
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Admiralty & Maritime Certification Examination 

Sample Questions 

Disclaimer: The following questions are provided to the public as examples of the types 

of questions that appear on the Admiralty & Maritime certification exams, as well as the 

subject areas that are tested. All questions have been pulled from previous examinations 

and were correct and factual at the time of administration; however, the Admiralty & 

Maritime Law Certification Committee acknowledges that some questions and/or answers 

may no longer be accurate due to the passage of time since administration. None of these 

questions will appear on future exams.  
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1) Billy Bob is a guest on his brothers cabin cruiser "Big Boy".  Billy was killed during 

a collision with the cabin cruiser "Apple Pie" owned by Randy Appleton on 

navigable waters in Florida.  Billy’s personal representative wishes to bring suit in 

state court against Appleton on behalf of Billy’s dependent children. The governing 

limitation period after Billy’s death within which to bring suit would be: 

a. Four years under the Florida Statutes (F.S. § 95.11(4)(d)). 

b. Determined in accordance with the doctrine of latches under general 
maritime law. 

c. Three years under the federal maritime statutes of limitations (46 U.S.C. § 
763a). 

d. Two Years based on the Death On the High Seas Act (DOSHA). 

 Answer: (c) (46 U.S.C § 763a.) 

2) Expenses incurred by a ship owner to the benefit of some cargo but not all during 

a general average event are: 

a. Recoverable in general average and under special damages on cargo 
under Particular average. 

b. Only available if existing P & I policy has an Inchmaree Clause. 

c. The responsibility of the cargo owner benefited. 

d. Solely determined under the Pomerene Act. 

Answer: (a) (York Antwerp Rules 1994 Rule A) 
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3) Jaime Gray, was an engineer aboard the M/V Insatiabelle, owned by Bacchanal 

Cruise Line ("BCL"). He was injured when he fell down a flight of stairs on the 

vessel, while intoxicated, after returning from an afternoon of heavy drinking while 

ashore and off-duty. BCL had no written policy concerning intoxication while 

aboard the vessel. If Gray files a lawsuit based on maintenance and cure, the 

following statements are true. 

a. No maintenance and cure is payable because Gray was off duty when 
injured. 

b. Gray is barred from recovery as a result of his own negligence. 

c. Gray is barred from recovery as a result of willful misconduct. 

d. Gray will not be barred from recovery for willful misconduct if BCL did not 
prohibit intoxication by crew aboard the vessel. 

Answer: (d) (Garay v. Carnival Cruise Line, 904 F.2d. 1527 [11th Circ. 1990]) 

4) A clause inserted into an ocean bill of lading which seeks to extend to non-carriers, 

partial immunity or other protections afforded to the ocean carrier by the bill of 

lading is known as a: 

a. Both-to-Blame clause 

b. Himalaya clause 

c. Inchmaree clause 

d. Clause Paramount 

Answer: (b) Brown & Root, Inc. v. M/V Peisander, 648 F.2d 415, 417 (5th Cir. 1981) 
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5) Which of the following statements about the U.S. Inland Navigation Rules is true? 

a. The U.S. Inland Navigation Rules are voluntary and although compliance 
with the rules is suggested they are not required to be followed. 

b. The U.S. Inland Navigation Rules have different categories Steering and 
Sailing Rules which apply in different visibility situations. 

c. The U.S. Inland Navigation Rules do not identify the actions that a give-way 
vessel and a stand-on vessel should make in overtaking situations. 

d. Their use is required only for U.S. freight vessels operating in navigable 
waters and actively engaged in coastwise trade. 

Answer: (b) (See U.S. Inland Navigation Rules, Part B, Steering and Sailing 
Rules) 

6) An injured American cruise passenger contacts you for advice regarding a possible 

claim against a Florida-based cruise line for a slip-and-fall incident that occurred 

on board a cruise ship while in Greece. While the Panamanian-flagged cruise ship 

was in very rough seas the passenger slipped and fell inside the restaurant due to 

a spilled drink.  You should advise her: 

a. Legal action can be filed in Greece where the cruise ship was located at the 
time of the incident or in Florida where the cruise line is based regardless 
of any provisions to the contrary in the passenger ticket. 

b. The cruise passenger will be required to establish the cruise line had notice 
or knowledge of the dangerous condition which caused her injuries. 

c. The passenger-ticket provision requiring the application of Panamanian law 
to any personal injury claims will be enforced. 

d. In lieu of litigation, the cruise passenger may file a “Notice of Shipboard 
Incident Form” with the nearest American consulate, which preserves full 
access to the United Nations International Maritime Passenger Restitution 
Fund. 

