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PDVSA sanctions threat could 
curb tanker upside

US SANCTIONS TARGETING Venezuela’s state-owned Petróleos de 
Venezuela appear positive for tankers from a tonne-mile perspective: 
Venezuelan crude would theoretically be redirected from the US to 
India and China, and US product flows to Venezuela would be 
supplanted by cargoes from further afield.

Yet in practice, tanker upside could be counterbalanced by the liability 
risks of carrying PDVSA-linked cargoes, US-based legal experts have 
told Lloyd’s List.

Under the new sanctions regime, owners meeting the definition of a 
‘US person’ — i.e., entities organised in the US or with a US branch 
involved in the transaction — will be effectively barred from providing 
vessels to carry exports of PDVSA crude to Asia or imports of 
petroleum products to Venezuela.

That prohibition would apply even if PDVSA is not paying for freight 
and cargo ownership changes hands from PDVSA prior to loading.

According to Matthew Thomas, a partner at law firm Blank Rome, the 
US Treasury Department’s Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) 
“looks at transactions as a whole and if you are a US person and you 
are providing part of a service in connection with the transaction, even 
if the title passes when the oil hits the flange on your vessel, OFAC 
would still view that as a transaction in which PDVSA has an interest”.

Watson, Farley & Williams partner Daniel Pilarski agreed, advising 
that shipowners meeting the US-person definition should only be 
involved in such transactions through the designated ‘wind-down’ 
period ending February 27.
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Although the number of tanker owners that qualify 
as a US person is relatively limited, practical 
consequences could extend well beyond these 
players.

Many large crude- and product-tanker owners are 
publicly listed in the US. Foreign owners do not 
qualify as a US person under America’s sanctions 
regime, but often behave as if they do.

As one New York lawyer who works with US-listed 
companies explained on condition of anonymity, “If 
you are a foreign issuer listed in the US, you will 
adhere to US sanctions laws just in case,” he said. 
“Most of them do, even if they have an argument 
that they’re not a US person.”

“Issuing securities in the US or being US-traded 
doesn’t make you a US person for sanctions 
purposes, however, foreign issuers can face SEC 
disclosure requirements if they’re dealing with US 
sanctions targets, which ensure investors are aware 
that these issuers are dealing with a sanctions 
target,” noted Mr Thomas.

“Sometimes, those companies will have restrictions 
based on agreements with investors, credit facilities, 
or with other financing sources. If you’re in New 
York raising money, a lot of people you talk to will 
say, ‘We want commitments you’re not dealing with 
any of these high-risk folks’. So, it might not be 
illegal, but it may be limiting.”

Non-US-listed, non-US-based tanker owners may 
face currency transaction risks in their dealings with 
PDVSA.

“There can be no involvement by US banks in 
anything related to the shipment, the charter-hire, 
brokerage, bunkers, agency fees, port fees — none of 
that can be paid in US dollars, because those would 
flow through US banks,” Mr Thomas said. “One of 
the most common pitfalls for non-US maritime 
companies and non-US commodity companies is 
that deals involving US sanctions targets 
inadvertently are done in dollars and then the funds 
are rejected or blocked by US banks.”

Involvement of US-based insurers or other service 
providers creates another hurdle.

“US insurers or any sort of service providers will 
face these limits on transactions involving PDVSA,” 
he added. “Even if you’re structuring things to put in 
a middle man or to have American interests one or 
two steps removed, if you look at the transaction as a 

whole and there’s a benefit flowing to PDVSA, it’s a 
very risky venture.”

Tanker pools managed outside of the US also face a 
challenge if they include US participants.

If a pool transports cargoes for the benefit of 
PDVSA, even if the US participants’ tankers are not 
used, the pro-rated pool distributions to the US 
participant could be construed by OFAC as a 
sanctions violation, which could convince the pool 
manager to not carry PDVSA cargoes.

Asked about this risk, Mr Pilarski said, “there’s 
every reason to suspect OFAC could have a problem 
with this and US pool participants should be making 
it very clear to pool managers that this is an issue.”

