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AT LEAST 21 separate fraudulent ship registries and seafarer
certification bodies created in the past year and half can all be
linked back to a single source, according to a Lloyd’s List
investigation.

The recent proliferation of fake ship registers purporting to
represent non-existent government entities has accelerated
significantly over recent months, fuelled by rapidly growing lists
of sanctioned ships seeking ship registers to sustain operations.

However, the investigation which examined dozens of fraudulent
registration documents and traced links between hundreds of web
domains, reveals the scale of the problem is significantly larger
than previously assumed.

According to the International Maritime Organization’s GSIS
database, there are currently 306 fraudulently flagged ships in
operation, registered to 29 separate fraudulent flags.

However, Lloyd’s List has uncovered an additional 21 fraudulent

flag and crewing operations not included in GSIS, all linked to a
single operation via an online domain — marinegov.net.
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The investigation, which was conducted in
conjunction with independent open-source
intelligence analyst Christian Panton, has
also linked a separate operation, thought

to be based in China, that is behind at least
three other fraudulent flag registers: Matthew
Islands, Sint Maartin and Timor Leste.

It has also revealed how the groups of
scammers are outpacing national government
and IMO attempts to track the frauds.

In total, Lloyd’s List has now identified at
least 50 fraudulent sites created to produce
ship registration and seafarer certification
with no authority from the governments
they falsely claim to represent.

These websites have, in most cases,
emerged since the beginning of 2024.

The largest of these operations, operating under
the Marinegov.net domain name, can be traced

to a total of 13 live sites currently in operation
that purport to be government approved ship
registers or national maritime authorities.
However, Lloyd’s List has also uncovered an
additional 11 further sites that are currently either
dormant or still under construction, all linked
back to the same single fraudulent operation.

While the sites often share similarities in text,
functionality and style, these fake maritime
administrations are all designed to look like
genuine government-backed services. Many
of them even share almost identical URL
addresses to real registries and routinely

use QR codes to obscure links between
documents of real websites and fake ones.

The Namibian Department of Maritime
Administration, for example, claims to operate
under a non-existent Directorate General

of Shipping. Similarly, the fake Cameroon
Maritime Administration operates an entirely
fictitious ship registration and seafarer licencing
department, while Cambodia now boasts two
entirely fraudulent entities: a Directorate General
Shipping, Cambodia (Merchant Marine Dept)
and a Cambodia Maritime Administration.

In all cases a digital interrogation of the web
pages behind these websites link back to a single
domain — Marinegov.net. Behind the official-
looking facades, the online pages built off basic
blogging technology reveal how these sites area
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created using gambling website templates and
holding text that is copied and pasted from
one site to the next in quick succession.

Some sites are more successful than others

at hiding their fraudulent roots. Several

contain sloppy mistakes, which reveal links
unintentionally. Slovakian certificates appearing
in one website, also appear in a Peruvian site,
for example. Meanwhile, the search function

on another site reveals forgotten text from
previous incarnations of entirely separate
fraudulent registries when via an error code.

By mapping the code and domain names back
to the hosting servers, it is possible to connect
the dots between at least 21 individual sites that
all stem from the single Marinegov.net source.

While the scammers have been careful not to
leave any traces of their identities, several of

the sites share domain registration links with a
Bangladesh-based design agency. Lloyd’s List has
not been able to verify whether that agency has
played a role in any of the fraudulent operations.

The links between the fake flags, however,
does reveal how the recent expansion of
fraudulent flags has accelerated so quickly.

Lloyd’s List revealed the Malawi Maritime
Administration to be a fraudulent operation on
June 19, prompting the Malawian government
to issue a warning to the IMO days later.

At the point, the fake flag had registered just four
ships. The fake website was shut down following
the government warning and widespread press
coverage, but that has not prevented the entirely
fictional Malawian flag from amassing 40 tankers
in less than a month. All of the tankers are subject
to sanctions. The IMO’s GSIS database only
recognises 26 of those 40 ships as having switched,
highlighting the delay in identifying the frauds.

