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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
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violation of a right secured by the U.S. Constitution, or (4) jurisdiction is based in whole or in part on 28 U.S.C. § 1343.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

GRACE OCEAN PRIVATE LIMITED, as
Owner of the M/V DALI, and SYNERGY
MARINE PTE LTD, as Manager of the M/V Docket No.
DALI

V.

Hyundai Heavy Industries Co., Ltd.

COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs GRACE OCEAN PRIVATE LIMITED, ownerofthe M/V DALI (“Vessel”), and
SYNERGY MARINE PTE LTD., manager of the Vessel, by their undersigned counsel, for their
complaint against Defendant Hyundai Heavy Industries Co., Ltd allege upon information and

belief as follows:

PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This is a case of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction, as hereinafter more fully
appears, and is an admiralty or maritime claim within the meaning of Rule 9(h) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure. The Court has admiralty jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1333.

2. Plaintiff GRACE OCEAN PRIVATE LIMITED (“Owner”) is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of Singapore with its registered office in Singapore. Atall
relevant times, Owner was the registered owner of the M/V DALLI.

3. Plaintiff SYNERGY MARINE PTE LTD. (“Synergy”) is a corporation organized
and existing under the laws of Singapore with its registered office in Singapore. At all relevant
times, Synergy was the manager of the M/V DALI. At all relevant times, Synergy had substantial

control of and exercised dominion over the Vessel.
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4. The M/V DALI (IMO No. 9697428) (the “Vessel”) is a 10-000 TEU-class
containership of 95,128 gross metric tons, registered under the laws of Singapore. The Vessel was
built by HyundaiHeavy Industries Co., Ltd (“HHI”), with construction beginningin July 2014 and
delivery in March 2015.

5. Upon information and belief, Defendant HHI was and still is, a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of South Korea with its registered office in South Korea.
HHT’s is registered as a Foreign Business Corporation in Pennsylvania, with Registration Number
3080095.

6. Jurisdiction exists in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania as this is a claim brought pursuantto the General Maritime Law as an admiralty
matter pursuant to Rule 9(h) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and HHI maintains an agent
for the service of process in the State of Pennsylvania and, pursuant to 42 Pa. Cons. Stat. §
5301(a)(2)(1), (b), has consented to be sued in Pennsylvania on any claim.

7. Venue is appropriate in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania pursuant to 28 USC
Section 1391(b) as Defendant HHI resides within this District.

BACKGROUND FACTS

8. This maritime case arises from the allision by the Vessel with the Francis Scott Key
Bridge (the “Key Bridge”) on March 26, 2024 (“Casualty™).

9. The Vessel was designed, constructed, and outfitted by HHI. As alleged below, the
evidence at trial will show that the Casualty was caused by HHI’s negligence or gross negligence

in the design, construction, and/or manufacture of a critical switchboard that was installed in the

Vessel (the “Switchboard™).
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THE CASUALTY

10. On March 26,2024, the Vessel departed Baltimore, Maryland, bound for Colombo,
Sri Lanka, with an ultimate destination of Yantian, China. The Vessel had a cargo of 4679
containers on board.

11. At orabout 00:40 local time on March 26, 2024, the Vessel left berth at the Port of
Baltimore with two tugs alongside and a pilot and apprentice pilot onboard, as is the requisite
procedure in the Port of Baltimore. At or about 00:55 local time, the aft tug cast off from the
Vessel. At or about 00:57 local time, the Vessel turned to port. At or about 01:08 local time, the
forward tug cast off from the Vessel.

12.  The Vessel entered the shipping channel at or about 01:08 local time and was
heading 141 degrees true. At or about01:25 localtime, the Vessel experienceda loss of powerand
propulsion in the shipping channel. The Vessel made efforts to regain power, which occurred
briefly, but power was lost a second time shortly thereafter.

13.  The Vessel puton a port rudder and then let go the port anchor to attempt to stop it
from drifting to starboard.

14. At or about01:28 local time on March 26, 2024, the Vessel allided with the Key
Bridge.

15.  Asaresultofthe Casualty, portions ofthe Key Bridge collapsed and were damaged.
The Vessel and certain cargo aboard also sustained damage.

16.  Prior to the Casualty, eight construction workers were on the bridge. Two of these

workers allegedly suffered injuries, and six died following the Casualty.
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THE VESSEL’S MAIN AND AUXILLIARY ENGINES

17.  The Vesselis propelled by a single, slow-speed diesel engine rated for 55,626 hp
(41,480 kW) at 82.5 RPM, manufactured by HHI under license from MAN B&W. The engine is
directly connected to a single, right-turning propeller.