Another impediment is that banks, including 
non-US banks, may not be willing to participate in a 
PDVSA-linked transaction despite US sanctions 
compliance.

According to Jonathan Epstein, a partner at Holland 
& Knight: “Even if you can say it’s a lawful 
transaction, it’s entirely possible that as a practical 
matter, major banks will say ‘we’re just not going to 
handle this transaction’.

“Because PDVSA is now an SDN [a specially 
designated national and blocked person under OFAC 
rules], it wouldn’t surprise me if major non-US 
banks ceased processing PDVSA transactions for 
de-risking reasons.”

Finally, there is the broader risk related to PDVSA’s 
crippling debt load.

In 2018, ConocoPhillips targeted multiple tankers 
for arrest in the Dutch Antilles as part of collection 
efforts, and other creditors have since followed suit.

The new US sanctions put PDVSA in an even more 
financially precarious predicament.

“For other creditors, this is going to make the 
PDVSA pool of assets harder to enforce against. The 
pool of PDVSA assets is going to shrink,” said 
Seward & Kissel partner Bruce Paulsen. “This is one 
of those ‘watch this space’ scenarios. Things are 
going to develop fast over the coming weeks. And if 
there’s a regime change tomorrow, it all changes.”

Mr Pilarski agrees that the new US sanctions will 
heighten the overall commercial risks of carrying 
PDVSA cargoes.
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“The earlier sanctions were a slow tightening of 
the screws. This is a dramatic ramping up, which 
does not just create sanctions risks, but also 

creates very serious commercial risks. And that is 
quite deliberate on the part of the US. It is 
intentional.”

American Club urges caution over 
Venezuela sanctions
THE full ramifications of US sanctions on 
Venezuela’s state-owned oil company are not yet 
certain, said American Club chief executive Joseph 
Hughes, urging members to “proceed with extreme 
caution”.

The protection and indemnity association’s legal 
team intends to issue a circular in coming days to 
inform members of any new risks associated with 
the new sanctions on PDVSA, but awaits further 
clarity from the US Treasury’s Office of Foreign 
Assets Control.

OFAC is expected to release a list of answers to 
frequently asked questions following the 

announcement of sanctions Monday, which will 
inform the club’s advice to members.

“We don’t have all the facts at this point,” said chief 
compliance officer Charles Cuccia. “We rely on the 
answers they give us to inform our members.”

As a general principle, a member or shipowner that 
violates sanctions law is not covered by the P&I club, 
but it is too early to talk about questions beyond 
that, he said.

Mr Hughes recommended that any members with 
doubts about a particular action should consult their 
legal department to seek advice.

HYUNDAI Heavy Industries, the South Korean 
shipbuilding giant, is reported to be interested in 
acquiring rival Daewoo Shipbuilding & Marine 
Engineering.

“Hyundai Heavy held talks to buy the Daewoo 
stake,” Reuters cited an unidentified official as 
saying.

Unnamed government sources were cited by the 
Yonhap news agency as saying HHI had submitted a 
letter of intent to the Korea Development Bank, 
which holds a 55.7% stake worth $1.9bn in DSME.

The policy bank is expected to review the proposal 
at a board meeting, the report added. “We are in 
discussions with the Korea Development Bank, but 
we are not in a position to disclose specific details,” 
said an official at HHI.

DSME and HHI were approached for comment but 
did not immediately respond.

After years of heavy losses amid the industry 
downturn, DSME embarked on a restructuring 
programme two years ago that saw state-owned 

KDB become its majority shareholder via a debt-to-
equity swap.

DSME returned to profit in 2017, but reported a net 
loss of $290m in the third quarter of last year.

A consolidation between the three largest Korean 
shipbuilders — HHI, DSME and Samsung Heavy 
Industries — has been expected by the industry for a 
while, with KDB having expressed interest in selling 
its stake last year.

The ministry of oceans and fisheries said last year it 
would seek a new owner for DSME, as the industry 
continued to face headwinds despite a surge in 
orders for liquefied natural gas carriers.

A merger between HHI and DSME would make 
more sense as the two have more overlaps in their 
shipbuilding businesses, whereas SHI is more 
focused on offshore projects.