Once a fraudulent flag becomes too popular
and attracts too much attention, however,
others will quickly emerge from the extensive
cache of dormant fake registries already either
sitting dormant, or under construction.

A previously Panama-flagged tanker, Clio,
formerly Freya (IMO: 9238052) flagged to
Malawi via several name changes earlier this
month having left another fraudulent flag
purporting to represent Guyana. But Freya has
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already moved again, its second flag change in
two weeks, to join Angola — another fraudulent
flag linked to Marinegov.net that is so new

the website is still under construction.

The rapid pace of new fraudulent registries
being constructed is also allowing the
scammers to evolve increasingly sophisticated
operations with each iteration.

Earlier this month, Lloyd’s List revealed how the
Timor Leste flag had been used by scammers,
at that point attracting eight sanctioned ships.

By tracking back the web domain history of that
site Lloyd’s List can conclusively link the Timor
Leste site to two previous frauds: the Maritime
Administration of the Matthew Islands (a tiny
volcanic island in the South Pacific inhabited only

by seabirds), and the Sint Maartin Registry.

While both of those fake flags have only
attracted a handful of tankers, the Timor Leste
operation signals growing ambition. Lloyd’s
List was able to look behind the website to

see the dozens of fake registration licences,
insurance documents and seafarer certification,
all created in PDF documents for either ships
that are not yet flagged to Timor Leste.

Dozens of the fake certificates, seen by Lloyd’s
List, are dated from this month and have IMO and
MMSI numbers for ships that have either already
been scrapped, or in some cases never existed.
Some relate to real ships flagged elsewhere,
suggesting that the new fake identities are being
created to order in advance of moving flag.

WHAT TO WATCH

Vitol seeks arrest of Iranian-owned,
US-sanctioned VLGC Tinos |

THE SAGA continues for Tinos I (IMO: 9969821),
a 2024-built very large gas carrier controlled

by Iranian businessman Seyed Asadoollah
Emamjomeh, who was sanctioned by the Office
of Foreign Assets Control on April 22.

Vitol International filed suit on Thursday against
the vessel, Tinos Maritime & Trading, and Pearl
Petrochemical, a company owned by Emamjomeh.

Vitol is seeking $1.8m in overpaid hire and
for bunker expenses, plus claims for breach
of charter party, requesting an order of
attachment and an arrest of the vessel.

Vitol entered into a time charter agreement for
Tinos I on April 26, 2024, for one year (plus
two 12-month options) at $47,500 per day.

It took delivery of the vessel in Singapore on May 21,
2024, and ordered it to Houston for its first load.

As the newbuilding made its way to Houston
to begin the charter, Lloyd’s List began an
investigation of the vessel’s ownership and
contacted Ofac. Tinos 1 arrived at the outer
anchorage in Houston on June 24, 2024.
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“At the commencement of the charterparty,
[the] plaintiff did not have reason nor cause
to believe that the defendant, Tinos Maritime,
was subject to any sanctions,” said Vitol.

“However, on June 28, 2024, the plaintiff was
approached by US authorities indicating that
defendant Tinos Maritime was beneficially owned
by Mr Seyed Asadoollah Emamjomeh and/or

his son, Mr Meisam Emamjomeh, who may be
Iranian nationals and were under investigation.”

Vitol declared the vessel off-hire on June

29, 2024. It was advised by Ofac on July 16,
2024, that activities and payments pursuant
to the time charter “appear to be very high
risk from a US sanctions perspective”.

Tinos I was financed under a sale-and-leaseback
agreement with CSSC (Hong Kong) Shipping
Company Ltd, via CSSC subsidiary Fortune Pandas
I Shipping. According to Vitol’s complaint, Fortune
Pandas terminated its bareboat charter agreement
with Tinos Maritime on October 23, 2024.

“Vitol was not notified,” it said.
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Vitol finally served a notice of termination on its
time charter on March 3, 2025, after it was made
aware of the termination of the Fortune Pandas
agreement and “given the ongoing sanctions
investigation by US authorities, which continued
to render the vessel unavailable to the plaintiff”.

