue of which party holds the maritime liens against the vessels. If O.W. Bunker wishes to
participate in these proceedings, it shall éilmotion to intervene pursuant to Rule 24.

IV.  CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasori3, IS ORDERED that Martin Energy’s Motion to Strike
Answer to Complaint (Rec. Doc. 27)0ENIED;;
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Martin Energy’s Motion(Rec. Doc. 28) to StrikeNotice of
Appearance antb Strike O.W. Bunker's Motion to Enforce Automatic Stay (Rec. Doc. 26) is GRANTED;

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that CGG’s Motion to Stay IBENIED WITHOUT

PREJUDICE, and the Court invites the parties to fnt brief the issue of which party holds a

maritime lien;
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trial, currentlgcheduled for June 8, 2015,
CONTINUED WITHOUT DATE , and the pretrial conference, scheduled for May 20, 2015 at
1:30 p.m., is converted into a status conferendetbeld in the Chambers of the Honorable

Eldon E. Fallon. Out-of-townaunsel may participate by phone.

New Orleans, Louisiana this t”l‘3iay of May, 2015.

e &

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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