HHI, including all three shipbuilding units, has a 
combined orderbook of 241 vessels, while DSME 
has 87 vessels, according to Clarksons at last 
count.

WHAT TO WATCH

DSME receives approach from 
Hyundai Heavy Industries



Lloyd’s List | Daily Briefing Thursday 31st January Page 4

Who pays for scrubbers in a time charter?
THE global sulphur cap is coming into force on 
January 1, 2020, following the amendments to 
Annex VI of Marpol, the International Convention 
for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, write 
Julian Clark, Global Head of Shipping, and Chris 
Primikiris, Senior Associate, at commercial law firm 
Hill Dickinson.

The Marpol convention requires marine vessels to 
consume fuels with a maximum sulphur content of 
0.5% against the current limit of 3.5% which is a 
significant reduction. The existing 0.1% limit for 
emission control areas will remain unaffected.

With the deadline fast approaching, compliance with 
the new regulations is becoming an increasing 
priority. There are effectively two main options 
available: either using compliant fuel or adopting 
so-called approved equivalent methods, including 
the installation of exhaust gas cleaning systems 
(scrubbers). Other options include the use of LNG/
alternative fuels, though these are seen more as 
medium-term solutions.

So far, the uptake of scrubbers has not been as 
extensive as initially expected with the industry 
taking a “wait and see approach”, possibly with an 
eye to fuel pricing differentials.

However, as we approach the 2020 deadline, fears 
are growing regarding the availability of fuels and 
potential extreme volatility in the market.

A number of solutions are being suggested, including 
the first bespoke hedging fund aimed at mitigating 
price fluctuation risk. This has further fuelled 
speculation that once the true benefit of scrubbers 
can be shown there is likely to be a significant 
increase in their adoption.

It is important therefore to consider the future 
position regarding the installation of scrubbers (in 
terms of costs/time/off hire), especially given that 
some charterparties may have been already agreed 
and are set to continue post 2020 and do not 
incorporate the types of clauses, such as those 
designed by BIMCO, that aim to deal with such issues.

Evalend behind order at HHI for three VLCCs
EVALEND Shipping has emerged as the company 
behind the latest very large crude carrier order at 
Hyundai Heavy Industries, Lloyd’s List has learned.

The Greek owner has ordered three VLCCs for 
delivery from HHI’s Hyundai Samho yard starting 
from the second half of 2020.

Announcing the order, the South Korean shipbuilder 
said the contract with an unidentified European 
owner was worth Won320bn ($286m).

Evalend entered the VLCC segment just a year ago, 
buying the 2000-built Meandros from fellow Greek 
owner Sun Enterprises.

Renamed Najaf, the 309,500 dwt tanker is said to 
be on long-term contract to Al-Iraqia Shipping 
Services & Oil Trading.

However, it is understood that there is no 
employment link with the Dubai-based charterer for 
the three newly-contracted VLCCs.

The rest of Evalend’s current tanker fleet comprises 

mainly smaller chemical tankers, with one medium-
range product tanker.

At the same time it operates two liquefied petroleum 
gas carriers and a fleet of about 25 bulkers, with five 
kamsarmax newbuildings due this year from 
Chinese builder Jiangsu New Yangzijiang.

According to brokers, the price of about $95m each 
for the new VLCCs, which will be fitted with 
scrubbers, is in line with current market levels for 
new VLCCs. Scrubbers on the biggest vessels are 
estimated to cost up to $5m apiece.

A flurry of VLCC orders in recent weeks has sent the 
order book above 100 vessels.

“That is a lot of ships, especially when there is 
already a surplus of 50-100 vessels,” said one senior 
tanker broker who asked not to be named. “There 
are signs of hope in the market, but it depends on 
how many of those 15-plus years ships are going to 
be taken out of the market because the investment 
in scrubbers, ballast water systems and so on will be 
just too costly.”

OPINION
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This article focuses mostly on time charters.