Less than a month later, Ofac officially designated the
vessel and its beneficial owner as blocked parties.

Vitol is claiming $1,835,789 for overpaid
hire and supplied bunkers, plus claims
for breach of charter party.

It is seeking a Rule B order for attachment of the
vessel in the amount of $2,753,684, and a Rule
C order of arrest in the amount of $1,328,683.

ANALYSIS

Green hydrogen can work for shipping despite
Industry woes, say analysts

GREEN hydrogen can still become a reality
for shipping, even if it will fail for most
other industries, according to analysts.

A spate of high-profile project delays

and cancellations has exposed most of
the promises around green hydrogen for
decarbonising the economy as unrealistic.

Australian miner Fortescue said on Thursday
it would cancel projects in Gladstone and
Arizona, adding it expected to write down
$150m in costs related to the projects.

“A shift in policy priorities away from green
energy has changed the situation in the
US,” Fortescue growth and energy chief
executive Gus Pichot told an investor call.

“The lack of certainty and a step back in
green ambition has stopped the emerging
green energy markets, making it hard for
previously feasible projects to proceed.”

Oil major BP, meanwhile, exited plans for the
Australian Renewable Energy Hub in Western
Australia, two years after taking a 40.5%
stake in the clean energy megaproject.

The Hub aimed to build up to 26 gigawatts of
wind and solar capacity across 6,600 sq kms

in the Pilbara iron ore region, to make green

hydrogen and ammonia for export to Asia.

Consortium partners InterContinental Energy

and CWP Global will still push ahead with
the Hub project, according to reports.
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In Europe, three major projects were halted

in June amid unfavourable economics, policy
uncertainty and cutting of subsidies, according
to Westwood Global Energy Group.

Green hydrogen, made by splitting hydrogen from
water in an electrolyser powered by renewable
electricity, is the holy grail of decarbonisation for
hard-to-abate industries, including shipping.

But the sky-high costs of making, handling
and using the fuel, the lack of demand for

it, and the availability of safer or cheaper
alternatives for uses like heating homes or
fueling cars has led to a swathe of cancellations
of over-hyped, subsidy-dependent projects.

Yet despite the gloom, new projects are also
being announced. The UCL Energy Institute
projects supply of green hydrogen in 2030 to
far exceed the 10% upper target for adoption set
by the International Maritime Organization.

“You can do it in shipping; you don’t have to have lots
of other sectors,” UCL professor Tristan Smith said.

Smith said green hydrogen could never
compete with natural gas without a high
carbon price. But shipping, unique among
heavy industries, is set to get one in the coming
years through the IMO net zero framework.

An increasing share of emissions will be
subject to the NZF’s carbon price of $100 per
tonne of CO2 equivalent, and those that fail
to switch fuels will pay $380 per tonne of
COz2 equivalent on a subset of emissions.
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This would bring in around $12bn a year that would
be used to subsidise green hydrogen-based fuels,
such as e-ammonia, e-methanol and e-methane
(though in what volumes is still undecided).

Japanese trading house Marubeni signed
a green ammonia offtake deal last month
for Envision’s 300,000-tonnes-per-year
Chifeng project, though how much of the
production this covered was unclear.

Smith said projects such as Envision’s in Inner
Mongolia were showing they could make green
hydrogen more cheaply than Western rivals.

He said the Chinese projects had set up the
projects to avoid the need for costly battery
storage, through measures such as optimising
wind turbines for steady, constant production.

“They’ve put everything together, basically, and
everyone else has been caught out,” Smith said.

The level of state backing for such projects, as
well as Saudi Arabia’s Neom project, is opaque.
Smith said his calculations suggested there
were subsidies, but not at a “ridiculous level”.

But Michael Liebreich, an investor and prominent

sceptic of green hydrogen’s role in the energy
transition, has argued its economics are no better
in China, “so rushing to compete with them would
be a mistake and a huge squandering of resources”.

“They are just hiding the subsidy by forcing

the [state-owned enterprises] to make a loss,”
he said on LinkedIn, adding that money spent
subsidising hydrogen could be better spent on
direct emissions cuts through electrification in
many industries, a better return for the climate.

