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IMO carbon price not a done 
deal industry warned

CRITICISM of the International Maritime Organization’s new net zero 
framework is growing amid warnings its adoption could still be 
derailed at the last minute.

Industry operators deride the two-tier greenhouse gas fuel standard as 
too weak to transition the industry away from fossil fuels, while piling 
on complexity and uncertainty.

But they stress any global regulation is better than none, because a 
failure by the IMO would mean regional and national regulations 
proliferating, making compliance a nightmare.

The IMO framework — a hybrid of an emissions trading scheme, fuel 
standard and carbon levy — was approved at MEPC83 last month after 
a nail-biting 63-16 vote. It is due to be formally adopted at an 
extraordinary MEPC in October.

Atlantic Bulk Carriers technical director Panos Zachariadis said the 
compromise plan was more complicated than the GFS proposal that 
came before it and would struggle to raise funds for the green 
transition, but was nevertheless a milestone.

“Let’s hope at least it passes in October, because a lot of things could 
happen,” he said, adding that if it did not, “we’re going to be in trouble.”

He said states could call for more votes at the adoption, to try to 
stop the regulation becoming law or to strengthen its carbon 
reduction targets.
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Zachariadis told an ABS webinar it was “very 
curious” how the IMO had gone from majority 
support for a simple carbon levy to the more 
complicated “J9” compromise GFS plan, with the 
majority seeming to side with the minority.

“I don’t expect that it’s not going to 
be adopted, but I’m saying there is a 
possibility for surprises,” he said.

Maersk IMO and EU public and regulatory 
affairs head Sanne Henriksen said 
the regulation laid a foundation for 
decarbonising shipping, despite its flaws.

Henriksen said it partly mitigated the risk of 
over-rewarding fossil liquified natural gas, which 
Maersk had warned of before the MEPC.

Asked if the rules would usher in a decade of 
biofuels and LNG, Henriksen said it was too early 
to tell, since the IMO had not yet set the guidelines 
for what fuels counted as zero or near-zero carbon 
(ZNZ) and thus eligible for green rewards.

“In order for ZNZ to have a level playing field 
with fossil fuels, you need still substantial 

support, and that is to be determined 
further in guidelines,” she said.

These lifecycle analysis guidelines would have 
a “very significant impact on various fuels”.

Zachariadis said for most operators, the 
first two or three years of the scheme 
would mean business as usual, because the 
penalties for non-compliance were low.

He estimated using very low sulphur fuel oil 
would mean penalties of about $75 per tonne 
of fuel in 2028, rising to $650 in 2035.

“But even that is not much compared to current 
prices of green fuels or even biofuels,” he said.

Biofuel was already expensive and 
demand low; the new rules would mean 
demand will soar and prices rise.

But Zachariadis added: “You’re not going to be able 
to use LNG forever, and that’s a good thing for me.”

LNG ships would be okay for two to three years but 
would pay the top penalty rate from 2033, he said.

WHAT TO WATCH

Revised US port fee plan leaves important 
questions unanswered, lawyers argue
THE Trump administration’s revised proposals 
for hefty fees on China-built vessels calling in US 
ports still leave important questions unanswered, 
according to a prominent shipping law firm.

While earlier demands have been watered 
down, the recalibration means fees for Chinese 
operators will be higher than the fees for 
China-built vessels for other owners and 
operators, Watson Farley & Williams says.

But several key terms — including “Chinese 
owner”, “US person” and “beneficial ownership” 
— are not clearly defined in the new context, 
which could complicate the roll out.

The original stipulations were announced 
on February 21 as a notice of action from the 
Office of the US Trade Representative.

A public hearing followed, with a second version 
of the rules published earlier this week.

The biggest change between the two formulations is 
the method under which the levy will be calculated.

This will be done on the basis of net tonnage, or 
where appropriate the number of containers or car 
equivalent units discharged, rather than imposed as 
a flat fee. Special rules are aimed at LNG transport.

The port fees will kick in on October 14, and 
thereafter be ratcheted up on a phased schedule.

An analysis from WFW partners — available 
on its website — unpacks the four separate 
annexes to the notice independently.

