UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, GALVESTON DIVISION

Rodi Marine, LLC, et al. v. Lighthouse Marine, LL.C, et al.

Rodi Marine - No. 3:22-cv-00403 - Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas issued findings of fact and

conclusions of law after a bench trial concerning the destruction of two vessels by an arson fire at

Lighthouse Marine’s shipyard. The court found Lighthouse liable for breach of the implied warranty

of workmanlike performance and for bailment-related negligence, concluding that Lighthouse failed to

implement reasonable security, fire-prevention, and fire-response measures. The court determined that

the Monica had a pre-fire fair market value of $4 million and addressed the parties’ entitlement to

damages.
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Following a three-day bench trial, the district court issued findings of
fact and conclusions of law under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
52(a)(1). Lighthouse's Rule 52(c) motion for judgment on partial
findings was denied, and judgment was entered for Plaintiffs on their

implied-warranty and bailment claims.

At a bench trial, the court weighs witness credibility and makes factual
findings under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52(a)(1). Judgment on
partial findings under Rule 52(c) is appropriate only when a party has
been fully heard on an issue and the court finds against that party on
that issue.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Lighthouse breached the implied warranty of workmanlike performance by failing to provide a
reasonably safe and secure storage area for the vessels.

. Whether a limited bailment existed despite Plaintiffs' representatives and third-party contractors having

access to the vessels during daylight hours.

. Whether Lighthouse breached its duty of ordinary care as bailee by failing to take reasonable security

and fire-prevention measures.

. What measure of damages applied to the total destruction of the vessels, including whether Plaintiffs

could recover loss-of-use damages.

. Whether Texas Chapter 33 proportionate-responsibility principles applied to the claims based on the

conduct of the unknown arsonists.

OLDINGS

Lighthouse breached the implied warranty of workmanlike performance because its contractual
undertaking to provide storage space for the vessels included an obligation to provide a reasonably safe
area, and Lighthouse failed to implement meaningful security measures, fire-prevention policies, or fire-

response plans.

. A limited bailment relationship existed between Lighthouse and Plaintiffs even though Plaintiffs'
representatives and third-party contractors had access to and worked on the vessels during daylight

hours.

. Lighthouse breached its duty of ordinary care as bailee and was negligent because the foreseeable fire

risk required reasonable protective measures, which Lighthouse failed to take.

. Because both vessels were total losses, Plaintiffs were entitled to recover their fair market values at the

time of destruction: $4 million for the Monica and $200,000 for the Nino, plus interest.

. The court denied loss-of-use damages because maritime law does not permit such damages for a total

loss, and the claimed damages were independently too remote, speculative, and insufficiently mitigated.

EY QUOTATIONS



“The “essence” of that agreement is clear: Lighthouse agreed not only to provide space for the vessels, but to

also provide a safe area for the vessels.” (Conclusions of Law, A.1)

“I find that Lighthouse breached the standard of reasonable care by failing to implement any meaningful

security measures, fire prevention policies, or fire response plans.” (Conclusions of Law, A.1)

“Based on the facts presented in this case, I find that a limited bailment relationship existed between
Lighthouse and Plaintiffs.” (Conclusions of Law, A.2)

“Because the Monica and the Nino were total losses, Plaintiffs are entitled to the fair market value of their

respective vessels.” (Conclusions of Law, B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lighthouse operated a shipyard where the M/V MS Monica and S/V Nino were stored on land for repair and
refurbishment. The vessels were positioned approximately 35 feet apart in a largely unfenced yard without a
night watchman, facility security officer, written fire-response plan, or meaningful access-control measures. On
October 22, 2022, unidentified trespassers entered the yard and set fire to the Nino; prevailing winds spread the
fire to the Monica, and both vessels were destroyed. Lighthouse had rejected Jubilee's request to place an

overnight security person on the Nino and exercised control over the vessels after the shipyard closed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rodi Marine and Boat Services of Galveston sued Lighthouse Marine and Peninsula Marine after a shipyard fire
destroyed two vessels. Jubilee Sailing intervened against Lighthouse. The Rodi Plaintiffs dismissed Peninsula
before trial. After hearing testimony from seven witnesses and admitting 189 exhibits, the court found
Lighthouse liable under the implied warranty of workmanlike performance and bailment theories and awarded
damages of $4 million to the Rodi Plaintiffs and $200,000 to Jubilee, plus interest.
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