Wood Mackenzie senior research analyst
Tommaso Pellegrinelli told Lloyd’s List he
expected overall supply of green hydrogen to
increase significantly, from 5.7m tonnes per
year in 2030 to 42m tonnes per year by 2040.

Pellegrinelli said shipping would anchor
demand for this growth trajectory, since
e-ammonia and methanol were essential for
meeting IMO and EU net zero targets.

“While hydrogen demand for marine e-fuels
starts modestly at 430,000 tonnes per year in
2030, it is projected to grow to 3.6m tonnes per
year by 2040, demonstrating that shipping’s
e-fuel future remains viable,” he said.

Pool claims looking benign so far this year

NOTIFICATIONS to the International Group
pool scheme are thought to be modest in the year
to date, sparking hopes among P&I clubs that
claims will return to easily manageable levels
after the record deficit for the last policy year.

Lloyd’s List understands a number of casualties
have crossed the $10m individual retention
threshold since midday on February 20,

the cut-off point traditionally used by IG
marine mutuals for these purposes.

The sheer scale of last year’s hit — which will be
divided between the 12 group clubs on a formula
based on respective market shares and claims
records — is yet to be confirmed officially.

But club chief executives freely admit the deficit
will comfortably top anything seen previously,
and may come in closer to $700m than $600om.
Some brokers predict it will go higher still.

The marquee casualty of the last policy year will
undoubtedly have been Dali (IMO: 9697428),
the boxship that brought down a bridge over
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Baltimore harbour in March 2024, which has
already necessitated a $100m-plus settlement
with the US Department of Justice.

P&I insurers will shortly be coming up to
the halfway mark in the 2024-2025 policy
year and, while the number is not in the
public domain, market sources suggest that
notifications to date stand at around five.

That compares to 16 reported pool claims
as of last February 20, with a further three
or four likely to have been in the offing.

The hope will therefore be that the outcome
of the current period will be closer to the
eight notifications recorded three years ago,
and the 12 recorded in 2023-2024, rather
than the average for recent years, which IG
data shows to be in the 15-25 bracket.

That said, sheer randomness is obviously

pervasive in marine insurance. Moreover, we
are yet to go through August, the peak month
for storms at sea in the southern hemisphere,
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or January and February, the worst months
of the northern hemisphere winter.

The first pool claim of the current year will
be Solong (IMO: 9322554), an Ernst Russ-
owned boxship entered with Norway’s Skuld,
which hit combi tanker Stena Immaculate
(IMO: 9693018) in the North Sea in March.

The incident led to a blaze in which both
vessels were heavily damaged.

But while the resultant bill is likely to be hefty, it will
probably remain within the IG’s aggregate retention
of $30m, below the point at which the group’s
Bermudan reinsurance captive Hydra kicks in.

Also hitting the pool will be MSC Elsa 3 (IMO:
9123221), a boxship that sank off the coast

of India in May after a total power failure

and ballast system malfunction, releasing a
toxic cargo, including calcium carbide.

The state government of Kerala is reportedly seeking
$1.1bn in compensation from the vessel’s owner,
Switzerland-based Mediterranean Shipping Co.

According to P&I sources, the vessel is split
between four clubs under a quota-sharing
arrangement designed to ensure risk diversification.
NorthStandard is acting as the claims lead.

Brokers believe that UK Club, Britannia
and Steamship Mutual also have slices.

MSC will presumably be seeking to limit liability
in the normal way. India is a signatory to both

the 1976 Convention on Limitation of Liability for
Maritime Claims and its 1996 Protocol, although
there have been modifications under domestic law.

From an insurance point of view, the big concern
here will be the sheer size of any potential bill.

A third pool casualty will be the boxship Wan Hai
503 (IMO: 9294862), which experienced a fire and
explosion in early June, again in Indian waters.

Four seafarers are believed to have been killed,
although only two bodies have been recovered
so far. Additionally, five of the 18 crew members
who were rescued were injured. This points

to a substantial crew compensation claim.

