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October 6, 2025 

Via ECF 

Honorable John P. Mastando 
United States Bankruptcy Court 
Southern District of New York 
One Bowling Green 
New York, New York 10004 

Re: In re Eletson Holdings, Inc., et al., Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1:23-bk-10322 (JPM) 

Dear Judge Mastando: 

We respectfully write on behalf of the Eletson Holdings Inc. entity that the Second Circuit recognizes as 
being represented by Reed Smith LLP (“Reed Smith”).  See Eletson Holdings, Inc., et al. v. Levona 
Holdings  Ltd., Case No. 25-0445 (2d Cir.), ECF 67.1; In re Eletson Holdings Inc., Case No: 25-0176 
(2d Cir.), ECF 50.1.  We write in connection with Your Honor’s directive to discuss “offline” serious 
issues relating to reorganized Eletson Holdings Inc.’s (“Reorganized Holdings”) and/or its affiliates’ 
transfer, or attempt to transfer, Eletson Gas LLC (“Gas”) assets subject to this Court’s Stay Relief Order 
(Dkt. 48 (“Stay Relief Order”)) (9/18/25 Hr’g Tr. at 25:24-31:9).  Immediately following the hearing 
before Your Honor on September 18, 2025, we attempted to obtain the relevant information concerning 
the transactions at issue; however, counsel representing Reorganized Holdings would not respond, 
directed Reed Smith to other counsel purporting to represent either Reorganized Holdings or another of 
the Murchinson-related parties, and that new counsel refused to provide any information regarding the 
transactions (see Ex. A).   

By way of background, on August 26, 2025, Reed Smith wrote to Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) 
LLP (“HSFK”) and Goulston & Storrs P.C. (“Goulston”) concerning three Gas vessels, Anafi, Tilos and 
Nisyros (the “Vessels”), which were the subject of section 32 Proceedings in London between, inter 
alia, Gas and the financiers of the Vessels (the “Section 32 Proceedings”).  At the time of that 
communication, we understood that, rather than exercise the purchase options for the Vessels in Gas’ 
name, the special purpose vehicles that own the Vessels were acquired by Murchinson-related entities, 
who had either transferred, or were in the process of transferring, funds from or belonging to Gas 
relating to the sale of the Vessels in violation of this Court’s Stay Relief Order (Stay Relief Order ¶ 4).  
We received no response to our communication, which prompted our letter to Your Honor on September 
10, 2025 (Dkt. 1815). 

Following the September 18 hearing, HSFK wrote to Reed Smith, stating that it had not responded to 
Reed Smith’s inquiries because Reed Smith “do[es] not represent any party in connection with any of 
these proceedings,” HSFK does not represent Gas or “have any direct knowledge of their business 
dealings or legal proceedings” and directed any questions to Floyd Zadkovich LLP (“Floyd Zadkovich”) 
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(Ex. A) as purported counsel to Gas (which Reed Smith disputes and is the subject of other 
proceedings).  Reed Smith then asked Floyd Zadkovich to explain whether: (1) the transactions 
concerning the Vessels have occurred; (2) sale transactions concerning other Gas vessels have occurred; 
(3) there are proceeds from any transactions; and (4) there is other information that would be pertinent to 
the Court (id.).  Floyd Zadkovich refused to answer or provide Reed Smith with any of the requested 
information, and even more significant, provided no indication that our factual assumptions concerning 
the Vessels are in any respect incorrect.  Floyd Zadkovich asked who we were representing in our 
request, which was not a good-faith question, since, as we told them, our representation is stated in our 
letter to Your Honor.  The failure to disclose any information at all is itself telling, and should greatly 
concern Your Honor.  In fact, this is not the first time that a Murchinson-related entity (i.e., Levona 
Holdings Ltd.) has refused to disclose to this Court attempts to dissipate assets subject to the Stay Relief 
Order (see, e.g., Dkt. 1191). 

If, in fact, the Murchinson-entities are in process of (again) dissipating, or have dissipated, Gas assets, 
this raises serious concerns regarding violations of this Court’s Stay Relief Order, to which they bound.  
As this Court has expressed, “reading paragraph 4 of the Stay Relief Order as only applying to some 
‘Arbitration Parties’ would divest the Stay Relief Order of its purpose:  to prevent any party from 
‘transact[ing] in, hypothecat[ing], encumber[ing], impair[ing], or otherwise us[ing]’ [the] Arbitration 
Award” or any asset related thereto “absent an order of this Court” (Dkt. 1759 at 6) (citing Stay Relief 
Order) (finding Stay Relief Order applies to the Cypriot Nominees and to Reed Smith); see also Dkt. 
528 (Levona arguing that provisions of the Stay Relief Order “are, by their terms, applicable to every 
person or entity in the world—not just the entities who were parties to the arbitration”).  Reorganized 
Holdings has itself taken the position that any such transaction concerning the Vessels would violate the 
Stay Relief Order (see Ex. B. ¶ 78 (“The Stay [Relief] Order sought to preserve the status quo in relation 
to . . . [the] ownership and management of ships owned through . . . Eletson Gas (including the Vessel in 
this action.”)). 

Your Honor should not take this issue lightly, and should therefore direct HSFK, Goulston, and Floyd 
Zadkovich to disclose any and all transactions relating to the transfer of the Vessels, other Gas vessels, 
and proceeds arising from any such transactions, so that all relevant parties may make an application for 
appropriate relief.  Alternatively, we ask that Your Honor direct those firms to show cause why this 
Court should not conclude that their client(s) have violated the Stay Relief Order.   

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Louis M. Solomon 

Cc:  Counsel of Record 
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EXHIBIT A 
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From: Solomon, Louis M.
To: Luke Zadkovich
Cc: Kyle J. Ortiz; Andrew Citron; Brian F. Shaughnessy; Jennifer Furey; nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com; Rebecca

Polinsky; Underwood, Colin A.; Peles, Joshua M.
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)
Date: Friday, September 19, 2025 9:16:18 AM

Who we represent is listed in our letter to the Court. 
 
Louis M. Solomon (bio)
E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com
Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400
Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484
Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 
From: Luke Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com> 
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2025 9:06 AM
To: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
Cc: Kyle J. Ortiz <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>; Andrew Citron <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>;
Brian F. Shaughnessy <brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Jennifer Furey
<JFurey@goulstonstorrs.com>; nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com; Rebecca Polinsky
<rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood, Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles,
Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

External E-Mail - FROM Luke Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>

Mr. Solomon, I want to know on whose behalf it is that you are purporting to approach my firm. It is not an unreasonable question. I take it from yours that you refuse to answer. Luke Zadkovich Managing Partner Solicitor Advocate (England & Wales) | Attorney at Law (New York) |                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌ ‌

CGBANNERINDICATOR

Mr. Solomon,
 
I want to know on whose behalf it is that you are purporting to approach my firm.  It is not an
unreasonable question.  I take it from yours that you refuse to answer.
 
 

Luke Zadkovich
Managing Partner
Solicitor Advocate (England & Wales) | Attorney at Law (New York) | Solicitor (NSW)

 

FLOYD   ZADKOVICH LLP
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Floyd Zadkovich LLP is a limited liability partnership authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority
of England and Wales (SRA No. 638468) advising on laws of England and Wales only. Floyd Zadkovich LLP is a
member firm of Floyd Zadkovich (a Swiss Verein).  Each member of the Swiss Verein is separately insured and
practices law independently of other member firms. The Swiss Verein does not provide any legal services.  This email
is sent by Floyd Zadkovich LLP.  This email including its attachments is confidential and intended for the individual
named above. It may be subject to legal professional privilege. Such privilege is maintained even if this email is sent to
you in error. Should you receive this email erroneously, we ask you to delete this message and all attachments
immediately, and kindly notify the sender by replying to this message. Find our privacy note here.