Annex I provides that a fee will be imposed 
on the entry of a China-owned or -operated 
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vessel into a US port, set at $50 per net tonne. 
This will go up on April 2026, and eventually 
reach $140 per net tonne in April 2028.

A vessel’s operator is defined as the party listed 
on the Certificate of Financial Responsibility 
under US oil spill legislation — commonly known 
as a COFR — unless a verifiable charter or lease 
arrangement indicates otherwise. There is no 
guidance on who constitutes a ship’s owner.

“China” includes the People’s Republic of 
China, Hong Kong and Macau, although not 
Taiwan.  A Chinese owner or operator will 
generally include citizens of China and entities 
owned or controlled by Chinese citizens.

Annex II sets down that China-built vessels 
entering US ports will face an impost of $18 per 
net tonne. The rate will be increased in April 
2026 and hit $33 per net tonne in April 2028.

In the case of container vessels, an alternate 
rate will be imposed, if higher than the tonnage 
rate. This has been set at $120 per container, 
and it will eventually climb to $250 a box.

There are several exceptions, including 
for vessels arriving to the US empty or in 
ballast, small vessels, certain US-owned 
vessels, vessels entering the continental US 
from a voyage of less than 2,000 nautical 
miles and certain specialised vessels.

Under Annex III, a fee will be imposed on the 
entry of a non-US-built vehicle carriers. This 
has been set at $150 per car equivalent unit.

Annex IV states that from April 17, 2028, at least 
1% of all liquified natural gas intended for export 
by vessel in a calendar year must be exported by a 
US-built vessel. This percentage increases annually, 
culminating in a 15% yardstick in April 2047.

Not cumulative fees

Importantly, the fees and restrictions are 
not cumulative. For example, a China-built 
vessel that is subject to fees because it has a 
Chinese owner or operator will not also be 
subject to fees on China-built vessels.

The fees on China-built vessels and foreign-built 
vehicle carriers, and restrictions on LNG exports, 
will be suspended for up to three years if the 
vessel owner takes delivery of a US-built vessel 

of equivalent or greater capacity. This suspension 
does not apply to China-owned or -leased vessels.

The fees on China-owned or -operated vessels and 
China-built vessels can only be imposed up to five 
times per vessel per year. This limitation does not 
apply to the fees on foreign-built vehicle carriers.

Also importantly, fees on China-owned or -operated 
vessels and China-built vessels are assessed so that 
a voyage involving deliveries at multiple US ports 
in a row would trigger only a single fee. This rule 
does not apply to foreign-built vehicle carriers.

There are no fees based on the fleet make up 
of the owner or operator. The focus is instead 
on the vessel itself and its owner/operator.

Fees on newbuilding orders from Chinese 
shipyards have been eliminated.

While the new notice clarifies some uncertainties 
from the February draft, significant questions 
remain, the WFW team contends.

Rather than defining who is a Chinese operator, 
it cross-references the COFR definition. The 
COFR regulations generally define an “operator” 
as “a responsible party who conducts, or has 
responsibility for, the operation of a vessel”.

However, where there are multiple operators, 
the parties can generally agree to designate 
any such responsible party as the operator.

This could complicate the designation if 
some of the potential “operators” — such as 
owners, charterers or technical managers 
— are Chinese and some are not.

It is also unclear who is the owner where a vessel 
is subject to Chinese lease financing, under 
which a special purpose vehicle often organised 
outside China is a vessel’s nominal owner and 
then bareboats the vessel to the lessee.

It is usual to regard the lessee as the beneficial 
owner, in that the lessee typically retains the 
economic burdens and benefits of the ship, 
and the vessel is recorded on the lessee’s 
balance sheet for accounting purposes.

It seems clear that the notice would not extend 
fees to a vessel that is not otherwise China-
related, but financed by means of a traditional 
vessel mortgage-backed loan from a Chinese 
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bank. But essentially a loan transaction is 
little different from a finance lease.

The notice includes an exception from the fees on 
China-built where an ownership entity is controlled 
by US persons and is at least 75% beneficially owned 
by US persons. But there is no definition of “US 
persons” or what constitutes “beneficial ownership”.