According to the Indian authorities, the cause

is thought to have been a misdeclared cargo of
explosives and criminal investigation of the ship’s
master and crew has reportedly been launched.

The country’s International Maritime Organization
delegate has claimed that Wan Hai 503 was carrying
147 dangerous containers and that 65 have washed
ashore, “causing panic among coastal residents”.

Wan Hai 503 is entered with Britannia, the club that
is also on the hook for the club retention on Dali.

The identity of the other pool claims could not
be established. But likely candidates include
either bulker Glengyle (IMO: 9727285) or
boxship KMTC Surabaya (IMO: 9821081),
which collided on Vietnam’s Long Tau

River near Ho Chi Minh City in April.

Both vessels were heavily damaged and there
was oil pollution from Glengyle. General average
has been declared on KMTC Surabaya’s cargo.

Whichever way liability is determined, the
casualty looks sufficiently nasty to have crossed
the $10m threshold. KMTC Surabaya is entered
with Britannia and Glengyle with Gard.

More Trump trade deals spell more trouble

for transpacific

IT IS an Orwellian “win” for US President Donald
Trump: more Asian nations are agreeing to trade
frameworks that require US businesses to pay
higher import taxes — a negative for US businesses
and, indirectly, transpacific shipping demand.

US tariffs surged from the low single digits
pre-Trump 2.0 to 10% on goods from countries
other than China in April and are headed toward
the 15%-20% range in August. Tariffs on goods
from China remain at average of around 50%.
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The initial hope — that the UK-US deal at
10% in early May signalled an eventual 10%
global baseline — proved too optimistic.

And while some exporters are giving discounts
to offset US tariffs, they are the exceptions.
“The top-down macro evidence seems clear:
Americans are mostly paying the tariffs,”
asserted Deutsche Bank foreign exchange
strategist George Saravelos in a client note.
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“Given that gains in the US consumer price
index have so far been contained, it follows that
American importers are mostly absorbing the
tariffs into their profit margins,” said Saravelos,
who believes “there is likely more pressure

on US consumer prices in the pipeline”.

Pete Mento, director of customs at DSV, said in
an online post on Thursday: “A 15% tariff on all
Japanese imports seemed unimaginable a few
years ago. Today, it appears to be a reality.

“As more nations agree to frameworks, it is
becoming clear that sweeping tariffs on nearly
all imports will be an operational reality.

“If the average tariff across all imports ends up

at nearly 20%, and import values and volumes
remain steady, you will increase the cost of goods
by somewhere around 4.25%, essentially creating
a consumption tax across all categories. That’s

a VAT, without calling it a VAT,” said Mento.

The Budget Lab at Yale updated its calculations
on the average US effective tariff rate on all
globally sourced goods on Wednesday, taking
into account recent framework agreements
with Japan, Indonesia and the Philippines.

That average is now up to 20.2%, said
the Budget Lab at Yale — the highest rate
since 1911, exceeding the damaging tariff
levels amid the Great Depression.

More negative volume effects ahead

US imports have already been negatively
affected by bookings cancellations, but the
overall tariff impact to date has been more
about timing, with front-loading in some
months counterbalancing declines in others.

That will change going forward, as front-
loading opportunities are over and tariffs
are rising above the 10% baseline.

Importers would have more clarity if tariffs settle
in the 15%-20% range and are expected to persist.
That could lead to different strategic decisions
that could negatively affect container volumes.

Paul Bingham, a director of transport consulting
at S&P Global, told Lloyd’s List: “If the US reaches
some stable agreements where shippers can rely
more on the tariff rates they will face for import

orders, the longer-term impacts may become clearer.
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“If there were more sustained tariff rate levels
against which supply chain managers can
make plans beyond individual order timing,
then supplier sourcing and inventory decisions
that are not purely reactive can begin to
dominate the effects on container shipping.”

Freight economist Jason Miller, a professor

at Michigan State University, said in an
interview with Lloyd’s List: “There’s likely to
be a very sharp non-linearity in terms of what
tariff rates will do to container volumes.”