 

NEW YORK | LONDON | CHICAGO | HOUSTON | SYDNEY

 

From: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2025 13:49
To: Luke Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>
Cc: Kyle J. Ortiz <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>; Andrew Citron
<andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>; Brian F. Shaughnessy
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Jennifer Furey <JFurey@goulstonstorrs.com>;
nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com <nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com>; Rebecca Polinsky
<rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood, Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>;
Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe!

 

You were on the call with Judge Mastando yesterday.  In the same capacity as
he told the parties to meet and confer.  So I don’t think now is the time for
deliberate delay and game-playing by your side.

 

I will assume you will not be responding if we don’t hear back from this
morning.

 

Thank you.

 

Louis M. Solomon (bio)
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E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 

From: Luke Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2025 8:46 AM
To: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
Cc: Kyle J. Ortiz <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>; Andrew Citron <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>;
Brian F. Shaughnessy <brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Jennifer Furey
<JFurey@goulstonstorrs.com>; nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com; Rebecca Polinsky
<rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood, Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles,
Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

External E-Mail - FROM Luke Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>

Mr. Solomon,

 

Kindly advise in what capacity and on whose behalf you are reaching out so that we can properly
consider your questions.

 

Kind regards

Luke

 

Luke Zadkovich
Managing Partner
Solicitor Advocate (England & Wales) | Attorney at Law (New York) | Solicitor (NSW,
Australia)
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FLOYD   ZADKOVICH LLP 
M: +44 75 0008 0228 | +1 917 868 1245 | +61 2 9188 2190 

Floydzad.com  | LinkedIn  | Case by Case Podcast 

 

We have launched a new website - check it out FLOYDZAD.COM

 

Floyd Zadkovich LLP is a limited liability partnership authorised and regulated by the
Solicitors Regulation Authority of England and Wales (SRA No. 638468) advising on laws of
England and Wales only. Floyd Zadkovich (US) LLP is a limited liability partnership,
advising only on laws of the USA.  Floyd Zadkovich Pty Ltd is a proprietary limited company
and incorporated legal practice of NSW, Australia, advising on laws of Australia only.  Each
of those entities are separate member firms of Floyd Zadkovich (a Swiss Verein).  Each
member of the Swiss Verein is separately insured and practices law independently of other
member firms. The Swiss Verein does not provide any legal services.  This email designates
which entity has sent it.  This email including its attachments is confidential and intended for
the individual named above. It may be subject to legal professional privilege. Such privilege is
maintained even if this email is sent to you in error. Should you receive this email erroneously,
we ask you to delete this message and all attachments immediately, and kindly notify the
sender by replying to this message. Find our privacy note here.

 

NEW YORK | LONDON | CHICAGO | HOUSTON | SYDNEY

On Sep 19, 2025, at 7:44 AM, Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com> wrote:

﻿

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe!

 

Mr. Zadkovich, please answer the questions below by noon NY time today.

 

Thank you.

 

Louis M. Solomon (bio)
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E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 

From: Solomon, Louis M.
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 4:40 PM
To: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>
Cc: Citron, Andrew <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Jennifer Furey <JFurey@goulstonstorrs.com>;
nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com; Polinsky, Rebecca <rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood,
Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>; Luke
Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

I’m contacting Mr.  Zadkovich right here and right now.  He is cc’d on the emails
below. 

 

Mr. Zadkovich, I think you were on the call with Judge Mastando.  Can you
please explain, simply, the following:

 

1. Have the transactions with the three vessels occurred?
2. Have sale transactions with any other vessels occurred?
3. Where are the proceeds?
4. Is there any other information that would be pertinent to Judge

Mastando?

 

Thank you
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Louis M. Solomon (bio)

E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 

From: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 1:37 PM
To: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
Cc: Citron, Andrew <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Jennifer Furey <JFurey@goulstonstorrs.com>;
nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com; Polinsky, Rebecca <rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood,
Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>; Luke
Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

External E-Mail - FROM Ortiz, KyleJ. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>

Lou,

 

Appreciate the response. As you know, Reed Smith was terminated by the terms of the
Plan.  I can not speak to what Mr. Zadkovich knows or doesn’t know as counsel to Eletson
Gas LLC.  That is why I suggested you contact him.  If you decline to proceed with that
suggestion, that is your choice.  Thank you and I wish you a happy New Year as well. 

 

Best regards,

 

Kyle
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Kyle J. Ortiz
Partner

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP
1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10036
T: +1 212 715 9132
kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com
www.hsfkramer.com

Kramer Levin is now HSF Kramer.
Global capability. One firm.

This message (including any attachment) is confidential and may be covered by legal professional privilege or include information that is legally
protected. If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose or use the information contained in it. If you have received this email in error
please notify us immediately by return email or by calling our main switchboard on +1 212 715 9100 or +1 917 542 7600 (New York), +1 650 752
1700 (Silicon Valley) or +1 202 775 4500 (Washington, D.C.) and delete the email.

This message was not intended or written to be used, and it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may be imposed
on the taxpayer under U.S. Federal tax law. Some of this material may constitute attorney advertising within the meaning of sections 1200.1 and
1200.6-8 of Title 22 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulatory Advertising Regulations. The following statement is made in accordance with those
rules: ATTORNEY ADVERTISING: PRIOR RESULTS DO NOT GUARANTEE A SIMILAR OUTCOME. Results depend upon a variety of factors
unique to each representation.

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP and its affiliated and subsidiary businesses and firms, Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP and its affiliate,
and Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer, an Australian Partnership, are separate member firms of the international legal practice known as Herbert Smith
Freehills Kramer. In New York, we practice through both Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer New York LLP, a limited liability partnership registered in
England and Wales with registered number OC375072 and Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP, a registered limited liability partnership
organized under the laws of the State of New York with an office at 1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10036. In Washington, D.C. and
California, we practice through Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP. We use the word partner of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer New York LLP
or of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP to refer to a member of those entities, or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and
qualifications.

Further information is available on our website www.HSFKramer.com, including our privacy policy which describes how we handle personal
information.

On Sep 18, 2025, at 11:25 AM, Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
wrote:

﻿

Kyle, thank you for the response.  I don’t think we can proceed as
you suggest.  Your tired and incorrect tropes about Gas ring hollow
at this point, imho.  At the same time, it behooves all of us to get the
facts – from whatever source has them.  So if Mr. Zadkovich has the
facts, he should supply them to us both, assuming you don’t actually
know them.

 

Your client seems to have gotten caught with its hand on a very large
pile of money that it is misappropriating.  We reserve all our clients’
rights, claims, objections, and defenses.
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Regards, and happy new year if we don’t talk before.

 

Louis M. Solomon (bio)

E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 

From: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 11:12 AM
To: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>; Citron, Andrew
<andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Furey, Jennifer
<JFurey@GOULSTONSTORRS.com>; nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com
Cc: Polinsky, Rebecca <rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; Underwood, Colin A.
<CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>; Luke
Zadkovich <luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com>
Subject: RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

External E-Mail - FROM Ortiz, KyleJ. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>

Lou,

 

I have not responded to you because you do not represent any party in connection
with any of these proceedings.  I also do not represent Eletson Gas or have any
direct knowledge of their business dealings or legal proceedings.  Eletson Gas is
represented by Floyd Zadkovich.  I’ve copied Luke Zadkovich into this e-mail. 
Please direct any questions concerning Eletson Gas to Mr. Zadkovich, who was
hired by the properly constituted board of Eletson Gas. 
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Best regards,

 

Kyle

 

 

Kyle J. Ortiz
Partner

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP
1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10036
T: +1 212 715 9132
kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com
www.hsfkramer.com

Kramer Levin is now HSF Kramer.
Global capability. One firm.

This message (including any attachment) is confidential and may be covered by legal professional privilege or include information
that is legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose or use the information contained in it. If you
have received this email in error please notify us immediately by return email or by calling our main switchboard on +1 212 715
9100 or +1 917 542 7600 (New York), +1 650 752 1700 (Silicon Valley) or +1 202 775 4500 (Washington, D.C.) and delete the
email.

