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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana denied third-party defendants’
motion for summary judgment in an admiralty action arising from an allision involving a tug, crane
barge, and dock. The court held that the dominant mind doctrine did not bar claims based on an
alleged independent design defect and found that competing expert opinions created genuine disputes
of material fact regarding the barge’s fendering system. The court also declined to resolve at summary
judgment whether the tug captain’s knowledge of the fendering system negated or reduced potential
fault.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Third-party defendants Associated Marine Equipment, LLC and
Associated Terminals Pangea Logistics, LLC moved for summary
judgment on claims arising from a maritime allision. The motion was
denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The record is viewed in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving parties, with reasonable inferences drawn in their favor.
Where the nonmovant bears the trial burden, the movant may point to
an absence of evidence, after which the nonmovant must present
competent evidence showing a genuine dispute of material fact.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished federal district court order; persuasive authority only
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PRACTICE AREAS

admiralty maritime torts civil procedure summary judgment commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the dominant mind doctrine barred Gnots's negligent-design claim because Associated lacked
operational control over the tug-and-tow operation.

2. Whether competing expert opinions concerning the design and adequacy of the ALEX G's fendering
system created a genuine dispute of material fact precluding summary judgment.

3. Whether the tug captain's knowledge of the fendering system conclusively negated fault attributable to
Associated for the alleged design defect.

HOLDINGS

1. The dominant mind doctrine did not warrant summary judgment on Gnots's negligent-design claim
because the claim alleged a design defect independent of Gnots's navigational decisions and the doctrine
does not extinguish a barge owner's independent duty to tender a seaworthy vessel.

2. Summary judgment was improper because competing expert opinions concerning the adequacy of the
ALEX G's fender design created genuine disputes of material fact.

3. The tug captain's knowledge that the tires were fixed to the barge with a pipe did not conclusively negate
Associated's potential fault at the summary-judgment stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate where “there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant
is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (Section II)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 7, 2022, the tug M/V Burwood Wise was maneuvering the crane barge ALEX G at Atalco's
docking facility when the barge contacted a dock and caused property damage. An employee of Gnots-Reserve
was operating the tug. Gnots alleged that Associated was at fault, including because the ALEX G's fendering
system was negligently designed. The parties presented conflicting expert opinions concerning whether the tire-
fender system was defective and whether it could hook the dock rather than deflect contact.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Atalco sued Gnots-Reserve for property damage caused when the crane barge ALEX G contacted Atalco's dock
during a tug-and-tow maneuver. Gnots filed a third-party demand against Associated, alleging that Associated
was at fault. Associated moved for summary judgment, but Atalco's claims against Associated were resolved
before the ruling, leaving Gnots's third-party claims at issue. The district court denied the motion because



competing expert opinions created genuine disputes concerning the barge's fender design and because the
dominant mind doctrine did not eliminate an independent vessel-design or seaworthiness duty.
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