In other words, there is a tipping point
in tariff costs for each company where
orders would fall much faster.

“A tariff of 5% doesn’t do much and 10% probably
doesn’t do that much more. But when you start
getting towards 20%, that really starts mattering,”
explained Miller. “That sharp non-linearity is
probably somewhere between 10% and 20%, where
it starts to negatively affect container volumes.”

When the tipping point for a company’s cost
of goods is reached, “they’re going to bring
in fewer varieties and focus on their most-
popular items and bestsellers, and that
inherently means less stuff will come in”.

US companies would also have more incentive
to pass costs along to consumers.

“Once there’s more certainty, and once tariffs go
higher than 10%, companies are going to be much
more willing to go to their customers and say
‘hey, it’s now 15% or it’s 20%, and it’s not coming
down. I was absorbing this for a while but I can’t

9

keep absorbing it. I've got to raise your price’.

Those higher-priced goods may not find
enough buyers “and that again goes back
to the volume issue”, said Miller.

“I think the consumer price index and producer

price index data will get a lot more interesting in
September, October and November if we start to see
more stability in tariff rates after August 1,” he added.

According to Bingham: “Overall, the import tariff
impacts reduce aggregate container import demand
through higher import prices that are eventually
passed through, in part, to consumers. But it will
take several more months for the effects of that on
container volumes to be clear, and that assumes
some reduced volatility in imposed tariffs.”
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It’s not just 2H25 container volumes that are
threatened, but those in 2026 and beyond,
particularly given that tariffs tend to be “sticky”
and are harder to retract once governments
start depending on the tax revenue.

Miller said: “If these things become sticky,
the only way they get rolled back is if we start
to see a stronger inflationary effect, and folks
start saying, ‘OK, we need to reduce this.”

Independent analyst John McCown said in his latest
monthly container import report: “What seems
clearer than ever now is that some form of tariffs

is here to stay at high and unprecedented levels, at
least through the end of the current administration.

“In the decades to come, much thought will be
given by historians and others as to why and how
the US went down a path resulting in so much
self-inflicted economic harm while leaders who
knew better said nothing,” lamented McCown.

Transpacific rates continue to weaken

Spot rates to the US are showing continued
weakness as news of Trump’s new trade
frameworks are being announced.

Indexes continue to show higher declines in the
transpacific than in the Asia-Europe trades.

According to Shanghai Containerized Freight
Index, spot rates from Shanghai to the US west
coast averaged just $2,067 per day in the week
ending Friday, down 4%. The SCFI Shanghai-
US east coast index fell 6% to $3,378 per feu.

The SCFI Shanghai-North Europe index came in
at $4,180 per feu, down 3%, while the Shanghai-
Mediterranean index was at $4,836 per feu, up 0.5%.

According to Drewry’s World Container

Index, Shanghai-Los Angeles spot rates in
the week ending Thursday were down 5%,
to $2,675 per feu. The WCI Shanghai-New
York index dropped 7%, to $4,210 per feu.

In the Asia-Europe trade, the WCI Shanghai-
Rotterdam spot assessment was $3,286

per feu, down 1%, and the Shanghai-Genoa
assessment was $3,376 per feu, down 2%.

Jefferies analyst Omar Nokta said that the
stage is set for “an uneventful peak season on
the transpacific”, however, “freight rates have
been much stronger into Europe and Latin
America, offsetting the soft US market”.

“None of this is good news for container shipping
volumes to the US,” said Miller of recent tariff
deals. “But it’s likely good news for container
volumes to the rest of the world, because

the rest of the world is going in the opposite
direction and signing free-trade agreements.

“Volumes to the US are certainly not looking good
for the rest of this year, and probably next year. But
the rest of the world is in a fairly good position,”
said Miller. “The US is a critical market and an
important economy, but it’s not the behemoth

it was, relatively speaking, 25 years ago. Today,
you've got another pole of power in China.”