18.  The Vessel has four Himsen diesel generators. Diesel generators No. 1 and No. 4
are rated at 4,580 kW and diesel generators No. 2 and No. 3 DGs are rated at 4,000 kW. The
Vessel also has one emergency diesel generator which is rated at 200 kW.!

19.  To runthe main engine, one of the Vessel’s four diesel generators mustbe operating
and supplying the Vessel with electrical power. The emergency generator alone cannot be used to
restart or run the main engine.

THE VESSEL’S ELECTRICAL POWER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

20.  The Vessel’s electrical system is powered by the four diesel generators, which
supply alternating current at 6,600 volts. The diesel generators are connected to a 6,600-volt high-
voltage (“HV”) main electrical bus? contained within the HV switchboard via vacuum circuit

breakers (“VCB”).3

"' A diesel generatoris a diesel engine coupled to an electric alternator. The engine provides mechanical energy that is
converted to electrical energy by the alternator.

% An electrical bus is a physical part of an electrical switchboard. (The tem bus is a shortened form of “bus bars,”
which are the metal bars physically located within the switchboard.) The bus distributes the power produced by the

generators to systems/devices that require electrical power.

3 A circuit breakeris a switch that can close (to facilitate the flow of electricity) or open (to stop the flow ofelectricity).
A circuit breaker connects the electrical power on a bus to the systems or devices that require electrical power. A

vacuum circuit breaker is a specific type of circuit breaker that interrupts the current in a vacuum.

4
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Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of the Vessel’s electrical power distribution system.
21.  The main engine lubricating oil pumps, bow thruster (a propulsor on the bow that
is used to assist with the vessel’s maneuverability when docking and undocking), and the
refrigerated containers that cool temperature-sensitive cargo are powered directly from the HV

switchboard.
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Fig. 2. The Vessel’s HV switchboard (located in the Engine Control Room).

22.  The Vessel has a Power Management System (“PMS”’) computer that monitors the
diesel generators’ operating state and electrical output, among other functions. The PMS is
designed to automatically disconnect a diesel generator from the switchboard when it detects an
abnormal condition with that generator, such as low voltage or low frequency.

23. A 440-voltlow-voltage (LV) electrical bus is connected to the HV bus via two 6.6

kV /440 V step down transformers designated “TR-1" and “TR-2".# The HV bus is connected to

4 A step-down transformer converts high voltageto a lower voltage, which then supplies electrical power to equipment
throughout the Vessel.
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the transformers with VCBs labeled “HR-1 and “HR-2.” The transformers are connected to the
LV bus with air circuit breakers (“ACB”) labeled “LR-1" and “LR-2.”

24.  The LV bus provides power for Vessel lighting and other equipment, including
steering gear pumps and the main engine cooling water pumps.

25.  Circuit breakers in the Vessel’s electrical system also are used to protect electrical
equipment by disconnecting the power supply when an abnormal condition is detected in a circuit
or system. Abnormal conditions are detected by protection devices, whichacton a series of control
relays or devices that will “open” or “trip” the breaker, interrupting the electrical power to the
circuit.?

26.  One such protective device used in the control and monitoring of the transformer
high voltage circuit breakers HR-1 and HR-2 is the Hyundai Intelligent Measuring and Protection
Model T (“HIMAP-T”’). The HIMAP-T monitors the amount and direction of electrical current
flowingto the transformerand acts on a device called an under-voltage release (“UVR”). The UVR
is device with a spring-loaded electrical coil inside the VCB that activates and opens the breaker
when its control voltage (110 volts DC) is interrupted by a signal from the HIMAP-T or otherwise
from the breaker control circuit. For the HR-1 or HR-2 circuit breakers to successfully close or
remain closed, the UVR control circuit must be supplied with control voltage within an allowable
range. If the breaker’s UVR control circuit loses voltage or senses a drop in voltage below the
allowable limit, the HR-1 or HR-2 circuit breaker will open, disconnecting TR1 or TR2 from the
HYV switchboard, resulting in a loss of power supply to the LV switchboard.

27.  The circuit breaker control relays are contained within the control section of the

> A relay is an electrically operated switch. They commonly use an electromagnetic coil to operate their intemal
mechanical switching mechanism (i.e., contacts).
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Switchboard, adjacent to the enclosures housing the electrical generator and transformer VCB.

Wires running between the individual relays and a series of “terminal blocks” connect the relays

into their respective control circuits.

"ﬁ\'&.\!

\

W
~

Fig. 3. Terminal block arrangement inside of the circuit breaker control enclosure
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Fig. 4. An exemplar terminal block identical to the model used in the vessel. (Source WAGO.com.)

