
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, HOUSTON DIVISION

Signet Maritime Corporation v. International Shipbreaking Limited,
LLC

Signet Maritime · No. Civil Action No. 24-2904 · Decided March 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas addresses cross-motions for
summary judgment in a maritime towage-contract dispute between Signet Maritime Corporation and
International Shipbreaking Limited, LLC. The court concludes that International Shipbreaking
repudiated the contract but denies all motions because material issues remain concerning anticipatory-
breach election, impossibility or impracticability, contractual risk allocation, fault, and whether the
temporary governmental prohibition suspended or discharged the parties’ duties.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for summary judgment concerning liability and
damages in a maritime contract dispute.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court views facts and reasonable
inferences in the light most favorable to the nonmovant; the movant
bears the initial burden, and the nonmovant must identify specific
evidence showing a genuine issue for trial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court memorandum opinion; persuasive
authority only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether International Shipbreaking's statements and conduct constituted an absolute and unconditional
repudiation of the towing contract.

2. Whether Signet timely elected to treat the alleged anticipatory repudiation as a breach.

3. Whether the government order and osprey nest made performance impossible or impracticable, and
whether the contract assigned the risk of that event to either party.

4. Whether the temporary impediment suspended or discharged the parties' contractual duties and whether
Signet was ready, willing, and able to perform when performance again became possible.

5. Whether the contract entitled Signet to the full lump-sum payment or instead to ordinary benefit-of-the-
bargain damages, and whether the damages limitation barred those damages.

HOLDINGS

1. International Shipbreaking's statements that the government order prevented performance and
automatically terminated the towing contract constituted an unequivocal repudiation.

2. Signet could not prevail on an anticipatory-repudiation theory because it filed suit after the contractual
performance date and therefore elected to ignore the anticipatory repudiation; it must instead establish a
traditional breach.

3. Neither party was entitled to summary judgment on liability because the record did not resolve whether
the contract allocated the risk of the government order, whether International Shipbreaking was at fault,
or whether the temporary impediment suspended or discharged the parties' duties.

4. Section 5 did not establish Signet's entitlement to the full lump-sum payment as a liquidated-damages
remedy when the tow never began.

5. Section 22(c)'s exclusion of loss-of-profits and consequential or indirect losses did not bar Signet from
seeking benefit-of-the-bargain damages based on the contract's payment obligation.

6. Signet was not entitled to summary judgment awarding $995,750 because its projected avoided costs
and mitigation evidence did not eliminate genuine disputes concerning the damages calculation.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“International Shipbreaking’s statement that the government order prevented contract performance and
therefore automatically terminated the contract was an unequivocal repudiation of the contract.” (at 9)

“Signet cannot claim anticipatory repudiation and must instead prevail under traditional contract breach
principles.” (at 11)

“The court must decide whether the parties’ contractual duties were delayed or discharged.” (at 15)

“By contrast, in this case, the undertaking never occurred because the government order made timely
performance impossible.” (at 19)

“If International Shipbreaking is liable for breaching the contract, then Signet is entitled to its benefit-of-the
bargain damages, which is the $1,835,970 value of the contract, less the costs avoided by nonperformance
and profits earned through mitigation efforts.” (at 25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

International Shipbreaking hired Signet to tow the decommissioned aircraft carrier JFK from Philadelphia to
Brownsville for a lump-sum payment of $1,835,970, with delivery scheduled between May 29 and June 5, 2024.
Before the tow began, the Navy reported an active osprey nest on the vessel's main mast and advised that
movement of the vessel without a federal permit would violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. International
Shipbreaking initially described the tow as canceled for the time being, then stated that the government order
made performance impossible and automatically terminated the contract. The parties disputed whether the
contract allocated the risk of this event, whether International Shipbreaking was at fault for allowing the nest,
whether the temporary impediment suspended or discharged contractual duties, and the proper measure of
damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Signet sued International Shipbreaking, alleging that International Shipbreaking repudiated a vessel-towage
contract by canceling the tow after a government order prevented the vessel from moving because of an active
osprey nest. Signet moved for partial summary judgment on liability and damages; International Shipbreaking
cross-moved on liability and separately moved for summary judgment limiting damages. The court denied all
four motions because material factual and contractual issues remained.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

None. The court denied all four summary-judgment motions and stated that the parties may pursue further
summary-judgment briefing or proceed to a bench trial.
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