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PER CURIAM:**

Vitol S.A. appeals from the district court’s summary judgment

affirmance of the decision by the Office of Foreign Assets Control

(OFAC), under 31 C.F.R. §§ 550.208 and 550.209 (Libyan Sanctions),

to block approximately $5 million involved in an oil transaction.

We review de novo, applying the same standard as did the district



2

court in reviewing the OFAC decision.  Accordingly, we review the

OFAC decision to determine whether it is “arbitrary, capricious, an

abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law”.  5

U.S.C. § 706(2)(A).

Vitol S.A. contends: (1) OFAC misinterpreted §§ 550.208 and

550.209; (2) no evidence supports Vitol U.S. being in possession or

control of the blocked oil when a special designated national of

the Libyan government maintained an interest in it; (3) no evidence

supports Vitol U.S. evading or avoiding the Libyan Sanctions; and

(4) § 550.208 is unconstitutionally vague.

Having heard oral argument, and having reviewed the briefs and

the pertinent parts of the record, and in the light of our narrow

standard of review, the decision is affirmed essentially for the

reasons stated by the district court.  Along this line, 31 C.F.R.

§ 550.208 is not unconstitutionally vague.

AFFIRMED    