THE ENGINE AND POWER WHILE TRANSITING OUT OF BALTIMORE

28. At about 01:25 local time on March 26, while the Vessel was transiting out of
Baltimore Harbor, circuit breakers HR-1 and LR-1, which fed most of the Vessel’s equipment and
lighting unexpectedly opened, causing a loss of electrical power to the LV Switchboard. At this
time, the Vessel was operating on diesel generators No. 3 and No. 4, and the LV Switchboard was
powered by TR-1.

29.  When the LV switchboard experienced a loss of electrical power, various main
engine auxiliary systems shut down, causing the main engine to shut down. The loss of electrical
power also stopped all three steering pumps, making the rudder unable to be moved hydraulically.

30.  The crew recovered the LV Switchboard by manually closing breakers HR-2 and
LR-2 which switched transformers from TR-1 to TR-2. This reconnected diesel generators No. 3

and No. 4, restoring electrical power to the LV bus.
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31.  Although the Vessel’s crew was able to restore electrical power, at about 01:27
local time, an electrical blackout occurred when the circuit breakers connecting diesel generators
No. 3 and No. 4 to the HV bus opened, causing a total loss of Vessel electrical power to the HV
and LV buses.

32.  Meanwhile, the Vessel’s course drifted to starboard towards Pier 17 of the Key
Bridge. Because of theinitial loss of power, which caused the engine systems to shut down, it was
not possible for the crew to restart the engine with sufficient time to alter the ship’s course and/or
speed to avoid the bridge.

33.  After the second power outage, diesel generator No. 2, started automatically
because it was in 15t standby mode, and used to restore power to the HV bus, with the crew
manually reengaging TR-2 to restore power to the LV Switchboard.

34.  Nevertheless, at 01:28 local time, the Vessel allided with the Key Bridge.

THE LOOSE SIGNAL WIRE AT NODE 381

35.  Shortly after the incident, an investigation was undertaken examining the Vessel
and its electrical components to determine the cause of the initial loss of the power to the LV
Switchboard. The investigation developed information suggesting that the outage may have
originated in the HV Switchboard, specifically in the UVR control circuit.

36. It was observed during the course of the investigation that the UVR coil for circuit
breaker HR-1 was not receiving control voltage as it should, and that one of the control signal
wires in the UVR control circuit at node 381, was not securely connected to its terminal block.
The unsecure control signal wire was part of a control circuit that opens HR-1 VCB. This circuit
removes control voltage to the UVR, which causes HR-1 VCB to open, when commanded to do

so by the HIMAP-T protection device or breaker control switch on the HV switchboard.

10
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37.  Because this signal wire was not securely connected to the terminal block, the
insufficient contact created an open circuit between the signal wire and the terminal block. The
UVR control voltage, necessary for the HR-1 VCB to close or remain closed, was lost because of
this open circuit. This open circuit subsequently caused HR-1 circuit breaker to open,
disconnecting transformer TR-1 from the HV Switchboard, and subsequently causing the initial
loss of power to at the LV Switchboard.

38.  The loss of the UVR control voltage was not recorded by the HIMAP-T.

39.  The signal wire was not securely connected to the terminal block because the
labeling band identifying the wire was installed too close to the ferrule crimped on the end of the
wire. (See Figures 5 and 6 comparing the labeled and unlabeled signal wire.) As a result of this

and other defects, the signal wire could not be inserted fully into the terminal block’s spring clamp

gate. (See Figure 7.)

Figure 5. Signalwire from node 381 removed from the terminal block connection point 1. (Source NTSB.gov.)

11
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Figure 6. Signalwire from node 381 removed from theterminal block connection point 3. (Source NTSB.gov.)

Figure 7. Wires 1 and 3 from Terminal Block 381 inserted to the maximum possible depth inside the
corresponding connection points in a disassembled exemplar terminal block. (Source NTSB.gov.)

12
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THE LIMITATION ACTION

40.  On April 1, 2024, Plaintiffs filed a Petition for Exoneration From or Limitation of
Liability pursuantto 46 U.S.C. §§ 30501, et seq., as supplemented and amended (the “Limitation
Act”). In the Limitation Petition, Plaintiffs claimed exoneration from liability forany and all losses
or damage arising out of the Casualty and from any and all claims for damages that have been or
may be filed. Plaintiffs further alleged that they have valid defenses to any and all such claims.

41.  On April 1, the District Court for the District of Maryland issued an order directing
the issuance of anotice to all persons assertingclaims related to the Casualty, with any such claims
to be filed by September 24, 2024 (“Limitation Action™).

