




































































































1. 

2. 

NOTES 

A decision similar to Sisson is Jerome B, Grubart lnc. v. Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co.. 

513 U.S, 115 Sup. Ct. i043 (1995). A vessel working àpiling in the Chicago River could 
claim admiralty jurisdiction for limitation of liability purposes in an instance in whicha 
piing went thtough the top of a tunnel. The result was the flooding of the Chicago tunels 
by river water. This decision adopts a two-próng test situs and a connèction with maritime 

activity. 

Small pleasure craft have not been universally extended admiralty jurisdiction. PO 

Houseboat Vacatons, hc. v. Hernandez, 103 F3a 914 (9th Cir. 1996) concerned deaths 

aboard a hous�boat moored on a lakein Arizona, No aditraty jurisdiotion stnce the tort had 

no potential to disrupt maritime comineroe. In McDonough v. Nolley, T29 R. ̀ upp. 84 (S.D. 
Wash. 1990), "partty as an appication ofpolicy,"a moored pleasure craft that burhed was 

not withig the ambit ofadniralty jurisdiction becanse, *the traditional law of admiralfy was 

not developed with small-eratt pleasure vessels 'in 'mind. Sinilarty, n Kunrether %. 
Ouboard Marine Torp, T15F. Supp. 1304(ED. Pa. 1989)- aproducts lHability action thaf 

resubed from n individual being struck and kiled �aring snorkoling by a wenty-two foot 
moio-boiat '-- admiralty jurisdiction was denied' because fhe pleaing failed to alltego 
navigational error. Also in Yamaha Motor Corp. v. Calhoun, 516 Ü.S. 199,116s. C. 619, 
133 L. B4, 2a [i8 (1996), the court noted ad1niralty jurisdiction, but held that state aw 
controlled ih a death action aristng fhom a jet ski accident within state teritorial waters. 

Price y. Prlce, 929 F.2d 131 (4h C§r. 1991)- the court sustains adniralty jurisdiction fur 
a reereational boating açcident oni a man-made reservoir. In Re Amtrak "Sunset Limited," 
f21 F3d 1421 (11th Cit. 1997), cert. denied, 522 U.s. 1110, 118 S. Ct. 1041, 140 L. Bd 24 
106 (1998) involved a passenger train's fall' from a trestle into a bayou in Alabama. Prior 

to the ca_ualty, the trestle had been struck by a vesscl. The court accepted the measure of 
damages set forth by Alabama, but turned to the general' naritime law for the theorles of 

Hability. The court stated that the body of water was not nsed for commercial purposes, but 
it could be in the future. Contra, see Guillory v. Outboard Motor Corp, 956 F24 114 (5th 
Cr. 1992). Furhermore, in Sinclair v. Sontform, Inc, 935 F.2d 599 (3dCir. 1991), the cout 
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