This message was not intended or written to be used, and it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of avoiding penalties
that may be imposed on the taxpayer under U.S. Federal tax law. Some of this material may constitute attorney advertising within
the meaning of sections 1200.1 and 1200.6-8 of Title 22 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulatory Advertising Regulations.
The following statement is made in accordance with those rules: ATTORNEY ADVERTISING: PRIOR RESULTS DO NOT
GUARANTEE A SIMILAR OUTCOME. Results depend upon a variety of factors unique to each representation.

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP and its affiliated and subsidiary businesses and firms, Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US)
LLP and its affiliate, and Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer, an Australian Partnership, are separate member firms of the international
legal practice known as Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer. In New York, we practice through both Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer
New York LLP, a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number OC375072 and Herbert
Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP, a registered limited liability partnership organized under the laws of the State of New York with
an office at 1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10036. In Washington, D.C. and California, we practice through Herbert
Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP. We use the word partner of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer New York LLP or of Herbert Smith
Freehills Kramer (US) LLP to refer to a member of those entities, or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and
qualifications.

Further information is available on our website www.HSFKramer.com, including our privacy policy which describes how we
handle personal information.

From: Solomon, Louis M. <LSolomon@reedsmith.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2025 3:09 PM
To: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kortiz@KRAMERLEVIN.com>; Citron, Andrew
<ACitron@KRAMERLEVIN.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<bshaughnessy@KRAMERLEVIN.com>; Furey, Jennifer
<JFurey@GOULSTONSTORRS.com>; nkoslof@goulstonstorrs.com
Cc: Polinsky, Rebecca <RPolinsky@KRAMERLEVIN.com>; Underwood, Colin A.
<CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)
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Counsel, we write concerning three vessels, “ANAFI”, “TILOS” and
“NISYROS” (the “Vessels”).  As we understand it, the Vessels were
recently the subject of section 32 proceedings between inter
alia Eletson Gas LLC and the financiers of the Vessels in the English
Commercial Court (the “s32 Proceedings”).

 

In his judgment in the s32 Proceedings, HHJ Pelling KC determined
that the financiers of the Vessels were entitled to treat the Spears
Parties’ purchase option notices in respect of the Vessels as valid,
but made it clear that “nothing [he says] in [the s32 proceedings]
judgment should be regarded as relevant to the resolution of [the
application pending before the District Court to set aside the final
award in the New York arbitration] which is exclusively a matter for
Judge Liman to resolve on the evidence before him and by reference
to the submissions made to him.”  We now understand, however,
that, rather than exercising the purchase options in Eletson Gas’
name, the special purpose vehicle companies were otherwise
acquired by the Spears Parties.  

 

We are writing because of our concern that however the purchase
occurred, your client’s actions violated the Bankruptcy Court’s Lift
Stay Order.  We seek an explanation.  Further, and without waiver of
any right, claim, defense, or objection, we ask that you confirm asap
that any assets so purchased will remain within the name and under
the control of Eletson Gas.

 

Regards.

 

Louis M. Solomon (bio)
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E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

 

From: Solomon, Louis M.
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2025 3:49 PM
To: JPM.chambers@nysb.uscourts.gov
Cc: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>; Citron, Andrew
<andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Buck, Andy <ABuck@reedsmith.com>; Eletson
Bankruptcy Team (S) <EletsonBankruptcyTeam@reedsmith.com>; Singer, Paul M.
<PSinger@ReedSmith.com>; Conn, Alyssa F. <AConn@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua
M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>; Borman, Alexander S. <ABorman@reedsmith.com>;
Galibois, Michael B. <MGalibois@reedsmith.com>; Underwood, Colin A.
<CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>; daniel.rudewicz@usdoj.gov; fcatalina@rksllp.com;
ncastiglione@rksllp.com; jsparacio@rksllp.com; skunselman@rksllp.com;
lrolnick@rksllp.com; rbodnar@rksllp.com; Sharret, Jennifer
<jennifer.sharret@hsfkramer.com>; Polinsky, Rebecca
<rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; jharris@rksllp.com; Peles, Joshua M.
<JPeles@reedsmith.com>
Subject: RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

Dear Judge Mastando:

We are in receipt of the email from Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer
(US) LLP (“HSF Kramer”) submitting a proposed order in connection
with the Application for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs [Dkt No. 1729]
(the “Application”).  Preserving all our client’s objections, we object
to the inclusion of various provisions that Your Honor never directed
or even permitted.  Nor does HSF Kramer even disclose that it is
including those provisions without calling them to the Court’s or the
other parties’ attention.  We object to this practice.
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More specifically, we object as follows.  Paragraph 3 of the Proposed
Order purports to set a 14-day period for compliance, followed by
entry of judgment (in the event of non-compliance) and an
expedited briefing schedule.  This additional language is not
consistent with Your Honor’s ruling on August 20, 2025, which
directed HSF Kramer to “submit a revised order reflecting [the]
hearings and those revisions” to the initial proposed order articulated
by Your Honor (8/20/25 Tr. at 23:2-3), which included a “reduction
of $171,086.30” to the attorneys’ fees and expense sought, and
“subject to the carveout” regarding the Minority Shareholders (id. at
22:21-23:1).  No one raised, nor did Your Honor address, any
specifically identified schedule or date for compliance, or any
expedited briefing in a schedule that is already jammed full.

As to Reed Smith’s client, respectfully, it intends to appeal Your
Honor’s rule, which it—along with any party subject to the Proposed
Order—is permitted to do under the Rules within 14 days. 

Finally, Paragraph 3 also purports to state that “email notice” to the
Violating Parties will be “sufficient.”  We object to that as well. To
the extent Your Honor is inclined to include Paragraph 3 at all, that
notice language should be revised as follows “with notice to the
applicable Violating Parties consistent with applicable law.”

Respectfully submitted,

Louis M. Solomon (bio)

E-Mail: Lsolomon@reedsmith.com

Direct Tel.: +1.212.549.0400

Mobile:  +1.917.292.2484

Reed Smith LLP
599 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022
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From: Citron, Andrew <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2025 2:33 PM
To: JPM.chambers@nysb.uscourts.gov
Cc: Ortiz, Kyle J. <kyle.ortiz@hsfkramer.com>; Shaughnessy, Brian F.
<brian.shaughnessy@hsfkramer.com>; Buck, Andy <ABuck@reedsmith.com>; Eletson
Bankruptcy Team (S) <EletsonBankruptcyTeam@reedsmith.com>; Solomon, Louis M.
<LSolomon@reedsmith.com>; Singer, Paul M. <PSinger@ReedSmith.com>; Conn,
Alyssa F. <AConn@reedsmith.com>; Peles, Joshua M. <JPeles@reedsmith.com>;
Borman, Alexander S. <ABorman@reedsmith.com>; Galibois, Michael B.
<MGalibois@reedsmith.com>; Underwood, Colin A. <CUnderwood@reedsmith.com>;
daniel.rudewicz@usdoj.gov; fcatalina@rksllp.com; ncastiglione@rksllp.com;
jsparacio@rksllp.com; skunselman@rksllp.com; lrolnick@rksllp.com;
rbodnar@rksllp.com; Sharret, Jennifer <jennifer.sharret@hsfkramer.com>; Polinsky,
Rebecca <rebecca.polinsky@hsfkramer.com>; jharris@rksllp.com
Subject: RE: In re Eletson Holdings Inc., et al., Case No. 23-10322 (JPM)

 

External E-Mail - FROM Citron,Andrew <andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com>

Dear Chambers,

 

We represent Eletson Holdings Inc. (“Holdings”) in the above referenced chapter
11 case.

 

Attached hereto, please find a proposed order granting Holdings’ Application for
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs [Dkt No. 1729] (the “Application”).  Also attached
hereto is a redline comparing the attached proposed order against the proposed
order that was filed as an exhibit to the Application.

 

Respectfully Submitted,

 

Andrew Citron

 

 

Andrew Citron
Associate
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Pronouns: he/him/his

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP
1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10036
T: +1 212 715 9220   F: +1 212 715 8000
andrew.citron@hsfkramer.com
www.hsfkramer.com

Kramer Levin is now HSF Kramer.
Global capability. One firm.