42.  Forty-five claimsremain in the Limitation Action by various claimants (“Claimants
in the Limitation Action”). The claims that have been filed are for property damage, economic
damages, clean-up costs, personal injury, wrongful death, survival, workers’ compensation

reimbursement, and cargo and general average.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY-DEFECTIVE DESIGN)

43.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each and every allegation hereinabove set forth, with
the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

44.  Maritime law applies to a tort claim when it satisfies both the “location” and
“connection” tests as outlined in Jerome B. Grubart, Inc. v. Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co., 513
U.S. 527,534,115 S.Ct. 1043, 130 L.Ed.2d 1024 (1995).

45.  The location test is satisfied for this allision as the events giving rise to this claim
occurred on the navigational waters in the Port of Baltimore.

46.  The connection test is also met because the incident involves an allision between

the Vessel and the Key Bridge that caused a disruptive impact upon maritime commerce in the

13
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State of Maryland, severely damaging both the Vessel and the Key Bridge, and removing both the
from the stream of maritime commerce for a significant period.

47, Furthermore, the incident was related to vessel navigation, a traditional maritime
activity.

48. A maritime products liability claim requires that a manufacturer such as HHI (1)
sold or manufactured the product, (2) that the product was unreasonably dangerous or was in a
defective condition when it left the defendant’s control, and (3) that the defect resulted in injury to
Plaintiffs and the claimants in the above-captioned action.

49.  HHI designed and manufactured the Vessel and the defective Switchboard that was
installed by HHI on the Vessel.

50.  HHI defectively designed the Switchboard in such a manner that wiring
connections were not secure, could not be verified as secure, and could lose connection during
normal operation, such that the signal wire was not designed to remain securely connected to the
terminal block, which design defect caused the Switchboard and the Vessel to be unreasonably
dangerous and in a defective condition when it left HHI’s control.

51.  As a result of the defectively designed Switchboard, the Vessel suffered a power
outage that led to the allision with the Key Bridge.

52.  Plaintiffs sustained significant damages as a result of the allision, including
physical damage to the Vessel, complete destruction of the Key Bridge and significant removal
costs to clear the channel of debris, as well as the tragic loss of life and injury to workers on the
Key Bridge. Plaintiffs are also facing claims from the Claimants in the Limitation Action and have
also sustained significant damage to their reputation. HHI is liable to Plaintiffs for these damages

as the defective design and construction of the Switchboard was the cause of the allision.

14
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY - DEFECTIVE MANUFACTURING)

53.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each and every allegation hereinabove set forth, with
the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

54.  HHI designed and manufactured the Vessel and the defective Switchboard that was
installed by HHI on the Vessel.

55.  HHI defectively manufactured the Switchboard and Vessel by failing to ensure that
all wires were securely connected to their terminal blocks when installed and unable to loosen
during normal operation, including the wire at connection point 1 of node 381, which
manufacturing defect made the Switchboard and Vessel unreasonably dangerous and in defective
condition when it left HHI’s control.

56.  HHI’s defective manufacture of the Switchboard and Vessel caused the signal
wiring to come loose in normal operation, resulting in the power outage that led to the allision.

57.  Plaintiffs sustained significant damages as aresult of the allision including physical
damage to the Vessel, complete destruction of the Key Bridge and significant removal costs to
clearthe channel of debris, as well as the tragic loss of life and injury to workers on the Key Bridge.
Plaintiffs are also facing claims from the Claimants in the Limitation Action, and have also
sustained significant damage to their reputation. HHI is liable to Plaintiffs for these damages as

the defective manufacture of the Switchboard was the cause of the allision.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
(BREACH OF IMPLIED WARRANTIES)

58.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each and every allegation hereinabove set forth,

with the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

15
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59.  HHI is a merchant dealing in the construction and sale of containerships, such as
the Vessel here.

60. Implied in HHI’s sale of the Vessel to Owner was that the Vessel would pass
without objection in the trade, be fit for the ordinary purposes for which containerships are used,
and be safe, seaworthy, and otherwise merchantable.

61.  Owner relied on HHI’s implied warranty, which became a basis for Owner’s
agreement to purchase the Vessel.

62. HHI breached this implied warranty because the inadequate design and
manufacture of the wiring, which came loose, lost connection, and caused harm, did not conform
to the minimum industry standards.