The reference may indicate that the 75% 
US ownership requirement for vessels 
operating in the US coastal trade, known 
as the Jones Act, will be used.

But it is unclear whether “US persons” in the notice 
means the same thing as “US citizens” under the 
Jones Act, or how ownership by a publicly traded 
company, private equity fund, or other diffuse 
ownership structure would be considered.

The exception for China-built vessels arriving to 
the US empty or in ballast suggests that the fees are 
intended only for vessels delivering cargo to the US, 
not a vessel solely delivering cargo from the US.

On a literal reading, where a vessel calls in a US port 
with non-US cargo and wishes to load additional 
cargo without any discharge, the exception would 
not apply. This may not have been the intention.

Finally, the notice indicates that the fees will 
start in October 2025. If the limit is imposed per 
calendar year, it may be of limited utility in 2025.

The USTR has scheduled another hearing for 
May 19. Those wishing to testify must sign up by 
May 8. It is possible that further amendments 
will be tabled after the second hearing.

CMB.Tech completes Golden Ocean merger
CMB.Tech and Golden Ocean have signed a term 
sheet that will see the two companies merge to form 
one of the largest diversified fleets on the water.

The Belgian company has been slowly 
increasing its stake in Golden Ocean 
since it purchased John Fredriksen’s 
stake for $1.2bn in early March 2025.

But now the two companies have signed a share-
for-share agreement, which will see Golden 
Ocean shareholders receive 0.95 CMB.Tech 
shares for every Golden Ocean share they own.

The new company will continue to operate 
as CMB.Tech and Alexander Saverys will 
continue in his position as chief executive.

Golden Ocean will delist from the Nasdaq and Oslo 
stock exchanges once the merger is completed, 
which is expected to be in the third quarter of 2025.

Saverys said the deal meant the value of his 
company’s fleet would reach more than $11bn. 
“Combined with our public listings and enhanced 
liquidity in our shares, we will have all the 
necessary firepower to continue to invest in 
our fleet and seize opportunities,” he said.

“Our focus on decarbonisation is starting to 
generate meaningful long-term contracts, and 
the recent International Maritime Organization 
decisions on limiting greenhouse gas emissions 
from shipping give us even more wind (and 

ammonia) in our sails. It’s full speed ahead to 
decarbonise today to navigate tomorrow!”

Golden Ocean chief executive Peder Simonsen 
said his company’s fleet and CMB.Tech’s bulk 
carriers were “very complementary and would 
create one of the largest and most modern 
dry bulk fleets in the world, including 87 
modern capesize and newcastlemax vessels, 
with a favourable long-term outlook”.

“If completed, the merged company will be 
one of the largest listed maritime groups 
both in terms of market capitalisation, net 
asset value and expected share liquidity.”

The deal still remains subject to shareholder, 
board regulatory approvals. 
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ANALYSIS

Tankers cheaper to insure than a year ago but 
bulker premiums rise fractionally
THE all-in cost of insuring a tanker has noticeably 
declined year on year in many cases, while 
premiums for bulk carriers have risen very slightly, 
according to data from the Baltic Investor Indices.

Given that P&I rates jumped by between 5% and 
7.5% at the February renewal, it is unclear whether 
the data vindicate feedback from market sources 
that H&M underwriters are being forced to offer 
double-digit reductions to hang on to market share.

The 1/1 and 1/4 hull renewals are widely seen as 
the most favourable to owners in several years.

In particular, buyers have benefited from an 
influx of new capacity, with insurers attracted 
back in now that the niche has returned to 
profitability after two decades in the doldrums.

Additionally, the emergence of a new generation 
of marine-oriented managing general agents 
offers an easy way in the market, and an easy 
way out of the market too, if need be.

So precipitous has been the slide that 
some brokers believe hull could go back to 
losing money by the end of the year.

Hull insurers typically regard pricing as 
confidential. Quotes vary substantially from owner 
to owner, depending on loss record, size of fleet, no 
claims bonuses and deductibles among other factors.