Answer: (b.) Keefe v. Bahama Cruise Line, Inc., 867 F.2d 1318, 1322 (11th Cir. 
1989) (Distinguished on other grounds). 

4 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
  

  

7) Jack Appleton, a Florida citizen, was aboard his Florida Numbered cabin cruiser 

"APPLE PIE" when it collided with a Coast Guard Documented cabin cruiser "BIG 

BOY.” Appleton decides to try to settle the dispute without filing suit. 90 days after 

the accident, he hand-delivers to Bobb a letter in which Appleton asserts that Bobb 

was wholly at fault and responsible for the collision and demanding that Bobb pay 

Appleton $100,000 within 30 days. When Appleton receives no reply 91 days later, 

he files suit against Bobb and serves Bobb the same day, which was a total of 181 

days after the accident. Bobb promptly goes to his lawyer and instructs him to do 

whatever it is that a boat owner can do to limit his liability.  Bobb’s lawyer should: 

a. Place his malpractice carrier on notice because the time for filing a limitation 
action ran six months after the date of the collision. 

b. File no petition but raise limitation of liability as an affirmative defense in his 
answer since Appleton is the sole claimant. 

c. File a petition for exoneration from or limitation of liability within six months 
after the date Appleton’s suit was served on Bobb. 

d. File a petition for exoneration from or limitation of liability within six months 
after the date Appleton’s claim letter was hand-delivered to Bobb. 

Answer: (d) 46 USC §30511(a) and supplemental Admiralty and Maritime Rule F 
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8) Mr. Gwantu Farr needed to ship a set of crane replacement parts from Hong Kong 

to Miami. He called his favorite Freight Forwarder, Yoopakit, a Shanghai based 

company, to arrange the shipment. Yoopakit had handled many shipments of 

similar equipment for Mr. Farr in the past and was familiar with Mr. Farr’s 

requirements. Yoopakit arranged all the shipment documentation, found space for 

the shipment, and made arrangements for the stevedores to load the equipment 

onboard the M/V LIGHTNING. That vessel was under charter by Ocean 

Management Corp. (“Ocean”), based in Connecticut. Ocean issued a bill of lading, 

which contained the M/V LIGHTNING’s acknowledged receipt of “6 pkgs. STC 

crane parts.” The Bill of Lading incorporated the Carriage of Goods by Sea Act 

(“COGSA”), and contained a standard Himalaya clause. The M/V LIGHTNING 

sailed and the cargo was later discharged in Miami. The Consignee noted 

extensive damage which rendered the parts a total loss. Suit was instituted in the 

U.S. District Court in Miami, as allowed under the terms of the issued Bill. The 

Consignee sued Mr. Farr as well as Yoopakit, Ocean, and the M/V LIGHTNING 

under the Bill of Lading for negligence in failing to properly secure and care for the 

cargo. Yoopakit moved to dismiss, arguing that it was not responsible for the cargo 

under the law of ocean carriage. The Consignee argued they had made their prima 

facie case by demonstrating good delivery to the carrier, and demonstrating 

damage at discharge. The Court’s most likely decision and reason will be:   

a. Grant the motion to dismiss because Yoopakit is protected by the Himalaya 
clause. 

b. Deny the motion to dismiss because the facts remain open to debate on 
negligence. 

c. Grant the motion to dismiss because Yoopakit is not a carrier of the goods. 

d. Deny the motion to dismiss because Yoopakit participated in the carriage 
of goods and is ‘deemed’ a carrier under COGSA. 

Answer: (c.) Dimond Rigging Co., LLC v BDP Int’t. Inc. 914, F.3d 435, 434* (6th Cir. 
2019)"Freight forwarders generally make arrangements for the movement of cargo at the 
request of clients . . . . a freight forwarder does not issue a bill of lading, and is therefore 
not liable [**15] to a shipper for anything that occurs to the goods being shipped. "Ibid. 
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(emphasis in original)(citing United States v. Am. Union Trans., 327 U.S. 437, 442-43, 66 
S. Ct. 644, 90 L. Ed. 772(1946)). 