This message (including any attachment) is confidential and may be covered by legal professional privilege or include information
that is legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose or use the information contained in it. If you
have received this email in error please notify us immediately by return email or by calling our main switchboard on +1 212 715
9100 or +1 917 542 7600 (New York), +1 650 752 1700 (Silicon Valley) or +1 202 775 4500 (Washington, D.C.) and delete the
email.

This message was not intended or written to be used, and it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of avoiding penalties
that may be imposed on the taxpayer under U.S. Federal tax law. Some of this material may constitute attorney advertising within
the meaning of sections 1200.1 and 1200.6-8 of Title 22 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulatory Advertising Regulations.
The following statement is made in accordance with those rules: ATTORNEY ADVERTISING: PRIOR RESULTS DO NOT
GUARANTEE A SIMILAR OUTCOME. Results depend upon a variety of factors unique to each representation.

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP and its affiliated and subsidiary businesses and firms, Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer (US)
LLP and its affiliate, and Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer, an Australian Partnership, are separate member firms of the international
legal practice known as Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer. In New York, we practice through both Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer
New York LLP, a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number OC375072 and Herbert
Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP, a registered limited liability partnership organized under the laws of the State of New York with
an office at 1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10036. In Washington, D.C. and California, we practice through Herbert
Smith Freehills Kramer (US) LLP. We use the word partner of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer New York LLP or of Herbert Smith
Freehills Kramer (US) LLP to refer to a member of those entities, or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and
qualifications.

Further information is available on our website www.HSFKramer.com, including our privacy policy which describes how we
handle personal information.

 

This E-mail, along with any attachments, is considered confidential and may well be legally
privileged. If you have received it in error, you are on notice of its status. Please notify us
immediately by reply e-mail and then delete this message from your system. Please do not copy it or
use it for any purposes, or disclose its contents to any other person. Thank you for your cooperation.

RSUSv12021
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EXHIBIT B 
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PD.48332751.1 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS  

CORPUS CHRISTI DIVISION 

KITHNOS SPECIAL MARITIME 

ENTERPRISE, ELETSON HOLDINGS 

INC, ELETSON CORPORATION, 

ELETSON GAS LLC,  

 

Plaintiffs, 

 

M/V KITHNOS (IMO 9711523),  

her engines, tackle, equipment,  

and appurtenances, in rem, 

 

and  

 

FAMILY UNITY TRUST COMPANY, 

GLAFKOS TRUST COMPANY,  

LASSIA INVESTMENT COMPANY, 

ELAFONISSOS SHIPPING 

CORPORATION, KEROS SHIPPING 

CORPORATION, VASSILIS 

HADJIELEFTHERIADIS,  

LASKARINA KARASTAMATI, 

VASSILIS E. KERTSIKOFF,  

VASILEIOS CHATZIELEFTHERIADIS, 

KONSTANTINOS 

CHATZIELEFTHERIADIS, IOANNIS 

ZILAKOS, ELENI KARASTAMATI, 

PANAGIOTIS KONSTANTARAS, 

EMMANOUIL ANDREOULAKIS,  

ELENI VANDOROU, in personam 

 

Defendants. 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO.   

 

25-cv-__________ 

 

ADMIRALTY RULE 9(h) 

 

VERIFIED COMPLAINT 

Plaintiffs KITHNOS SPECIAL MARITIME ENTERPRISE (“Kithnos SME”, 

“Owners”), ELETSON HOLDINGS, INC. (“Eletson Holdings”), ELETSON 

CORPORATION (“Eletson Corp.”), and ELETSON GAS LLC (“Eletson Gas”) ( collectively, 

“Plaintiffs”) file this Verified Complaint in rem against Defendant M/V KITHNOS (“Vessel”) 

and in personam against the other Defendants captioned above, stating admiralty and maritime 

claims within the meaning of Rule 9(h) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Rule D of 
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the Supplemental Rules for Admiralty or Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“Rule D”), and allege as follows: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff Kithnos SME is a Greek entity with the registered address in Piraeus, 

Greece.  

2. Plaintiff Eletson Holdings is a Liberian entity with the registered address at 80 

Broad Street, Monrovia, Liberia 

3. Plaintiff Eletson Corp is a Liberian entity with the registered address at 80 Broad 

Street, Monrovia, Liberia.  

4. Plaintiff Eletson Gas is a Marshall Islands entity with the registered address at 

Trust Company Complex, Ajeltake Road, Ajeltake Island, Majuro, Marshall Islands. 

5. On information and belief, the Vessel is a liquefied petroleum gas tanker 

currently present in or around the area of the port of Corpus Christi. 

6. On information and belief, the in personam Defendants are former 

shareholders, directors, and officers in Plaintiffs and other Eletson entities.  

7. On information and belief, Defendants Family Unity Trust Company, Glafkos 

Trust Company, Lassia Investment Company, Elafonissos Shipping Corporation, and Keros 

Shipping Corporation are Liberian entities with their registered addresses at 80 Broad Street, 

Monrovia, Liberia. 

8. On information and belief, Defendants Vassilis Hadjieleftheriadis, Laskarina 

Karastamati, Vassilis E. Kertsikoff, Vasileios Chatzieleftheriadis, Konstantinos 

Chatzieleftheriadis, Ioannis Zilakos, Eleni Karastamati, Panagiotis Konstantaras, Emmanouil 

Andreoulakis, Eleni Vandorou are individuals who reside or are domiciled in Greece. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
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9. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1333(1) 

because this is a petitory and possessory action under Rule D.  

10. Petitory and possessory actions may be used to determine possession of 

seagoing vessels and are within the admiralty jurisdiction of the Court. Hunt v. A Cargo of 

Petroleum Prod. Laden on Steam Tanker Hilda, 378 F. Supp. 701, 703 (E.D. Pa. 1974), aff'd 

515 F.2d 506 (3d Cir. 1975). 

11. This Court also has subject matter jurisdiction because this action asserts 

admiralty and maritime tort claims within the meaning of Rule 9(h) of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure. 

12. Such claims are based on the tort of conversion of maritime property (namely, 

the Vessel).  This maritime action is to recover possession of the Vessel, with which the in 

personam Defendants have been and are unlawfully interfering.  

13. This Court also has the power to declare rights and liabilities pursuant to the 

Federal Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C. §2201. 

14. This Court has the power to issue all writs necessary or appropriate in aid of its 

respective jurisdiction and agreeable to the usages and principles of law under the All Writs 

Act, 28 U.S.C. §1651.  This includes issuing a writ enjoining any pilots from assisting the 

Vessel to leave the berth and sail through and out of the port. 

15. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) and 

Supplemental Rule C(2)(c)1, as the Vessel which is the subject of this action is currently or is 

believed soon to be within the District. 

 
1 Rule D provides in relevant part that “the process shall be by a warrant of arrest of the vessel, cargo, or other 

property, and by notice in the manner provided by Rule B(2) to the adverse party or parties.” In turn, arrest is 

governed by Rule C. 
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FACTS 

A. The Parties and Contracts Involved 

16. Plaintiff Kithnos SME is a bareboat charterer and pro hac vice owner of the 

Vessel, pursuant to a bareboat charterparty2 with OCM Maritime Gas 4 LLC (“OCM 

Maritime”) dated February 23, 2022 (“Bareboat Charter”).  

17. The Bareboat Charter provides at Clause 10 that “during the Charter Period the 

Vessel shall be in the full possession and at the absolute disposal for all purposes of the 

Charterers and under their complete control in every respect” and also that “[t]he Master, 

officers and crew of the Vessel shall be the servants of the Charterers for all purposes 

whatsoever, even if for any reason appointed by the Owners”. A copy of the Bareboat Charter 

is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  

18. All shares of Plaintiff Kithnos SME are owned by Plaintiff Eletson Gas. 

19. All common shares of Plaintiff Eletson Gas are, in turn, owned by Plaintiff 

Eletson Holdings.  