Who is responsible for the installation of 
scrubbers?
Given that owners are responsible for the 
seaworthiness and maintenance of the vessel, in 
certain circumstances it could fall upon them to pay 
for the installation of a scrubber system if a 
charterer can successfully show that this is required 
in order for a vessel to provide the service it was 
chartered for and that failure to do so would render 
the vessel unseaworthy, or that such an adaptation 
falls within an owners duty to maintain a vessel fit 
for service.

In such circumstances any associated delay/
deviation may also result in the vessel being off-hire 
for the period of drydocking, always depending on 
the wording of the charterparty (about which more 
below).

Commercial considerations are also relevant, since 
particularly in long-term charters, charterers may 
want to have scrubbers installed to benefit both from 
any reduced prices of high-sulphur fuel oil, potential 
availability issues, and market volatility risk.

Can owners be compelled to fit scrubbers?
While the potential obligation upon an owner set out 
above may appear extreme the answer to the question 
raised will depend on the charterparty terms. 
Thankfully for owners the general answer is “no”.

While owners are under the obligation to ensure the 
vessel is both physically maintained and legally fit 
for service during the charterparty this should not 
extend to an obligation to fit scrubbers.

Unlike circumstances where a shipowner may be in 
breach of a time charter for failing to provide a 
vessel that is both legally and physically fit, 
following the coming into force and application of a 
new maritime regulation, this will not be the case in 
relation to Marpol Annex VI where there are 
alternative methods of compliance (for example 
through the use of low-sulphur fuel oil) that do not 
require the fitting of scrubbers.

However, if the vessel is not capable of burning 
compliant fuel, then it will not be seaworthy and 
legally fit for service; meaning that owners will be 
compelled at their time and cost to take the 
necessary steps for compliance with any of the 
available options (that could include scrubbers).

On the other hand, it could be the case that 
charterers wish to have the contractual option to 

request (or even demand) that owners install 
scrubbers.

This will have to be done contractually; in such 
circumstances, charterers might have to agree to be 
responsible for (some of) the cost/time associated 
with the fitting, especially if they are to have 
decision-making powers, for example with regard to 
the type of scrubbers to be installed.

Installation of scrubbers: drydock and off-
hire
In order for scrubbers to be installed a vessel will 
inevitably need to be drydocked.

Where the parties have already made provision 
regarding the installation of scrubbers, then the 
relevant clauses of the charterparty will apply; in all 
likelihood the fitting will be undertaken at owners’ 
time and cost and the vessel will be off-hire during 
the drydocking period.

Where no specific provision has been made, then it 
will depend on the terms of the charterparty 
whether during the currency of the charter in 
question scrubbers can be installed at drydock. This 
will be a matter of interpretation and whether the 
fitting of scrubbers can fall within the terms of the 
drydocking clause.

As an illustration, clause 19 of NYPE 93 provides 
two options in relation to drydocking: (a) placing the 
vessel in drydock during the charter “for bottom 
cleaning and painting and/or repair as required by 
class or dictated by circumstances” or alternatively 
(b) no drydocking will be allowed “except in case of
emergency”.

Under such narrow terms, owners could not rely on 
the drydocking clause to install scrubbers during the 
course of the charter in question.

By contrast, clause 22(a) of Shelltime 4 provides that 
“Owners have the right and obligation to drydock 
the vessel at regular intervals of ...”. The wording is 
very wide and does not specify what work the 
owners intend to carry out.

The charterparty will usually contain specifically 
negotiated drydocking terms in the rider clauses. 
What each party wishes to achieve, will depend on 
the circumstances.

However, from an owners’ perspective (and in the 
absence of a specific clause dealing with scrubbers 
which is recommended) it would be useful to include 
a wide wording that allows owners to drydock the 
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vessel during intervals without specifying the work 
to be carried out.

Similarly, from charterers’ perspective, suitable 
wording could require owners to warrant that the 
vessel is not scheduled for drydocking during the 
period of the charter, other than as expressly 
advised to charterers prior to entering into the 
charter.

In any event, charterers should ensure that any 
drydocking clause allows a degree of discretion as 
to when and where a drydocking takes place (in 
light also of commercial considerations, such as 
delaying any potential drydocking to take 
advantage of a profitable cargo or favourable sub-
fixture).

