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China’s influence within the
IMO is growing

WHEN China’s ambassador to the UK, Zheng Zeguang, visited

the International Maritime Organization headquarters in London
late last month, he came armed with a short but important official
document.

Zheng was delivering the Chinese government’s decision to
establish a ‘Permanent Mission of the People’s Republic of China to
the IMO’. He was also appointing himself as China’s permanent
representative to the United Nations maritime agency.

In practical terms, that elevation of China’s status means very
little. China has been a ‘Category A’ member of the IMO’s ruling
Council since 1989 and Zheng’s appointment only matches an
established pattern of countries deploying diplomatic clout on

paper.

Zheng is unlikely to be stepping foot inside 4 Albert Embankment
for much more than occasional ambassadorial gladhanding. The
daily detail of international maritime regulation falls to an
established team of representation, who are arguably already the
most influential inside the IMO.

There is, however, a symbolic significance to China’s new official
standing within the IMO, which comes as Beijing is making a
concerted effort to expand its influence across key nodes in the UN
system, just as the US is in retreat from multilateralism.
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The strategic importance of the maritime sector
for China has seen Beijing invest sufficient political
and technical capital into the IMO that it is now
the single most powerful state within the system.

China is the default power broker inside the carbon
pricing process that define the future of shipping.
The IMO’s secretariat is leaning heavily on China
to ensure a deal is secured in October’s pivotal
meeting of the Marine Environment Protection
Committee and they are the reference point for
most other states seeking to build any consensus.

While the EU’s 27 member state bloc vote collectively
holds more sway in terms of voting numbers, EU
negotiators have spent significant time and effort in
Beijing over recent years trying to align negotiations.

That is because the IMO’s consensus-driven
model requires at least partial backing from
BRICS states to have a chance of getting approval,
and China is by far the most influential state
in that grouping when it comes to maritime.

When it comes to carbon pricing and the net zero
debate generally, that means China effectively sets
the baseline of what is politically possible; the plan
that can pass muster is the plan China will accept.

China’s growing influence is not IMO
specific and it is not new. Beijing has been
steadily bolstering its position inside key UN
institutions tied to development, technology
and technical standards for the past decade.

Its rising dominance at IMO predates the current
US administration’s ‘America First’ foreign policy,
which has seen a US withdrawal from international
organisations and initiatives. But Washington’s
preference for bilateral pressure tactics over
multilateral engagement has only strengthened
China’s position as the IMO’s cornerstone vote.

Unlike elsewhere in the UN system, the US has
played a limited role inside the IMO due its limited
maritime industry, so it’s disengagement from

the net-zero framework debate had a limited
impact in swaying states towards its opposition.

In April the US launched a late bid to derail

a pivotal agreement to decarbonise shipping
by 2050, threatening unspecified “reciprocal
measures” against states that agree to
greenhouse gas emission reduction measures.

It did so outside of the IMO. A US State Department
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letter issued to all London embassies of IMO
member states warned that any agreement
would “impose substantial economic burdens
on the sector and drive inflation globally”. It
called on those governments to “halt all efforts
to proliferate the deeply unfair agenda”.

Since that attempt failed, the US has been quietly
adding diplomatic pressure on states outside of the
IMO framework to sway their position ahead of an
October meeting, which will finalise the detail.

While that political pressure is not expected
to derail the process, given that the US would
realistically need to force at least 16 more
member states from reversing their previous
positions to have much of an impact, the mere
fact that the US has bypassed the IMO process
has only strengthened China’s pull inside.

China has long sought to bolster its sway inside the
UN agencies it targets, pushing its own international
initiatives, and setting the terms and material
conditions by which emerging technologies of
interest to China and its supply chains are governed.

A large part of that long-term strategy is built off
the investment in diplomatic skills from those
who represent China inside these institutions.

While it is important to differentiate between
the highly politicised high-profile carbon
pricing debates where all member states fielded
top diplomats, and the more routine technical
debates within sub-committee, China’s presence
is strongly felt across the organisation.

China is now among the most prolific and
influential submitters of policy documents

to the IMO across all committees and sub-
committees, from high profile political debates
to the “meat and potatoes regulatory work” that
routinely escape attention outside of IMO.

Some member states have experienced
negotiators, some have technical expertise
and other field heavyweight political players.
China deploys a team that leads all others.

What the China delegation do better than

any other member state in the IMO is lead

a debate that effortlessly deploys technical
substance and political agility. Zheng could
realistically never step foot inside the IMO and
China would still outstrip every other member
state in terms of its diplomatic prowess.
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The recruitment and development of this negotiating China is also seen to have the greatest potential

A-team is no mere fluke of recruitment. As the
IMO has evolved from a once low-profile technical
agency to once burdened with political significance,
China has steadily strengthened its presence. The
establishment of a ‘Permanent Mission’ is only the
formalisation of a long-standing development plan.