20. On information and belief, the immediate shareholders in Plaintiff Eletson 

Holdings used to be five of the in personam Liberian Defendants, namely, the entities called 

Family Unity Trust Company, Glafkos Trust Company, Lassia Investment Company, 

Elafonissos Shipping Corporation and Keros Shipping Corporation. 

21. On information and belief, these five Defendants used to be ultimately owned 

by five principal families, which include the families of other in personam Defendants, namely, 

the families of Laskarina Karastamati, Vassilis Kertsikoff, and Vasilis Hadjieleftheriadis, each 

of whom together with further individual Defendants also held various director and officer 

positions in the Eletson entities (collectively “Former Shareholders, Directors & Officers”).  

 
2 A bareboat charterparty is essentially the lease of a ship, usually on a long-term contract, often associated with 

a special finance or purchase arrangement. Under a bareboat charterparty, the command and possession of the 

vessel is turned over to the charterer. The charterer is considered the temporary owner, or commonly termed the 

owner pro hac vice. 
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22. Plaintiff Eletson Holdings also owns all shares of Plaintiff Eletson Corp.  

23. Eletson Corp. is a manager of the Vessel, pursuant to the ship management 

agreement it has with Plaintiff Kithnos SME dated January 21, 2016 ("Management 

Agreement”). A copy of the Management Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

24. Under the Management Agreement, Plaintiff Eletson Corp. is required to carry 

out, as agents for and on behalf of Kithnos SME, an array of services, including provision of 

crews and personnel for technical maintenance and operation of the Vessel, procurement of 

fuel, and other services.  

25. The current position as regards ownership of the Eletson group is discussed in 

more detail below. To summarize, in breach of multiple U.S. Bankruptcy Court orders, the 

Defendants who are Former Shareholders, Directors & Officers of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings 

are obstructing the court-ordered transfer of ownership in Plaintiff Eletson Holdings (and by 

extension of other Eletson subsidiaries, such as Plaintiff Kithnos SME, Plaintiff Eletson Gas 

LLC, and Plaintiff Eletson Corp.) to the new shareholders and management, as well as 

interfering with the management and ownership of the Vessel. 

B. The Bankruptcy of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings and Termination of Its Old 

Management 

 

26. On March 7, 2023, a number of creditors petitioned for involuntary bankruptcy 

of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings (case number 23-10322-jpm pending in the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court for the Southern District of New York) (“U.S. Bankruptcy Court”). On September 25, 

2024, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court entered an order granting the request by Plaintiff Eletson 

Holdings to convert the involuntary bankruptcy to a voluntary proceeding under Chapter 11 of 

the Bankruptcy Code. 

27. On October 25 and November 4, 2024, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court issued its 

decision and order confirming the Chapter 11 plan proposed by the creditors (“Chapter 11 
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Decision”, “Chapter 11 Order”, and “Chapter 11 Plan”, respectively). True and correct copies 

thereof are attached as Exhibits 3, 4 and 5, respectively.  

28. The Chapter 11 orders provided for funding of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings 

through a US$53.5 million equity rights offering. Exhibit 3 at 39-41 § K.1; Exhibit 5 at 14, 

¶1.129.  

29. In accordance with this rights offering, holders of general unsecured claims 

received subscription rights to purchase up to 75% of the shares in the reorganized Plaintiff 

Eletson Holdings. Id.  

30. These shares were extremely valuable, as Plaintiff Eletson Holdings is an entity 

which ultimately owns and/or controls a fleet of at least sixteen (16) vessels, through structures 

similar to that for Kithnos SME and the Vessel in the present action.   

31. The effect of the Chapter 11 Plan, Chapter 11 Decision, and Chapter 11 Order 

is that the Defendants ceased being shareholders, directors or officers in Plaintiff Eletson 

Holdings and, by extension, in Plaintiffs Kithnos SME, Eletson Corp and Eletson Gas.  

32. This is the combined result of:  

a. Section 10.1 of the Chapter 11 Plan making the plan binding on all parties on 

the Effective Date, which occurred on November 19, 2024. Exhibit 5 at 45, 

§10.1; Exhibit 6 (Notice of Occurrence of the Effective Date). 

b. Section 5.4 of the Chapter 11 Plan mandating that on the Effective Date, all 

existing stock would be cancelled. Exhibit 5 at 28-29, §5.4. 

c. Section 5.8 providing for the issuance of new shares in accordance with the 

terms of the Chapter 11 Plan. Id at 30-31, §5.8. 

d. Section 5.10(c) mandating that all existing members of the governing bodies of 

each “Debtor” (which includes Plaintiff Eletson Holdings) would be “deemed 
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to have resigned or shall otherwise cease to be a director or manager of the 

applicable Debtor on the Effective Date.” Id at 32, §5.10(c). 

e. Section 5.10(a) providing for the appointment of the new board of directors. Id, 

§5.10(a). 

f. Crucially, Section 5.2(c) providing that “on the Effective Date, all property in 

each Estate, including all Retained Causes of Action, and any property acquired 

by any of the Debtors, including interests held by the Debtors in their 

respective non-Debtor direct and indirect subsidiaries and Affiliates shall 

vest in Reorganized Holdings…” Id at 28, §5.2(c) (emphasis added). 

g. “Reorganized Holdings” is defined in the Chapter 11 Plan as Plaintiff Eletson 

Holdings after it emerged from the Chapter 11 reorganization, with the new 

shareholders, directors, and officers.  Id. at 14, §1.126. 

h. Section 5.2(c) further providing that “[o]n and after the Effective Date, except 

as otherwise provided in this Plan, Reorganized Holdings may operate its 

business and may use, acquire, or dispose of property and maintain, prosecute, 

abandon, compromise or settle any Claims, Interests, or Causes of Action 

without supervision or approval by the Bankruptcy Court . . .” Id at 28, §5.2(c)  

i. The Chapter 11 Order is the order of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court which confirms 

the Chapter 11 Plan and makes it operative in all respects, including with regard 

to vesting of assets (paragraph 7) and its immediate binding effect (paragraph 

19). Exhibit 4 at 22, ¶7 and at 27-28, ¶19. 

j. The U.S. Bankruptcy Court recognizing that under the Chapter 11 Plan, “all of 

the SME revenues will also be given to creditors under both the PC Plan and the 

PC Alternative Plan, because Pach Shemen itself is a creditor, and Pach Shemen 

will obtain the equity of the Debtors under either Petitioning Creditor plan.” 
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Exhibit 3 at 75; In re Eletson Holdings Inc., 664 B.R. 569, 624 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y 

2024). 

33. On or about the Effective Date—November 19, 2024— consistent with the 

Chapter 11 Plan confirmed by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, the following actions were taken to 

implement it:  

a. Reorganized Plaintiff Eletson Holdings issued shares to the new holders.  

b. The shares of the Defendants who were former shareholders were cancelled.  

c. The new shareholders in Plaintiff Eletson Holdings removed all former directors 

of that Plaintiff entity and appointed new directors. Copies of the shareholders’ 

and the new board’s consent are attached as Exhibits 7 and 8, respectively.  

d. Plaintiff Eletson Holdings, being the sole shareholder in Plaintiff Eletson Corp, 

removed all former directors in that entity and appointed a new board. Copies 

of the stockholders’ and the new board’s consent are attached as Exhibits 9 and 

10, respectively.  

34. On November 29, 2024, Plaintiff Eletson Holdings as the sole common 

shareholder in Plaintiff Eletson Gas removed all of its former appointee directors in that 

Plaintiff entity and appointed new directors.  

35. Further, on December 6, 2024, the board of directors of Kithnos SME was 

likewise reconstituted. Copies of the relevant shareholders’ consents and minutes are attached 

as Exhibit 11.  

36. Both the Bankruptcy Court and the United States District Court for the Southern 

District of New York (the “S.D.N.Y. Court”) have recognized the new management of Plaintiff 

Eletson Holdings. 