Don't waste efficient bulkers on lengthy
port calls, says operator

MORE efficient vessels should operate on
routes with the shortest possible port calls

to minimise fuel consumption and maximise
emissions savings, Torvald Klaveness head of
dry bulk Michael Jorgensen told Lloyd’s List.

Jorgensen explained the difference in at-berth
emissions between modern, more efficient vessels
and their older counterparts is not that significant.

But the difference in consumption on the
water between a 2012/2013-built bulker and

a more modern vessels could be as much as
eight to 10 tonnes per day, he said. In port, that
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difference may only be one tonne per day.

Jorgensen said if and when the International
Maritime Organization fuel standard
regulations come into force, “it will become
increasingly important to understand your
data, meaning your low-consumption vessels
need to be on the water as long as possible”.

“Do not sit in port,” was his plea. Owners and
operators should avoid deploying vessels on
trades with port calls “that leave you sitting there
for 20-25 days waiting to load cargo while you
are by far one of the best-performing vessels”.
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On the other hand, Jorgensen said, owners could
be a bit more cynical with their older tonnage and
deploy vessels on routes blighted by delays, where
a ship may be on the water only 50% of the time.

He said Torvald Klaveness’ fleet was on the
water 70% of the time, on average. Panamax
and kamsarmaxes could “easily” be traded at
a 50/50 on the water/at port ratio, he said.

“If you are good at choosing the right trades, you can
probably get to 80/20, 85/15 if you're really good.”

Simply choosing where to deploy more efficient
and less efficient vessels is something the

dry bulk sector can do today to improve its
emissions footprint, Jorgensen said.

This reflects a market that already beginning to
split, with some owners and vessels deploying older,
less efficient tonnage in the Pacific basin to avoid
the EU’s emission trading system, for example.

There is a school of thought that this bifurcation
could be a boost for dry bulk rates in the short
term at least, as available tonnage is artificially
restricted by owner/operator choices.

But that’s not of huge concern to Torvald
Klaveness, which Jorgensen said was quite happy
to operate in a middling market for now.

“I think if you look at operators in general,
it’s been challenging,” he said.

“The model of going in and blindly investing
x number of millions into starting an
operating shop is, from our perspective,
thankfully disappearing a little bit.”

Jorgensen’s employer is, understandably, quite
happy with this development, and would take
another 10 or 12 months of this market to weed
out some of those more opportunistic operators.

“Because let’s be honest, the past two, three
years, after the boom of 2021/2022, it’s been so
competitive to the extent of operators probably
driving each other out of the market,” he said.

“It’s not the market we want to be in for three,
four or five years down the road. We like the
volatility. We like both the ups and the downs.”

But for the rest of 2025 and early 2026, “we don’t
mind too much”, Jergensen told Lloyd’s List.

OPINION

Refusing ports of refugee is NIMBYism at sea

IN BRITISH slang, the acronym NIMBY stands
for ‘not in my back yard’. Millennials often hurl
the insult at pensioner councillors who routinely
withhold permission to build affordable housing.

Need somewhere to live? Sorry, but we've already
bought our houses and don’t want to look at your
overpriced shoeboxes from our leafy gardens.

This mindset is not confined to parish council
sub-committees resolutely determined to nix
planning applications. Recent years have often
seen littoral states adopt a comparable stance.
Let’s call it ‘not in my territorial waters’.

For the NIMTW squad, what happens at all
points 12 miles and beyond their shores is
out of sight and out of mind. Just the latest
example is last week’s Sri Lankan Supreme
Court’s ruling on the X-Press Pearl casualty.

The boxship caught fire in May 2021 shortly after

Lloyd’s List | Daily Briefing Monday, 28 July 2025

a leak of nitric acid from one of its containers
was detected. It sank just under two weeks
later, spilling billions of plastic nurdles across
the Sri Lankan coastline. More than 450
turtles, whales and dolphins died as a result.

But all of this was only after requests to
discharge the containers in the local ports of
Hamad and Hazira had been flatly denied.

The court ruling suggests that a request to
discharge in Singapore was also given short
shrift, while emergency berthing permission
at Colombo was eventually withdrawn.