But the ballpark figures would be about $0.30 
per dwt for a VLCC, suggesting about $75,000 
for a typical unit in that size bracket, and $0.40 
per dwt for a capesize, equivalent to $68,000 
for a bulker of 170,000 dwt. Deductibles are 
generally in the order of $200,000-$300,000.

The Baltic Exchange compiles data on insurance 
outlays as part of its Baltic Investor Indices 
subscription service, calculating them on a daily 
basis as part of its effort to track operating expenses.

“Insurance expenses” are comprehensively defined 
as any potential cover for a vessel trading within 
international navigation limits and excluding 
high-risk areas; hull & machinery including 
disbursements or freight interest insurance; 

war and strike risks; P&I including cargo, crew, 
third parties, stowaways, damage caused by 
vessel or fixed and floating objects and pollution 
and wreck removal; freight, demurrage and 
defence cover; cost of Baltic standard deductible 
incidents; and any manager’s fees relating to 
managing insurance or an apportionment.

According to the BII, the daily cost of insuring 
a VLCC in the three months to April 17 was 
$975. That equates to $355,875 a year.

This represents a drop of a hair under 5% on the 
$1,026 per day seen on April 18, 2024, the highest 
level since the time series began five years ago.

The cost for suezmax for the same cut-off dates was 
$644. That equates to $235,060 a year. That’s a 
fall of almost 8% on the $698 per day a year ago.

For a suezmax, the pricing for the same cut-off 
points was $674 to $639. That represents a 
yearly outlay of $233,84, a drop of 5.2%.

As for bulk carriers, capesizes were up $21 
per day, from $692 to $713, while panamaxes 
rose fractionally from $516 to $521. The 
annual aggregate insurance premiums are 
$260,245 and $190,165 respectively.

The daily cost of insuring an LNG vessel 
has dropped from $1,183 to $1,138, and an 
LPG is fractionally down $596 to $594.

In the coming period, broker Pippa Atkins of 
Lockton is predicting another year of above-
inflation P&I general or target increases 
for the February 20, 2026 renewal.

The main factor at work seems to be 
International Group clubs due to unveil 
their strategies in the autumn.

Marine insurers will also be mindful of the 
possible long-term impact of the Baltimore bridge 
collapse in March last year on reinsurance rates, 
and the likely need for insurers to recapitalise 
in the wake of Hurricanes Helene and Milton.
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MARKETS

Contships pushes ahead with fleet renewal
FEEDER containership owner Contships Logistics 
has posted a fourth-quarter loss and a reduced profit 
for the calendar-year 2024, as it continues a busy 
fleet renewal programme in the secondhand market.

As it reported its first-ever public set of 
results, the Greece-based owner also unveiled 
a fourth vessel sale in quick order.

During the first quarter of this year, it 
has completed the sale of three vessels 
for aggregate proceeds of $23m.

The most recent of these saw the 21-year-old 
Contship Med (IMO: 9306249) delivered to 
buyers last month for a price of $5.1m.

Now it has also agreed to sell Contship Win 
(IMO: 9395604) for an undisclosed amount, 
with delivery scheduled for next month.

In March, the Nikolas Pateras-led owner confirmed 
the acquisition of five feeder vessels from MPC 
Container Ships, restoring the fleet to 43 units.

The quintet is reportedly costing 
Contships a total of $72m.

According to new research by Clarksons 
Securities, Contships has a 16% share of the 
fleet in the 900 teu-1,500 teu segment, which is 
double that of its nearest rival USC Bsarnkrug.

The owner’s secondhand renewal strategy accords 
with Clarksons’ analysis that secondhand prices 
correlate better with current time charter rates.

Although the market remained strong into 
early 2025, rates have softened from mid-
year highs, albeit remaining about double 
what was available at the end of 2023.

“High newbuilding prices suggest that rates 
need to climb even higher to support more 
ordering activity,” said Clarksons.

However, this lowered the risk of near-
term oversupply, it added.

According to Clarksons, prices of younger 
secondhand vessels continue climbing with a 
five-year-old feeder now reaching $20m.

Contships issued an inaugural Nordic bond in 
January with a coupon of 9%, raising $100m.