37. Similarly, when considering the appeal against an order of the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court, the S.D.N.Y. Court (case number 1:23-cv-07331-LJL, Eletson Holdings, Inc. et al. v 
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Levona Holdings Ltd.) also ruled that the new board of directors of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings 

is to be recognized and has the ability to act on behalf of Eletson Holdings, under section 5.2 

of the Chapter 11 Plan. A copy of the bench ruling is attached at Exhibit 12 at [31:9-19] and 

the copy of the relevant stipulation and agreement to dismiss the appeal is attached at Exhibit 

13. 

C. Refusal of Old Management of Eletson Holdings to Comply with U.S. Court 

Orders 

 

38. However, in brazen defiance of the Chapter 11 Order, Chapter 11 Decision, and 

Chapter 11 Plan (as well as subsequent rulings of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court and S.D.N.Y. 

Court), the Defendants are refusing to comply with these U.S. court orders and implement the 

transfer of ownership in Plaintiff Eletson Holdings and, by extension, in Plaintiffs Kithnos 

SME, Eletson Gas, and Eletson Corp.  

39. There was currently pending before the U.S. Bankruptcy Court an emergency 

motion for sanctions against such Defendants as were Former Shareholders, Directors & 

Officers in Eletson entities and against their counsel. A copy of the sanctions motion is attached 

at Exhibit 14.  This has now been granted in modified form. 

40. Among other instances of clear and intentional defiance of the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court orders, such Defendants:  

a. continue to obstruct the registration of the cancellation of shares of the older 

shareholders and issuance of shares to the new shareholders and appointment of 

the board of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings and completion of many other associated 

formalities in Liberia;  

b. continue to represent themselves as and act as purported shareholders, directors 

and officers of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings and other Eletson subsidiaries;  

c. appointed a “provisional” board of directors in Greece for Plaintiff Eletson 

Holdings, despite the fact that pursuant to the Chapter 11 Plan, on the Effective 
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Date, each member of the “provisional” board was deemed to resign—post-

Effective Date, this “provisional board” has taken unauthorized actions in the 

U.S., Liberia, and Greece; and 

d. continue to unlawfully insist that the U.S. Bankruptcy Court orders must be 

recognized in Liberia and Greece through a separate procedure through 

vexatious proceedings in those countries before the relevant Defendants would 

agree to comply with the U.S. Bankruptcy Court’s orders (which already have 

binding power).  

41. Such actions by Defendants in breach of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court’s Orders 

result in Plaintiffs being deprived of any possession and use of the Vessel and blatantly interfere 

with Plaintiffs’ proprietary rights in the Vessel.  

42. As a result of such actions, Plaintiffs and their new shareholders and directors 

have to date been unable to receive any income from the use of the Vessel (or indeed any other 

ships in the Eletson-controlled fleet), replace the crews, or exercise any of their rights as, among 

others, bareboat charterers, pro hac vice owners, and managers of the Vessel. 

43. It is clear that Defendants who are Former Shareholders, Directors & Officers 

of Eletson entities actively seek to undermine the U.S. Bankruptcy Court orders by obstructing 

the implementation of such orders.  

44. This is despite sections 1141 and 1142 of the Bankruptcy Code, as well as 

section 5.4 of the Chapter 11 Plan, which requires cancellation of the old shareholdings without 

further notice to or order of the Court, and section 7.2 of the Chapter 11 Order, which vests 

into Eletson Holdings all interests in its subsidiaries, together with section 19 providing for 

immediate binding effect of the Chapter 11 Plan.  

45. Indeed, this flies in the face of the express words of the Chapter 11 Plan itself, 

which provides again as follows in its section 5.2(c):  
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all property in each Estate, including all Retained Causes of Action, and any property 

acquired by any of the Debtors, including interests held by the Debtors in their 

respective non-Debtor direct and indirect subsidiaries and Affiliates shall vest in 

Reorganized Holdings, free and clear of all Liens, Claims, charges, or other 

encumbrances… 

Exhibit 5, at 28, § 5.2.(c) (emphasis added).  

46. Indeed, on January 24, 2025, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court held a hearing in which 

it granted reorganized Eletson Holdings’ motion for sanctions against various allegedly 

violating parties - including Eletson’s former counsel and former shareholders, directors and 

officers - for actively working to obstruct the Chapter 11 Plan, which went effective on 

November 19, 2024. A true copy of the court transcript from the U.S. Bankruptcy Court hearing 

on January 24, 2025 is attached as Exhibit 15. 

47. The U.S. Bankruptcy Court further held that under the Chapter 11 Plan and 

Order, the creditors validly obtained control of Plaintiff Eletson Holdings, the former Eletson 

Holdings board ceased to exist, and the Chapter 11 Order recognizes the new board of 

reorganized Plaintiff Eletson Holdings (as contemplated under the Chapter 11 Plan documents) 

and gives it authority to act on behalf of reorganized Plaintiff Eletson Holdings. Id. at 26:5-25, 

27:1-5, 43:10-15. 

48. The U.S. Bankruptcy Court further directed the former shareholders, directors 

and officers, as well as their counsel and their related parties and affiliates to comply with the 

Chapter 11 Plan and the Chapter 11 Order and “take all steps reasonably necessary” in 

implementing the Plan, including by updating the relevant corporate governance documents in 

Liberia within 7 days of entry of the order to be issued following the ruling. Id. at 43:16-25, 

44:1. 
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49. On January 29, 2025, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court issued its formal order granting 

the motion for sanctions and directing the violating parties to take steps as described above, no 

later than 7 days after service of that order. A true copy of the order is attached as Exhibit 16. 

The order was served on January 29 and 30, 2025, and so far has not been complied with. 

D. Old Eletson Management’s Evasive Action  

50. Shortly after the approved Chapter 11 Plan became effective, Defendants took 

various dissipatory steps, including redirecting time charter hire payments in relation to at least 

the vessels called M/V FOURNI and KASTOS away from a bank account owned by a treasury 

company called EMC Investment Corporation.  

51. On information and belief, such bank account is held with Berenberg Bank, 

which placed on informal freeze on that account following the entry into effect of the Chapter 

11 Plan.  

52. Further, under threat of withdrawal of the two above ships made to their time 

charterers, Defendants siphoned the hire funds away on or about January 10, 2025.  

53. As set forth below in more detail, Defendants also changed the management of 

several other vessels in the Eletson fleet, such as M/V ANAFI, NISYROS and TILOS, from 

Plaintiff Eletson Corp, which is now under control of the new management following the 

Chapter 11 Plan. 

E. Old Eletson Management’s Evasion of Arrest of M/V KINAROS  

54. On January 7, 2025 at a12:46 PM CST, consistently with the implementation of 

the U.S. Bankruptcy Court’s Chapter 11 orders, Plaintiffs – including a related entity called 

Kinaros Special Maritime Enterprise – filed an action to arrest another vessel from the Eletson 

fleet called M/V KINAROS (case 1:25-cv-00004, currently pending before the U.S. District 

Court for the Southern District of Texas, Brownsville Division).  
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55. At the time, M/V KINAROS was scheduled to load 300,000 barrels of oil / 

petroleum products at the liquid cargo dock in Brownsville, Texas. A true copy of the Port of 

Brownsville vessel arrival chart dated January 6, 2025 is attached as Exhibit 17. 

56. However, at 20:37 GMT (or 13:37 CST) and less than one hour after the arrest 

action was filed on the Court’s docket, M/V KINAROS suddenly stopped steaming towards 

Brownsville and started drifting outside of the Port of Brownsville and critically, outside of the 

jurisdictional boundaries of the Southern District of Texas. True and correct copies of 

screenshots showing M/V KINAROS’s movements at the time are attached as Exhibit 18. 

57. On the same day, Judge Rolando Olvera granted the Plaintiffs’ Emergency Ex 

Parte Motion for Issuance of a Warrant of Arrest, issued an order authorizing the arrest of the 

Vessel and an arrest warrant was issued by the District Clerk. True copies of the order and the 

warrant are attached as Exhibits 19 and 20.   