China has rapidly expanded its influence and
capabilities across all facets of the maritime
domain, establishing itself as a dominant
force in global shipping, trade, and even naval
power. Its investment in IMO influence can be
seen as an extension of that state level policy
to deliver a long-term strategic vision securing
its economic interests, enhance global trade
routes, and project its power internationally.

China has been leading its nearest shipbuilding
rivals South Korea for several years thanks to
long-term political support, both in terms of
policy and subsidies. Last year alone Chinese
yards grew their dominant share of the

global orderbook by nearly another 10%.

and competitiveness globally as a producer of
green fuels, with its massive renewable energy
markets and lead in relevant technologies.

Increased Chinese influence at the UN goes
hand in hand with that development. Ultimately
China’s strongest influence will continue to stem
from trade and technology, especially where

it has already established a leading role.

Officially presenting IMO secretary-general
Arsenio Dominguez with documents
establishing a permanent China mission,
Zheng noted “the great importance the
Chinese government attaches to the IMO”.

“The establishment of China’s Permanent Mission
will help further deepen China’s exchanges

and cooperation with the IMO Secretariat and
Member States, making new contributions

to advancing international maritime co-
operation and to building a global maritime
community with a shared future,” he said.

WHAT TO WATCH

Norway to begin checking tanker insurance

NORWAY has become the latest country to check
the insurance of foreign-registered tankers
passing through its exclusive economic zone

in a bid to “combat shadow fleet* traffic”.

The country’s Coastal Administration will call
tankers to ask for insurance details, which will
then be verified by the Maritime Directorate.

This will initially only be carried out for six months,
starting on August 11, before being “evaluated”
in consultation by the maritime industry.

Minister of Fisheries and the Oceans
Marianne Sivertsen Naess said her
government “takes the challenges associated
with the shadow fleet seriously”.

“This type of traffic poses an increased risk to
both the environment and safety at sea, while
also helping to finance Russia’s illegal warfare.”

Norway joins the UK, Sweden, Denmark,

Finland, Estonia and Germany in checking
the insurance details of dark fleet tankers.
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Poland and the Netherlands said in a joint statement
with the Nordic-Baltic 8 countries in December
2024 that they would take “coordinated steps to
disrupt and deter Russia’s shadow fleet”.

Other nations along the route taken by shadow fleet
tankers, including France and Belgium, are included
in the EU directive to check insurance of vessels
passing through its waters issued in April 2025.

It is still not clear what will count for valid
insurance, or whether there will be any
implications if a tanker refuses to answer calls.

But data collated by Lloyd’s List Intelligence last
month suggests the overwhelming majority of
tankers were providing insurance details.

Both Finland and Estonia said they were
getting a response rate above 90%, while the
UK’s Department for Transport said it was
making around 40 vessel challenges a month
since it began checks in October 2024.

Lloyd’s List understands the checks are designed
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more to gather intelligence than to lead to any
direct intervention, which would of course raise
serious questions over those states’ adherence
to the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
and principles of freedom of navigation.

Denmark, for example, told Lloyd’s List that if
vessels’ “irregularities are detected in the analysis
of these certificates — or if vessels refuse to
provide documentation — this information can be
used in the context of sanctions enforcement and
diplomatic efforts vis-a-vis the relevant flag states”.

The case of Blint (IMO: 9293002)
illustrates this strategy quite clearly.

Then called Jaguar, the tanker caused an incident
in the Baltic Sea that saw Russian jets scrambled

after Estonian authorities had intercepted it.

In a later round of sanctions, the EU included Blint,
its master, plus the Hong-Kong registered owner

of the tanker, Zhu Jian Shipmanagement. It also
sanctioned the Mauritius-registered owner of

the tanker, Sapang Shipping, and the Mauritius-
registered provider of corporate and trust services
behind the vessel, Redbird Corporate Services.

* Lloyd’s List defines a tanker as being part of

the Shadow Fleet if it engages in one or more
deceptive shipping practices indicating that it is
involved in the facilitation of sanctioned oil cargoes
from Iran, Russia or Venezuela. Or it is sanctioned
for participation in sanctioned oil trades or is
sanctioned for links to a company that is sanctioned
for facilitating the export of sanctioned oil.

ANALYSIS

Cosco-MSC partnership in Hutchison port sale
may reshape alliance dynamics

IT IS already no secret that Cosco Shipping —
and, by extension, Beijing — wants a slice of CK
Hutchison’s $2.3bn ports sale, a deal that has
been indelibly marked by the US-China rivalry.