The company reported fourth-quarter net 
revenues of $46.9m and a loss of $3m, 
versus $62.5m in revenues and a small 
profit for the same period in 2023.

For the full year, Contships posted a $34.1m 
profit on revenues of $187.9m, versus a profit 
of $65.4m on $275m in revenue for 2023.

Container line operators now more cautious 
about chartering tonnage
BOXSHIP operators appear to be becoming 
more cautious when negotiating new charter 
contracts and there are signs that time 
charter rates are beginning to soften, as trade 
uncertainties weigh on liner services.

Average one-year time charter rates have 
dipped for some segments, with daily rates 
for 2,500 teu units reducing from around 
$33,750 to $33,000 in the past two weeks.

Nevertheless, rates for vessels of below 
2,000 teu still appear to be holding up, 
while rates across the board remain at 
around double the levels of one year ago. 

Shipbroker Braemar notes that amid ongoing 
economic and geopolitical uncertainty, the container 
time charter market has so far remained relatively 
stable. However, it appears some operators are 
delaying decisions on chartering in ships.

“Operators have become noticeably more 
cautious, resulting in some negotiations stalling 
or being renegotiated over the past week.

“At the same time, the Easter holidays around 
the world likely played a role in the slower 
pace, with reduced staffing in many offices 
and extended leave periods,” said Braemar.
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This could have contributed to the charter 
market feeling less active and softer of 
late, compared to previous weeks.

The Hamburg and Bremen Shipbrokers’ Association 
(VHBS) confirmed that the charter market 
showed reduced activity across most segments 
but notes that demand for feeder tonnage remains 
high, in particular for 1,700 teu vessels.

“Uncertainty crept into the market, in the wake 
of the various tariffs and other policies being 
implemented across the globe, leading to many liner 
operators hold off chartering ships,” said VHBS.

It noted that some tonnage providers in the 
feeder segments are now focused on increasing 
the length of charter periods while attempting 
to keep last done rate levels, or “a tick above”.

Recently reported boxship fixtures included 
the Euroseas-controlled 2,782 teu Terataki 
(IMO: 9955545) which was relet to CMA 
CGM at a very strong rate of $49,000 
per day for a short-term charter.

CMA CGM also extended the 1,800 teu H 
Cygnus (IMO: 9946233) for up to eight 
months at a daily rate of $29,250.

Meanwhile COSCO secured Conbulk’s 2,500 
teu Halley (IMO: 9275062) for a two-year 
charter at $26,350 per day. The same operator 
fixed Leonhardt & Blumberg’s 1,700 teu Hansa 
Salzburg (IMO: 9516753), also for a two-
year charter, at a daily rate of $21,500.

In the small feeder segment X-Press Feeders 
extended the 894 teu Avila (IMO: 9295529) 
for up to one year at $13,900 per day.

USTR port fees: Dry bulk gets reprieve, 
for now
DRY bulk will not be hugely affected by the port 
fees announcement outlined by the US Trade 
Representative last week, after the published 
plan was significantly watered down from the 
nightmarish original proposal, which would have 
seen China-built vessels charged per US port call.

Instead, vessels with a “bulk capacity” above 80,000 
dwt owned by China-domiciled companies will be 
charged per rotation of US ports, rather than on 
individual calls. Crucially, ballasters are excluded.

That’s good news for commodity exporters; the US 
exports far more than it imports in terms of bulk 
commodities. Shipbroker BRS’ dry bulk research 
team lead Wilson Wirawan said this particular 
detail showed the Trump administration “does 
understand the need to protect US exports”.

“Some US grain exports occasionally go above the 
80,000 dwt limit, so an adjusted max limit to post-
panamax (85,000-100,000 dwt) would be helpful, 
but not detrimental,” Wirawan told Lloyd’s List.

HSBC Global Research said it expects the impact 
on dry bulk to be minimal, while Fearnley’s 
described any effect on bulk as “limited”.

The simplest way to get around the fees, Wirawan 
said, would be to simply use vessels owned by 
non-Chinese companies in the short term and 

move over China-built ships to US companies in 
the long term. This, however, won’t be as simple 
as simply shifting assets to a US nameplate. 
Wirawan pointed out that those US companies 
must prove substantive American control 
and ownership to qualify for exemption.

