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REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

Appellant, Odyssey Marine Exploration, Inc., believes that oral argument

would benefit the Court. This case involves significant issues of first impression

and addresses complicated and long-standing admiralty jurisdiction prineiples.

While the facts are unique and specific, the outcome is expected to have a

significant impact on shipwreck recoveries and claims generally. The admiralty

expertise of the attorneys involved will assist the court on all of the issues,

including the specific issue regarding the scope of foreign sovereign immunity in

an in rem admiralty proceeding involving claims by various parties to reeovered

cargo. Therefore, Odyssey respectfully requests oral argument.
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