9) A Tropical Storm warning is in effect, and Joe Salvor is out cruising in his home 

area, a protected marine sanctuary. Joe is very familiar with the area. He comes 

upon a 60' sailboat stuck on a sandbar. Because the tide is almost at low the vessel 

is over at about a 30-degree angle. The wind is gusting to 25 knots, but the bar is 

in the lee of a nearby mangrove and the waves are small. Joe’s boat is a 30' twin 

outboard boat fully equipped for salvage operations. He has invested a substantial 

amount of money in his business and equipment, holds a Captain’s license, and 

regularly attends educational and business seminars related to salvage. He has a 

mate with him who has been working for him for a few weeks. As Joe maneuvers 

near the vessel, he sees a dinghy in the water and that the vessel has managed 

to set two anchors, one from the bow and one from the stern. Joe hails the vessel 

and asks if he can offer assistance. The apparent owners of the sailboat, an elderly 

man and his wife, respond, “No, we are just waiting for the next tide.” Joe asks 

how they came to be there and is told that the vessel had anchored during the 

night and had apparently swung over the bar. Joe explains that the area is 

protected, that the fines for damage to the bottom can be severe, and that the 

winds are expected to increase to 45-50 knots within the next 5 hours, before full 

high tide. He suggests that before the vessel can free itself, the waves will increase 

in spite of the lee and the vessel will likely be pounding on the bar, risking further 

damage to the bottom as well as to the vessel. Joe advises the owners that he can 

safely pull the vessel free in about two hours, allowing it to proceed on its own after 

that time. He again offers assistance, and hands over a Lloyd’s Open Form 

salvage contract using his clip-pole. The owners again decline the offer of help, 

and say they will not sign the form.  Under these circumstances, which of the 

following is true? 

a. Joe may pull the vessel free when it can be safely done, with or without the 
permission of the owner. 

b. Joe may not provide assistance because it was clearly and unequivocally 
refused. 
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c. If Joe pulls the vessel free and then releases it, Joe would have a salvage 
claim. 

d. If Joe pulls the vessel free, the amount of his claim would be determined 
based on the labor, skill, value of the sailboat and Joe’s equipment, and risk 
involved to both vessels. 

I. Salvage may be Provided without the Consent of the Owner. When maritime property 
is in distress and has been deserted by its crew, a potential salvor may assume the owner 
would want assistance and may attempt salvage without the prior assent of the owner. 
The Laura, 81U.S. 336, [retro]2003 AMC 602 (1871); International Aircraft Recovery, 
L.L.C. v. The Unidentified, Wrecked and Abandoned Aircraft, 218 FJd1255,2000 AMC 
2345 (11thCir.2000). Subject to the rule that salvage services cannot be forced on an 
owner of a vessel, it is not necessary for a salvor to obtain permission from an owner 
before commencing salvage services if a prudent man would have accepted the services. 
Merritt &Chapman Derrick & Wrecking Co. v. United States, 274 U.S. 6 11 , 1927 AMC 
953 (1927); New Bedford Marine Rescue, lnc. v. Cape Jeweler 's, Inc., 240 F. Supp.2d 
101 ,2003 AMC 488 (D. Ma. 2003). When a vessel is not attended and is in marine peril, 
a salvor who in good faith begins salvage services is not an intervenor or trespasser. See 
Rickard v. Pringle, 293 F. Supp. 981 (E.D. N.Y. 1968); New Bedford Marine Rescue. J. 
Service Cannot Be Forced on the Owner. Salvage cannot be exacted for assistance 
forced upon a vessel, against the will of its owner. Merritt & Chapman Derrick & Wrecking 
Co. v. United States, 274 U.S. 6 11 ,1927 AMC 953 (1927); International Aircraft 
Recovery, L.L.C. v.The Unidentified, Wrecked and Abandoned Aircraft, 2000 AMC 2345 
(11th Cir. 2000); Platoro Ltd. Inc. v. Unidentified Remains of a Vessel, 695 F.2d 893 , 
1984 AMC 2288 (5th Cir. 1983);Tidewater Salvage, INC. v. Weyerhaeuser Co., 633 
F.2'1304, 1982 AMC 719 (9'"Cir. 1980).Consolidated Towing Co. v. Hannah, 509 F. Supp. 
103 1, 1982 AMC 354 (W.D. Mo. 1982), arrd 676 F.2'704, 1982 AMC 1816 (8'h Cir. 1981), 
followed the rule that a vessel owner need not pay any compensation to a volunteer who 
proceeded with salvage efforts despite the fact that this offer for services had been 
unequivocally and timely rejected by the owner, Nunley v. MIV Dauntless Colocotronis, 
863 F.2d 1190,1993 AMC 1676 (5th Cir. 1989), recognized the rule that a vessel's owner 
retains the right to control salvage until it abandons the property without hope of recovery 
or of returning to it, but it found that the passage of three years without activity to recover 
a vessel evidenced such abandonment. lnt’l Aircraft Recovery held that the owner of 
maritime property has the right to refuse salvage, whether or not it is prudent to do so, so 
long as only the owner's property interests are at stake. 
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10) Hurricane Dreary, a Category 4 hurricane, made landfall in Florida on October 1, 