Voyage charters
The use of scrubbers is unlikely to present issues in 
the context of a voyage charter. The voyage will be 
fixed with full knowledge of whether the vessel has 
scrubbers installed and the freight rate will likely be 
adjusted accordingly.

However, issues may arise in circumstances where 
any pre-installed scrubber system proves defective 
and time is lost for repairs/maintenance etc.

It is important for charterers to ensure that suitable 
clauses are in place so that laytime (and maybe even 
demurrage) do not to count in such circumstances 
and further that charterers are indemnified for any 
associated damage/loss suffered.

Template clause
BIMCO and Intertanko have already published draft 
2020 sulphur clauses for time charterparties dealing 
with compliant fuel and the transitional period 
pre- and post-2020. It is understood that BIMCO is 
to publish a draft scrubber clause later this year.

In the meantime, when negotiating a scrubber 
clause, key points for the parties to consider would 
include: scrubber definition, liberty to install a 
system during the charterparty and at whose time/
cost /risk, duty to maintain, liability/indemnity in 
case of malfunction/breakdown and any alternative 
means of compliance during such period.

European forwarders face more 
than just Brexit
THE European Association for Freight Forwarding, 
Logistics and Customs Services (Clecat) believes its 
members are in a relatively good state of 
preparedness should a ‘no deal’ Brexit come about. 
However, it has highlighted other major changes in 
the pipeline relating to the regulatory and 
administrative frameworks of international trade 
that pose additional challenges.

“Almost all fundamental aspects concerning trade 
are ‘under construction’, so to speak, for EU member 
states, companies and the commission,” the 
Brussels-based trade body’s senior manager 
Dominique Willems told Lloyd’s List.

“The new Union Customs Code is still in the process 
of implementation, which involves the re-assessment 
of all authorisations, including AEO [the Authorised 
Economic Operator quality mark], and the update of 
hundreds of IT systems on EU, national and private 
sector level,” he added. “The EU VAT system is also 
being renewed this year, especially with regard to 
international trade and e-commerce (internet sales 
of low-value consignments).”

In addition, the European Union is implementing a 
number of trade agreements, such as with Japan, 

while the bloc is also facing the prospect of trade 
wars that could lead to the imposition of trade 
sanctions and restrictions in various parts of the 
world, Mr Willems said.

“Each of these aspects will have an impact on how 
international trade is conducted in future and is 
almost just as big as dealing with Brexit,” he said.

Mr Willems said in recent years there had been an 
increase in demand for services provided by customs 
brokers and freight forwarders, leading to a shortage 
in employees with sufficient skills and knowledge 
— putting additional pressure on an already 
demanding operating environment.

Returning to Brexit and the likelihood of more 
manpower being required to accommodate the 
potentially greater workloads resulting from the 
re-introduction of border controls, he noted that in 
contrast to government services departments, 
forwarders did not have the flexibility to hire and 
train additional staff in the expectation of possible 
extra work.

“You cannot recruit, say, 20 people and then tell 
them a month later they will not be needed anymore 
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because all of a sudden there is a deal or the process 
is being postponed,” Mr Willems said. “Dealing with 

a ‘no-deal’ Brexit is not unmanageable, but it is very 
challenging.”

MARKETS

Vale production cuts to shake up trade flows
VALE has signaled that it will pull out output of as 
much as 40m tonnes of iron ore per year as it plans 
to decommission all its dams built by the upstream 
method.

The world’s largest iron ore producer would halt 10% 
of its annual iron ore production to dismantle ten 
dams like the one that burst last week.

The burst Brumadinho dam was one of the 19 
upstream tailing dams owned by Vale, all in the 
state of Minas Gerais, built with a method banned in 
Peru and Chile for safety reasons. Vale was already 
working to decommission nine damns.

Given the volume and distance involved, the 
Brazil-China iron ore trade is the single most 
important dry bulk trade route and the latest 
move by the miner is likely to have a detrimental 
impact.