58. M/V KINAROS never arrived at its original destination in the Port of 

Brownsville, and after a period of drifting in the Gulf of Mexico off of the U.S. and Mexican 

coastline, the vessel sailed towards Jamaica. This was despite the messages sent by Plaintiffs 

to the Master and some of the individual Defendants ordering the Vessel to proceed to 

Brownsville. True copies of the relevant messages are attached at Exhibit 21.   

59. On information and belief, Defendants who are Former Shareholders, Directors 

& Officers became aware of the arrest action filed by Plaintiffs against M/V KINAROS and 

ordered the master of M/V KINAROS to avoid entering the Port of Brownsville and/or the 

Southern District of Texas, generally.  

60. These steps are a clear evasion of the arrest order issued in case 1:25-cv-00004, 

currently pending before the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Texas, Brownsville 

Division.  
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61. The relevant Defendants are evading legal process in the U.S. where they know 

they will be subject to the reality of the decisions of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, as well as the 

arrest warrant issued against M/V KINAROS. 

62. Further, these actions violate the injunction on interference with implementation 

and consummation of the Chapter 11 Plan, under paragraph 12 of the Chapter 11 Order, and 

also the injunction on “interfering with any distributions and payments contemplated by the 

Plan” under that same paragraph, as issued by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court.  Exhibit 4 at 25, ¶12. 

63. This is because as the U.S. Bankruptcy Court recognized in its Chapter 11 

Decision: “all of the SME revenues will also be given to creditors under both the PC Plan and 

the PC Alternative Plan, because Pach Shemen itself is a creditor, and Pach Shemen will obtain 

the equity of the Debtors under either Petitioning Creditor plan.” Exhibit 3 at 75; In re Eletson 

Holdings Inc., 664 B.R. 569, 624 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y 2024).  

64. “PC Plan” is the Chapter 11 Plan which the U.S. Bankruptcy Court confirmed; 

“Pach Shemen” is one of the new shareholders in Plaintiff Eletson Holdings, while “SME 

revenues” refers to hire or freight that should be received by entities like Kinaros SME and 

Plaintiff Kithnos SME in the Eletson group who are bareboat charterers of vessels. 

65. The evasion of arrest by M/V KINAROS, which was on information and belief 

orchestrated by Defendants who are Former Shareholders, Directors & Officers of Eletson 

Entities, has been brought to the attention of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court.   

F. Old Eletson Management’s Attempted Evasion of Arrest of M/V KIMOLOS  

66. The M/V KIMOLOS was arrested by Plaintiffs Eletson Holdings and Eletson 

Corp, as well as Kimolos II Special Maritime Enterprise at Bahia Las Minas, Panama, at about 

3am on Monday, February 3, 2025.  
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67. On information and belief, as the M/V KIMOLOS was approaching Panama, 

the Defendants took multiple steps to avoid arrest and mislead the plaintiffs in the Panamanian 

proceedings.   

68. On information and belief, on or about January 31, 2025, the Defendants 

deliberately spoofed the publicly available website for vessel tracking www.marinetraffic.com 

and/or otherwise interfered with the AIS reporting3 system of the M/V KIMOLOS, in order to 

misrepresent the M/V KIMOLOS as being at the Balboa anchorage on the Pacific side of the 

Panama Canal, when in reality the M/V KIMOLOS was on that day still sailing through the 

Caribbean Sea towards Panama.  True and correct copies of screenshots from Marine Traffic 

dated January 31, 2025, are attached as Exhibit 22.  

69. On information and belief, the Defendants turned off or otherwise interfered 

with the AIS reporting of the M/V KIMOLOS on its voyage to Panama. Id, at 4 (indicating that 

that vessel’s position has not been reported for over 11 hours). 

70. On information and belief, in the days leading up to the arrest, the Defendants 

misrepresented the estimated time of arrival of the M/V KIMOLOS to the Panama Canal 

Authority and/or other authorities in Panama, stating that that vessel would arrive at the Canal 

at or about 20:00 on February 2, 2025 and also indicating that the M/V KIMOLOS would 

transit the Canal. A copy of the arrival chart dated February 2, 2025 is attached at Exhibit 23.  

71. On information and belief, the Defendants did not intend the M/V KIMOLOS 

to transit the Panama Canal at all.  

72. In fact, at or about 22:00 on February 2, 2025, the Vessel arrived with a gas 

cargo at Bahia Las Minas, Panama (which is a port on the Atlantic coast of Panama that can be 

accessed without transiting the Canal and is not part of the Canal zone).  

 
3 The automatic identification system (AIS) is an automatic tracking system that uses transceivers on ships and 

is used by vessel traffic services (VTS) to report the vessels’ location in real time. 
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73. On information and belief, the Defendants misrepresented the position of the 

M/V KIMOLOS, its destination and its ETA, in order to avoid arrest of the M/V KIMOLOS 

by Plaintiffs in Panama. 

74. These actions too violate the injunction on interference with implementation 

and consummation of the Chapter 11 Plan, under paragraph 12 of the Chapter 11 Order, and 

also the injunction on “interfering with any distributions and payments contemplated by the 

Plan” under that same paragraph, as issued by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court. Exhibit 4 at 25, ¶12. 

These actions also violate the January 29 Decision and accompanying order requiring the very 

parties taking these actions to cooperate on effectuating the Plan. 

G. The Stay Regarding the Preferred Shares in Plaintiff Eletson Gas and the 

Defendants’ Blatant Violations of That Stay 

 

75. As Plaintiffs discovered recently, Defendants took more brazen steps to violate 

further orders of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, which directly relate to the ownership and 

management of the Vessels in issue here and also affect other ships in the Eletson fleet. 

76. On April 17, 2023, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court issued a stay concerning the 

preferred shares in Plaintiff Eletson Gas, which had been subject of an arbitration and a JAMS 

arbitration award between Levona Holdings, Ltd (one of the creditors in the bankruptcy who 

held these preferred shares) and Plaintiffs Eletson Holdings and Eletson Corp. (common 

shareholders in Eletson Gas who were both then under the control of Former Shareholders, 

Directors & Officers), as well as other related parties (the “Stay Order”). A true copy of the 

Stay Order is attached as Exhibit 24.  

77. The Stay Order provided in the relevant part:  

“Any Arbitration Award, whether in favor of any Arbitration Party, shall be 

stayed pending further order of the Bankruptcy Court on a motion noticed 

following the issuance of the Arbitration Award. For avoidance of doubt, no 

Arbitration Party shall transfer, dispose of, transact in, hypothecate, encumber, 
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impair or otherwise use any such Arbitration Award or any asset or property 

related thereto absent a further order of this Court.” 

Id at ¶ 4. 

78. The Stay Order sought to preserve the status quo in relation to the preferred 

shares in Plaintiff Eletson Gas, the arbitration award concerning them, and also ownership and 

management of ships owned through Plaintiff Eletson Gas (including the Vessel in this action). 

79. However, the Defendants in this action, purporting to act for or on behalf of 

Plaintiffs Eletson Holdings, Eletson Corp. and Eletson Gas even after the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court confirmed the Chapter 11 Plan, blatantly violated the Stay Order:  

a. By purporting to replace Plaintiff Eletson Corp. as the manager of a large 

number of Eletson fleet ships owned through Plaintiff Eletson Gas during the 

fall of 2024 and most recently in January 2025 (including M/V ANAFI,  

NISYROS and TILOS), and depriving Plaintiff Eletson Corp. of the relevant 

income under its management agreements. Copies of Equasis reports showing 

the changes of managers are attached as Exhibit 25.4 

b. By purporting to change Eletson Gas’s share registry and board of director 

composition to reflect the relief Defendants believe was granted in the award 

concerning the preferred shares. They made those purported changes on 

February 26, 2024, but concealed their actions from the U.S. Bankruptcy Court 

for nearly a year, during which they dissembled in response to more than twenty 

requests for confirmation that no such violations had occurred. The U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court learned about this issue for the first time on January 16, 2025. 

