IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 94-30606

SI LVER STAR ENTERPRI SES, | NC., ET AL.,

Plaintiffs,
SI LVER STAR ENTERPRI SES, | NC.

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus

SCHEEVPAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N. V., former owner of the
M V. SARAMACCA, Her Engi nes, Tackle, Apparel, Etc., in rem

Def endant - Appel | ant.
* % % % % % * % % % % % * % % % % % * *x % % % * %
WORLD SHI P SUPPLY, INC., ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N. V., in personam
Def endant .
* % % % % % * % % % % % * % % % % % * *x % % % * %
BOLAND MARI NE AND MANUFACTURI NG COVPANY, | NC.
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N. V., in personam
Def endant .
* % % % % % * % % % % % * % % % % * % % % % % * % %
RONI CK SHI PPI NG B V,
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N. V., in personam

Def endant .



TURLAK SHI PPI NG COWPANY, INC., d/b/a MAR-TEX SH PPING &
CHARTERI NG AGENCY,

Pl aintiff,
ver sus

SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPIJ SURINAME, N. V., a/k/ia SUR NAM
NAVI GATI ON CO., LTD.

Def endant .
* % % % % % * % % % % % % % % % % * % % % % % %
TRANS OCEAN LTD.,
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N. V.,
Def endant .
* % % % % % % % % % % % * % % % % % * *x *x * %
E N Bl SSO & SON, | NC.
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPI J SURI NAME, N.V., ET AL.,
Def endant s.
* % % % % % * % % % % % % % % % % * % % % % * %
GALEHEAD, | NC.,
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SARAMACCA MWV, HER ENG NES, TACKLE, APPAREL, ETC.
Def endant .
* % % % % % * % % % % % % % % % % * % % % % * %
TOURO | NFI RVARY,
Pl aintiff,
ver sus
SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPIJ SURINAM N. V., | N PERSONAM

Def endant .



Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the EBEastern District of Louisiana
(92-CV-1297-D, 92-CV-2802, 92-CV-3077, 92-CV-3093,
92- CV-4195, 93-CV-135, 93-CV-136 & 93-CV-330)

(May 12, 1995)

Before DAVIS, SMTH, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

W have reviewed the briefs and pertinent portions of the
record and have heard the argunents of counsel. The tender was
i nadequate, and there was no abuse of discretion in the district
court's failure to reconsider its summary judgnent ruling. W
perceive no reversible error in the other actions of the district
court.

It is time to put this lengthy litigation to an end. The

judgnents and orders appeal ed from are AFFI RVED

" Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens
on the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that rule, the court has deternined
that this opinion should not be published.
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