63.  Relying on HHI implied warranty thatthe Vessel was merchantable, seaworthy and
fit for its ordinary purpose, and without knowledge of the defects in the Vessel, Plaintiffs ordered
the Vessel to sail from Baltimore and suffered the losses described in this Complaint as a result.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION)

64.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each and every allegation hereinabove set forth,
with the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

65.  As a manufacturer of container ships, HHI was or should have been aware of the
risks associated with loose wires in the Switchboard.

66.  HHI represented upon delivery that the Vessel was safe, seaworthy, and fit for its
ordinary purpose, which included that the Vessel’s wiring and general construction met industry
standards and would withstand normal operations.

67.  Asthe Owner and Manager of the Vessel, Plaintiffs were entitled to and did rely on

that representation by HHI in transiting out of Baltimore.
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68.  HHI’s representation was demonstrably false as represented by the defects found
in the Switchboard of the Vessel.

69.  HHI knew or should have known of, but disregarded, an unjustifiably high risk of
harm to the safety of the Vessel’s crew and ofliability to Plaintiffs as aresultof any damage caused
by the Vessel after losing power, by failing to notify the Plaintiffs or other necessary parties of the
potential for loose wiring in the Vessel’s Switchboard.

70.  Relyingon HHI’s representationsthatthe Vessel was seaworthy and fit for purpose,
and without knowledge of the defects in the Vessel, Plaintiffs ordered the Vessel to sail from

Baltimore and suffered the losses described in this Complaint as a result.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(NEGLIGENCE)

71.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each and every allegation hereinabove set forth, with
the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

72.  HHI had a duty to design and manufacture a Vessel was safe and seaworthy under
all foreseeable operating conditions.

73.  HHI breached its duty by negligently designing, constructing or installing the
Switchboard such that its wires loosened so much as to fail to be operational at crucial moments
during the Vessel’s transit. HHI also negligently failed to construct the Vessel or install the
Switchboard with a safety margin sufficient to function during ordinary use.

74.  Plaintiffsused and operatedthe Vessel, main engine, and Switchboard in an entirely
foreseeable manner, and when it lost power, the Vessel sustained no external forces beyond what
were reasonably expected.

75.  HHI’s breach of'its duty to design and construct a safe and seaworthy caused the

Vessel to sustain a blackout and allide with the Key Bridge.
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76.  HHI materially withheld its knowledge of the potential for loose wires in the
Switchboard.

77.  HHI knew or should have been aware the Vessel was at risk of power outages due
to loose wiring in the Switchboard, and had a duty to take appropriate precautions to rectify the
issue or notify Plaintiffs. Instead, HHI breached its duty to Plaintiffs by taking no such action
causing the Vessel to sustain a blackout long enough that it allided with the Key Bridge.

78.  Plaintiffs were directly damaged as a result of HHI’s negligent conduct. They
incurred, and continue to incur, substantial costs to litigate claims arising out of the Casualty.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(INDEMNITY AND/OR CONTRIBUTION)

79.  Plaintiffsrepeats and realleges eachand everyallegation hereinaboveset forth, with
the same force and effect as if herein repeated and set forth at length.

80. The Casualty was caused in whole or in part by the acts, omissions, fault,
negligence, gross negligence, and/or design or manufacturing defect of HHI.

81.  To the extent Plaintiffs may be held liable to Claimants in the Limitation Action
and/or certain other third parties, whether by judgment or settlement, Plaintiffs are entitled to
indemnity and/or contribution from HHI, including recovery of attorneys’ fees and costs incurred
in defending against such claims.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand their compensable damages consisting of, but not limited to:

a. The cost of physical damage to the Vessel and the resulting costs of repair and
replacement;

b. Contribution and/or indemnity for any and all damages sustained by the
Claimants in the Limitation Action;

c. Pre-judgment interest, post-judgment interest and court costs;
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d. Attorneys’ fees; and

e. Such other damages to which Plaintiffs may be justly entitled.

Dated: July 31, 2025 BLANK ROME LLP

/s/ Terry M. Henry

Terry M. Henry (Bar No. 77455)
Terry.Henry@blankrome.com
One Logan Square

130 North 18t Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 569-5500

William R. Bennett, I1T*
William.Bennett@blankrome.com
Thomas H. Belknap, Jr.*
Thomas.Belknap@blankrome.com
Alan M. Weigel*
Alan.Weigel@blankrome.com
1271 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10020

(212) 885-5000

Emma C. Jones*
Emma.Jones@BlankRome.com
1825 Eye Street NW
Washington, DC 20006

(202) 420-2200

Of counsel,

DUANE MORRIS LLP
Robert B Hopkins*
rbhopkins@duanemorris.com
1201 Wills Street, Suite 330
Baltimore, MD 21231

(410) 949-2900

*Pro hac vice motions pending
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