That said, the court also found that the
vessel’s master and operator were less than
wholly truthful with the Sri Lankan maritime
authorities about the scale of the problem.

But it was a similar story with another
container vessel, Wan Hai 503 (IMO: 9294862),
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which was towed out of India’s waters last
month after a fire broke out on board.

Not that this issue is confined to Asia. Readers
who have been around for a few decades

will also remember the Prestige or Erika
spills, both of which took place in Europe

and saw tankers denied ports of refuge.

A more recent instance still is the mid-Atlantic
MSC Flaminia fire in 2012. Germany did
finally allow the ship into Wilhelmshaven,

but only after at least six other countries had
said ‘aucune chance’ or ‘het spijt me nee’.

Our basic point here is the same one
eloquently made by the UK’s Secretary of
State’s representative for maritime salvage
and intervention, Stephen Henning: nothing
left at sea gets better without intervention.

International Maritime Organization
guidelines expressly provide that littoral states
should “weigh all the factors and risks in a
balanced manner and give shelter” to stricken
vessels “wherever reasonably possible”.

Fine words, but we're back to the same old
problem of enforcement. EU states are mandated
to offer refuge and can only refuse if the vessel
poses an imminent threat to the coastline.

IMO guidelines are just that: guidelines, without
the weight of formal rules. The most they can do
is to implore, beg, beseech, importune, entreat,
exhort, encourage or advise. They cannot instruct.

As things stand, there is little prospect
of governments stepping up and doing
the right thing when all the political
considerations stack up the other way.

Voters — already fed up with having to surf their
way through raw sewage and industrial chemical
discharges while on their holidays — will not
want local beaches blackened with crude oil.

That will be even more the case where the vessel
in danger is owned in one country, managed
from another, flagged in a third, insured in a
fourth and headed from a sixth to a refinery

in a seventh, crewed by people carrying

half a dozen miscellaneous passports.

But the humanitarian imperative remains.
A burning boxship does not go away, even
if you shut your eyes, stick your fingers
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in your ears and sing tra la la la.

Indeed, in some circumstances, ignoring the issue
actually ramps up the chances of a break-up and
nasty things getting deposited on the shores of
the very states that turned a vessel in need away.

Yet that message will be hard sell to the
electorate, especially as disaster scenarios
are peddled by mainstream media.

But as Henning rightly emphasises, once

a ship is in distress, there are no good
options left. The job of Britain’s Sosrep and
his or her opposite numbers boils down to
choosing the least-worst option instead.

For instance, that might mean deliberately beaching
a containership, as with MSC Napoli in 2007. This
was popular with those residents of Devon, who
were thereby able to make off with entirely intact
upmarket motorbikes, but not with most others.

The consequences of shrugging one’s shoulders
and passing the buck — the time-honoured
default mode of bureaucrats everywhere —

has been proven time and time again.

But until hard and fast restrictions dictate
otherwise, coastal state NIMTW-ism will remain
with us. At the very least, the IMO might like to
consider upgrading its guidelines to business classes.

Until it does so, no country is going to risk having

its indigenous turtles suffer when somebody
else’s turtles could be suffering instead.
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IN OTHER NEWS

X-Press Feeders handed $1bn
fine for X-Press Pearl casualty
THE owners of now lost

containership X-Press Pearl (IMO:

9875343) have been ordered to
pay a fine of $1bn for what has
been called the worst maritime
disaster in the Indian Ocean.

The 2021-built, Singapore-
flagged, 2,700 teu X-Press
Pearl caught fire on May 20,
2021, was abandoned on May
25 of that year and finally
sank on June 2, 2021.

No cause of the fire has been
formally established, the
court’s ruling said. A nitric
acid leak was detected by the
crew after X-Press Pearl left
Jebel Ali. Requests were made
to the ports of Hamad and
Hazira to discharge the cargo,
which were turned down.
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Classified notices follow

Lloyd’s Listl>

Looking to publish a judicial sale, public notice,
court orders and recruitment?

Please contact: marketingservices@lloydslistintelligence.com
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