According to Clarksons data, Brazilian iron ore 
exports in 2018 amounted to 388m tonnes, 
comprising 26% of seaborne iron ore trade and 7% 
of total seaborne dry bulk trade.

On a tonne-mile basis, Brazilian iron ore was 45% of 
iron ore seaborne trade and 13% of total seaborne 
trade.

ANALYSIS

Asia-Europe boxship capacity growth 
to hit freight rates
CARRIERS on the Asia-Europe trade face further 
pressure on rates this year as additional capacity 
creeps into the trade lane, according to analysts.

Up to 28,000 teu of weekly capacity, representing 
10% of current capacity, will be introduced on the 
Asia-Europe trade from April, as carriers rearrange 
their networks, data from Alphaliner shows.

This includes 22,000 teu from the Ocean Alliance 
carriers, which earlier this month announced their 
Day 3 product, which will see a seventh weekly 
string added to the route and the upgrade of a third 
string to 20,000 teu vessels.

The Alliance is also adding around 4,000 teu weekly 
with the upgrade of the FE5 string from 10,000 teu 
to 14,000 teu ships, which will be completed in 
March, Alphaliner said.

Another upsizing will come from Hyundai Merchant 
Marine, which plans to replace its 4,700 teu-5,100 
teu tonnage with 6,300 teu-6,800 teu vessels from 
May.

“This move will add some 1,500 teu per week to the 
route for HMM, which has also committed to 

introduce 12 new ships of 23,000 teu on the Asia-
Europe route in the second quarter of 2020,” 
Alphaliner said.

The 2M alliance of Maersk and Mediterranean 
Shipping Co will be the only carriers that do not 
have additional capacity planned in 2019, other 
than the re-introduction of the AE2/Swan service 
after a 12-week suspension last year, Alpaliner 
added.

“2M may not be as willing to withdraw service 
capacity again this year, as its rivals continue to 
erode the 2M’s market share on this route,” 
Alphaliner said.

The additional capacity could have a serious impact 
on freight rates, however. Alphaliner notes that the 
Shanghai Containerised Freight Index for spot rates 
has already started to fall ahead of the Chinese New 
Year holidays.

“The 10% increase in total weekly capacity could put 
pressure on the Asia-Europe route as carriers 
continue to fight for market share, with a key test to 
come after the Chinese New Year holidays when 
demand drops due to factory closures in Asia.”
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The average voyage distance of Brazilian iron ore 
was 9,548 nautical miles versus only 3,451 nautical 
miles for Australian ore.

As such, the worst case scenario of 40m tonnes at 
the current average voyage distance vanishing would 
result in a decline of 4.7% in iron ore tonne-miles 
and 1.3% of the total dry bulk tonne-miles, JP 
Morgan analyst Noah Parquette said in a note.

In reality, the lost production could be replaced by 
other sources.

If Australia were to completely replace Brazil’s 
production at its average voyage distance, the iron 
ore tonne-mile demand would fall by 3.1% and the 

total tonne-miles for the dry bulk sector would 
reduce by 0.8%, Mr Parquette estimates.

“Clearly it’s not good news and adds another 
headwind to a dry bulk market that was already 
shaping up to have a difficult 2019.”

He added that, “given the long-distance trade, we 
would expect the negative impact to be focused 
primarily on the larger Capesize/Newcastlemax/
Valemax segments of vessels, although the weakness 
should still filter down to the smaller vessel classes”.

The Baltic Exchange capesize index has plunged by 
12.8% to 1,508 points since the incident took place 
last Friday.

IN OTHER NEWS
Wärtsilä plans 1,200 job cuts
FINNISH manufacturer Wärtsilä 
is to cut 1,200 jobs to save 
€100m ($114.3m) a year following 
costly research, development and 
digitalisation endeavours that 
weighed down on fourth-quarter 
profit.

It said demand in 2019 was likely 
to be in line with expectations, 
while the global shipbuilding 
industry should recovery from a 
lengthy downturn.

Wärtsilä marine business 
president Roger Holm said a 
decision had not been made on 
which divisions and regions the 
cuts would affect, though he 
expected them to be across 
locations.