2017 and proved to be one of the costliest hurricanes in history. Unfortunately, 

Cool Reef Yacht Club (“Cool Reef”) owned a vessel, a 2010 60-meter yacht, called 

M/Y COOL RUNNING, which was amongst the damage. According to Cool Reef, 

one of the pilings of the dock where the M/Y COOL RUNNING was moored failed 

as the storm approached, causing the M/Y COOL RUNNING to strike the seawall 

and suffer damage ("Claimed Loss"). Ultimately, before the full force of the storm 

arrived, the assured moved the M/Y COOL RUNNING, as hereinafter described. 

The M/Y COOL RUNNING was insured at the time of the Claimed Loss by Voyager 

Marine Insurance Company (“Voyager”). 

Voyager insured the M/Y COOL RUNNING from October 10, 2014 through 

October 10, 2017 under three consecutive policies. The third and final Voyager 

policy, effective October 10, 2016 through October 10, 2017, insured the M/Y 

COOL RUNNING at an agreed value of $2,500,000. The Policy contained two 

express warranties attached as stand-alone addendums. 

The first express warranty was a Captain Warranty that read: 

It is warranted you employ a professional captain for the M/Y COOL RUNNING as 

show on the Declarations Page of this policy. Such captain shall be employed full 

time and approved by us. We will pay up to $1,500 for the cost of hiring a 

replacement captain, approved by us, if your captain is unable to perform his 

regular duties due to a medically certified cause. 

The second express warranty was a Crew Warranty that read: 

You employ 1 full-time or part-time professional crew for the M/Y COOL RUNNING 

as shown on the Declarations Page of this policy. We also provide coverage for 

any additional, temporary crew you employ. 

Neither party argues that the warranties are vague or ambiguous. 

The M/Y COOL RUNNING was moored at Cool Reef’s docks in Miami. As it 

became likely that Hurricane Dreary would strike South Florida, it is undisputed 
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that shortly before Hurricane Dreary made landfall, Cool Reef hired a part-time 

captain to move the M/Y COOL RUNNING away from the impending hurricane, 

but no crew was available. It is undisputed that the former Captain and crew had 

quit for personal non-medical reasons in September 2017, before Dreary had 

formed 0. 

Ultimately, as the storm approached, the M/Y COOL RUNNING set to sea to 

attempt to avoid a direct hit and inadvertently entered Bahamian waters and sank. 

According to Cool Reef, the M/Y COOL RUNNING suffered sufficient damage as 

the storm approached and as a result of the hurricane to amount to a "total loss" 

under the Policy. (Constructive Total Loss)  

Voyager promptly issued a reservation of rights letter on October 25, 2017, and 

agreed to pay to raise the M/Y COOL RUNNING and tow it to a Miami boatyard for 

storage and inspection. The following day, Voyager filed suit against Cool Reef 

seeking a declaration that the Claimed Loss was not covered due to an alleged 

breach of the Captain and Crew warranties. Finally, on November 9, 2017, 

Voyager officially denied coverage under the Policy on the basis that Cool Reef 

breached both the Captain and Crew warranties. 

During discovery, it was determined that prior to the hurricane, a temporary part-

time Captain was hired by the assured. What effect will this undisputed fact 

have on coverage? 

a. As the assured appointed a “part-time” captain prior to Hurricane Dreary, 
the assured is in compliance with the express Captain’s Warranty for a “full-
time” captain, in light of the impending storm. 

b. Under federal admiralty law, in the Eleventh Circuit, the Captain's Warranty 
must be strictly construed and breach of the Captain's Warranty releases 
the insurer from liability, even if compliance with the warranty would not 
have avoided the loss. 

c. In the Eleventh Circuit as long as the “part-time” captain was appointed prior 
to the hurricane, the Crew and Captain warranties were substantially 
complied with and coverage exists. 
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d. The appointment of the “part-time” captain temporarily constitutes both 
captain and professional crew under the “Named Storm Exemption” of the 
Federal Marine Insurance Act of 1957, as amended (“FMIA”). 

Correct Answer: (b.) Travelers Prop. Cas. Co. of Am. v. Ocean Reef Charters, LLC, 
396 F. Supp. 3rd. 1170, (S.D. Fla. 2019) 
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