Indeed, HSBC said it simply expects shipping 
to reorganise its vessel allocations to serve 
US seaborne trade (about 12% of global) 
with non-China-built ships (around 77% 
of the global fleet by vessel count).

This might even be beneficial for some in the 
sector, Wirawan suggested, thanks to inefficiencies 
created by a two-tiered fleet deployment.

So in the short term, it looks like the bulk 
sector has come off fairly lightly from the 
USTR proposals, with other sectors, such as 
car carriers, in line for a rockier time.

But in the long term these fees, combined with 
escalating tariffs between China and the US, are 
likely to weigh heavy on the global economy.

The negative effect on global economic growth 
and its impact on commodity demand will 
likely offset any indirect benefit to the sector 
gained through inefficiencies, Wirawan said.
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“This proposal still sends a strong, clear message 
to the world that the US is committed to strategic 
economic decoupling from China, including the 
maritime and logistics sector, which has long flown 
under the radar in US-China tensions,” he said.

It also spells an end to what he 
called “tonnage neutrality”.

Previously, the bulk market had been “flag-
agnostic, build-agnostic and ownership-
agnostic”, he said. “A tonne is a tonne.”

But that’s been blown out of the water by 
the announcement from Washington. Even 
if the outcome is better than had been 
first feared, especially for dry bulk, where 
your bulker was built and who owns it now 
matters in a way it didn’t six months ago.
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Looking to publish a judicial sale, public notice,  
court orders and recruitment? 

 
Please contact: marketingservices@lloydslistintelligence.com

Classified notices follow
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Department for Energy Security and Net Zero 
RAMPION 2 OFFSHORE WIND FARM EXTENSION PROJECT 
THE PLANNING ACT 2008 AND THE INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING 
(ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) REGULATIONS 2017 
NOTICE OF A DECISION ON AN APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER GRANTING 
DEVELOPMENT CONSENT FOR EIA DEVELOPMENT 
The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net Zero, (“the Secretary of State”) gives 
notice under regulation 31(2) of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 Regulations”) that a determination has been made 
on an application made by Rampion Extension Development Limited (“the Applicant”) for 
development consent under the Planning Act 2008 (“the 2008 Act”) for development that 
constitutes “EIA development” as defined in the 2017 Regulations. 
The application is for the construction of an offshore generating station with a capacity of 
1200 megawatts, comprising the construction of up to 90 Wind Turbine Generators, with up 
to three offshore substations, onshore and offshore cabling, temporary storage compounds, 
onshore substation on land at Oakendene and alterations and extensions of the substation 
at Bolney and associated development. 
The Secretary of State has decided, following consideration of the report of the Examining 
Authority who conducted an examination into the application, that development consent 
should be granted for the proposed development. 
The statement of reasons for deciding to make an Order granting development consent, 
which has been prepared by the Secretary of State under section 116 of the 2008 Act and 
regulation 31(2) of the 2017 Regulations, containing the content of the decision, the 
requirements imposed in connection with the development, the main reasons and 
considerations on which the decision is based including relevant information about the 
participation of the public, a description of the main features to avoid, reduce and offset any 
major adverse effects of the development, is published on the Planning Inspectorate`s 
website: 
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN010117 
The statement of reasons contains the information required by regulation 30(2) of the 2017 
Regulations including information regarding the right to challenge the decision and the 
procedures for doing so. 
Hard copies of the decision documentation will also be available to inspect at the Planning 
Inspectorate’s offices (by appointment using the contact details below): 
The Planning Inspectorate, National Infrastructure Directorate, Temple Quay House 
Bristol BS1 6PN. 
To make an appointment for inspection of the documents contact the Planning 
Inspectorate on 0303 444 5000 or email NIEnquiries@planninginspectorate.gov.uk. 
Copies of the Secretary of State’s decision letter and the text of the Order can be 
obtained by writing or sending an e-mail to the Planning Inspectorate. No charge will 
be made for this service. 