HMM becomes co-owner of Busan 
terminal with PSA
HYUNDAI Merchant Marine has 
signed an agreement to become 
co-owner of the PSA-Hyundai 
Pusan New Port Terminal 
(PHPNT), alongside Singaporean 
operator PSA International.

A signing ceremony was held in 
Busan, South Korea, on 
Wednesday to finalise the 
Won221.2bn ($198m) share 
purchase by private equity fund 
Yuanta-HPNT, an investment 

vehicle established by HMM and 
PSA with respective investments 
of 80% and 20%.

Yuanta-HPNT will acquire Waska 
Inc’s 50% stake in PHPNT. HMM 
previously had a 10% stake in the 
terminal, and PSA 40%.

Shipping facing crucial hurdle to meet 
2050 carbon targets
THE SHIPPING industry needs to 
engage with new carbon-cutting 
ventures over the next decade 
and must be supported by 
concrete energy policies if it is to 
meet 2050 emissions targets, 
according to new research.

A joint report by Lloyd’s Register 
and the University Maritime 
Advisory Services identifies three 
energy sources that could propel 
zero-carbon fuels in shipping; 
renewable electricity, bio-energy 
and fossil fuels with carbon 
capture and storage.

Instead of projecting what is 
likely to happen based on the 
current energy landscape, the 
new report assesses what needs 
to happen for the shipping 
industry to decarbonise 
sufficiently by 2050.

DSIC Offshore files for restructuring
DALIAN Shipbuilding Industry 

Offshore has asked to be 
restructured as the subsidiary 
yard of state-owned 
conglomerate China Shipbuilding 
Industry Corp becomes insolvent.

Known as DSIC Offshore, the 
offshore project builder is 51% 
owned by Dalian Shipbuilding 
Industry Co, a flagship unit of 
CSIC, and 49% owned by 
privately-run, Samoa-registered 
Prospering Investments.

Prospering Investments is owned 
by Wang Lishan, an executive 
director of Hong Kong-listed 
Jutal Offshore Oil Services.

Cosco Shipping Energy 
Transportation returns to profit
COSCO Shipping Energy 
Transportation, the oil and gas 
shipping unit of China Cosco 
Shipping Group, has predicted a 
decline in earnings for 2018, 
having experienced weak tanker 
markets for most of the year.

Net profits were expected to 
decrease 89.8%%-95.5% from the 
year before to Yuan800m 
($119m)-Yuan1.8bn, the 
Shanghai-listed company said in 
a profit forecast.

However, that suggests CSET has 
returned to the black in the fourth 
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quarter as it recorded a net loss 
of Yuan268.3m in the January-
September period.

Westports recovers from liner 
realignment with 16% volume rise
WESTPORTS, the main container 
terminal operator at Malaysia’s 
Port Klang, finally recovered from 
the effects of the realignments 
from the liner consolidation of 
the past two years with a strong 
16% increase in container volume 
in the last quarter of 2018 on 
strong domestic and regional 
economic activities.

As a result, Westports’ total 
container volume increased by 
6% to 9.5m teu in 2018.

The recovery of transhipment 
volumes after five consecutive 
quarters of declines helped to 
boost volumes, and this 
favourable momentum in the 
second half of the year offset the 
weaker performance at the 
beginning of the year, group 
managing director Ruben Emir 
Gnanalingam said.

UK ports call for road and rail 
upgrade
IMPROVEMENTS to a small 
proportion of Britain’s road 
network and just seven critical 
railway junctions could 
transform the carriage of freight 
in this country and reap major 
benefits for the economy, 

according to a report 
commissioned by the UK Major 
Ports Group.

Congestion on key routes wastes 
the equivalent of 50,000 heavy 
goods vehicle hours a day, 
equivalent to 19m a year, the 
research found, and the 
restriction of 3m tonnes of rail 
freight annually, the research 
found. That equates to an annual 
cost of £539m ($705m).

The document, compiled by MDS 
Transmodal, argues that a total 
of £14.2bn could be unlocked 
over a 60-year period by taking 
what it describes as a ‘freight-
first approach’. 

For classified notices please view the next page.
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