A true copy of the motion to enforce the stay and impose sanctions filed before 

 
4 Equasis, or the “Electronic Quality Shipping Information System” is an online database which compiles 

management, insurance, and safety related information on ships from public and private sources and makes 

them available on the Internet. See, 

https://www.equasis.org/EquasisWeb/public/About?fs=HomePage&P_ABOUT=MainConcern.html  
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the U.S. Bankruptcy Court against many of the Defendants is attached as 

Exhibit 26.  This has now been granted. 

c. By filing a new litigation in England on December 16, 2024, in which the 

Defendants purporting to act on behalf of Plaintiffs Eletson Holdings and 

Eletson Corp., are explicitly seeking enforcement of the preferred shares award. 

Again, the existence of these English proceedings was first made known to the 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court on January 16, 2025. Id. 

80. In light of these obvious and flagrant breaches of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court’s 

orders, Plaintiffs bring the present action under Rule D in order to preserve the status quo under 

the Stay Order and other orders, and ensure that Plaintiff Eletson Corp remains acting as a 

manager of the Vessel, Plaintiff Kithnos SME remains its lawful bareboat charterer, while the 

revenues generated by Plaintiff Kithnos SME are given to the new and lawful shareholders of 

Plaintiff Eletson Holdings, as the Chapter 11 Decision provides, and possession of the Vessel 

itself is returned to Plaintiffs. 

81. To the extent any of the Defendants may seek to argue that the Plaintiffs are 

somehow in breach of the Stay Order, the Plaintiffs are not undertaking any of the following: 

“transfer, dispose of, transact in, hypothecate, encumber, impair or otherwise use” the 

Arbitration Award or any asset/property related thereto, in bringing the present action.   

82. The present action is one for possession under Supplemental Rule D and is not 

one to enforce a maritime lien or seek security.  It is therefore consistent with the Stay Order. 

83. On information and belief, the Vessel is currently in or near the Port of Corpus 

Christi. More specifically, on information and belief, the Vessel is scheduled to arrive at the 

Port of Corpus Christi on or about today February 5, 2025 and there is a real risk that it may 

depart shortly thereafter—perhaps in as few as twenty-four hours--to an unknown destination. 

COUNT I 

Rule D Possessory and Petitory Claim for the Vessel 
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84. Paragraphs 1 through 83 of this Verified Complaint are repeated and realleged 

as if the same were set forth her at length. 

85. A controversy has arisen regarding Plaintiffs’ immediate right to possession of 

the Vessel and exercise of other rights granted to Plaintiffs by the Bareboat Charter and the 

Management Agreement. 

86. Plaintiffs are the lawful bareboat charterers, pro hac vice owners and managers 

of the Vessel.  

87. However, the Vessel is currently in the de facto possession and control of 

Defendants purporting to act through and on behalf of the Eletson entities and in clear and 

intentional violation of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court orders. 

88. Defendants purporting to act through and on behalf of the Eletson entities 

continue to deprive Plaintiffs of any possession and use of the Vessel and blatantly interfere 

with Plaintiffs’ proprietary rights in the Vessel.  

89. As a result, Plaintiffs are unable to exercise any of their rights as bareboat 

charterers, pro hac vice owners, and managers of the Vessel.  

90. On information and belief, the Vessel is currently present or will soon be present 

in or around the area of the Port of Corpus Christi.  

91. On information and belief, the Vessel is scheduled to arrive at the Port of Corpus 

Christi on or about today February 5, 2025 and is capable of departing shortly thereafter to an 

unknown destination. 

92. Pursuant to Rule D, Plaintiffs are entitled to bring an action for possession of 

the Vessel.  

93. Defendants continue to possess the Vessel unlawfully, to the detriment of 

Plaintiffs, causing damage to Plaintiffs.  

Case 2:25-cv-00042     Document 2     Filed on 02/05/25 in TXSD     Page 19 of 2523-10322-jpm    Doc 1847    Filed 10/06/25    Entered 10/06/25 15:25:06    Main Document 
Pg 37 of 43



 

20 
4149-9817-0968, v. 1 
PD.48332751.1 

94. Defendants purporting to act through and on behalf of the Eletson entities do 

not hold either legal title or a legal possessory interest in the Vessel. 

95. Plaintiffs therefore request a warrant for the arrest of the Vessel pursuant to Rule 

D, as well as immediate orders from this Court (i) declaring their right to recover possession 

of the Vessel, (ii) ordering that Defendants deliver the Vessel into Plaintiffs’ possession and 

(iii) ordering that Defendants in all respects refrain from interfering with the use and possession 

by Plaintiffs of the Vessel (including by an injunction barring Defendants from interfering with 

Plaintiffs’ management and operation of the Vessel).  

COUNT II 

Conversion of Maritime Property 

96. Paragraphs 1 through 83 of this Verified Complaint are repeated and realleged 

as if the same were set forth here at length. 

97. Plaintiffs are the lawful bareboat charterers, pro hac vice owners and managers 

of the Vessel and have the unconditional right to take possession of the Vessel.  

98. Defendants purporting to act through and on behalf of the Eletson entities have 

unlawfully and intentionally exercised dominion and control over the Vessel on navigable 

waters without authorization and inconsistently with Plaintiffs’ rights.  

99. Defendants purporting to act through and on behalf of the Eletson entities 

appropriated the Vessel on navigable waters for their own use and gain. 

100. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffs have suffered damages in excess of 

$1,400,000 due to the inability to use the Vessel. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for relief as follows:  

A. That a Warrant of Arrest be issued in due form of law and according to the practice of 

this Honorable Court in cases of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction against the Vessel 

in or near the Port of Corpus Christi, pursuant to Rule D for Admiralty or Maritime 

Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; 
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B. That the Vessel be seized when found within this District pursuant to Rule D of the 

Admiralty or Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure; 

C. That process in due form of law according to the practices of this Honorable Court in 

causes of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction be issued against Defendants; 

D. That an order be issued that Plaintiffs are entitled to legal title and possessory rights of 

the Vessel and a commensurate order compelling Defendants to release the Vessel to 

Plaintiffs, respectively; 

E. That the Court enter judgment in favor of Plaintiffs and enter an order confirming 

Plaintiffs’ right to possession of the Vessel;  

F. That judgment be entered in Plaintiffs’ favor and against Defendants, jointly and 

severally, in an amount to be proven in these proceedings, plus costs, expenses and 

interest;  

G. That an injunction be issued prohibiting Defendants from interfering with Plaintiffs’ 

possession, management and operation of the Vessel; 

H. That Plaintiffs have such other and further relief as in law and justice they may be 

entitled to receive, including attorneys’ fees. 

 

Date: February 5, 2025 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

PHELPS DUNBAR LLP 

 

By: /s/Andrew R. Nash________   

Ivan M. Rodriguez 

Texas Bar No.: 24058977 

SDTX ID: 45566982 

Andrew R. Nash 

Texas Bar No.: 24083550 

SDTX ID: 1690806 

Kenderick M. Jordan 

SDTX ID: 3905171 

910 Louisiana Street, Suite 4300 

Houston, Texas 77002 
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Telephone: 713-626-1386 

Telecopier: 713-626-1388 

Email:  ivan.rodriguez@phelps.com 

            andy.nash@phelps.com  

            kenderick.jordan@phelps.com 
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OF COUNSEL  

 

FLOYD ZADKOVICH (US) LLP 

 

Luke F. Zadkovich 

Edward W. Floyd 

Filipp A. Vagin 

luke.zadkovich@floydzad.com    

ed.floyd@floydzad.com  

philip.vagin@floydzad.com   

(917) 868 1245 

(917) 999 6914 

33 East 33rd Street, Suite 905 

New York, NY, 10016  

 

PENDING PRO HAC VICE ADMISSION 
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