The Financial Times on Friday added a
figure to the speculation — albeit a vague
one — citing unnamed sources who claim the
state-owned conglomerate is seeking at least
a 20% to 30% stake in the transaction.

Frankly, this does little to move the story
forward. The reported stake is hardly
surprising: it likely represents the upper
bound China can realistically secure without
triggering a strong regulatory backlash in
the host countries of these port assets.

Should the deal succeed, the web of ports
spanning critical global trade routes would
undoubtedly bolster Cosco, which is tasked
with safeguarding China’s supply chains
while pursuing global expansion ambitions.

Yet there’s a dimension the headlines and
coverage so far have missed: this transaction
could forge deeper ties between Cosco and fellow
bidder Mediterranean Shipping Co, the world’s
largest container carrier, and help Cosco buffer
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the looming hit from the new US port fees.

The US Trade Representative measure, set to
take effect this October this year, will sharply
raise the operational cost of Cosco’s transpacific
fleet, potentially forcing large-scale fleet
redeployments and negotiations within its
Ocean Alliance with CMA CGM and Evergreen.

Analysts have warned the grouping may
lack sufficient ships to completely sidestep
Washington’s port tax — and even if

it could, rebalancing interests among
members is not expected to be easy.

Becoming MSC’s partner in global terminals
would give Cosco valuable leverage: a
stronger hand in negotiations within the
Ocean Alliance, and — in case the talks fall
apart — a potential backdoor to additional
capacity through vessel-sharing agreements.

For those in container shipping, beyond
the familiar grand narratives about
geopolitical and supply chain shifts, this
is a development worth watching.
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Clauses paramount nearly always favour
owners, argues NorthStandard

CLAUSES paramount almost always favour
shipowners and should be included in
shipping contracts where possible, according
to the head of claims at NorthStandard.

However, the attendant legal considerations are

complex and owners need a handle on the pros and
cons of agreements they entered into, Jamie Green

said in an article on the NorthStandard website.

The issue has become topical in recent months
after the recent High Court decision in

Tanga Pharmaceuticals Plastics v Emirates
Shipping Line, which centred on the issue

of whether there is a one-year time bar on
liability claims from cargo interests.

A clause paramount is a clause that incorporates
a cargo liability regime — usually the Hague
or Hague-Visby Rules — in a charterparty.

Among the chief distinctions between the two is
so-called package limitation. The Hague Rules
contain a limitation of ‘£100 per package or unit’,
a formulation that does not apply to bulk cargoes.

Conversely, the Hague-Visby Rules provide

for “the equivalent of 666.67 units of account
per package or unit or two units of account

per kilo of gross weight of the goods lost or
damaged, whichever is the higher”. This applies
to both bulk and containerised cargoes.

P&I clubs do cover cargo liabilities, subject to
a number of exclusions found in the rulebooks
of all International Group affiliates.

In particular, claims arising from carriage of
cargo on contractual terms more onerous to
the carrier than the Hague or Hague-Visby
rules will generally be discretionary.

Green stressed that clauses paramount
are not strictly speaking a prerequisite
for a cargo liability claim.

However, there are important implications if the
absence of a clause paramount leaves a member
liable for a cargo claim in excess of the caps set
down in the Hague or Hague-Visby rules.

Moreover, the uses of clauses paramount are
not limited to cargo claims alone, as they
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sometimes allow an owner to benefit from the
defences provided for by the Hague or Hague-
Visby rules in respect of other claims.

This was demonstrated in the Saxon Star
decision in Adamastos Shipping v Anglo-Saxon
Petroleum, delivered by the House of Lords

in 1959, which involved consecutive voyage
charters containing a clause paramount.

Delays occurred on the voyages, including in
ballast, due to breakdowns of machinery.

These breakdowns were caused by the
incompetence of the engine room crew, rendering
the ship unseaworthy, even though the owner
had exercised due diligence in their selection.

The Lords held that the rules applied to all
voyages under the charter, whether in ballast or
with cargo. Thus the due diligence defence set
down in the Hague Rules was available to owners
beyond physical loss or damage to cargo.

In this instance, this was found additionally to
cover the financial loss to the charterer from the
reduction in the number of voyages performed.

Where the Hague or Hague-Visby Rules are
incorporated into a time charter, the absolute
obligation of seaworthiness on delivery

is reduced to one of due diligence before

and at the beginning of each voyage.

They also introduce a one-year time limit in
respect of cargo claims by a charterer against
an owner, but not for proceedings by the
owner against the charterer. In other words,
it can be a shield rather than a sword.

Nor are the words ‘loss or damage’ in the Hague
and Hague-Visby Rules necessarily restricted
to physical loss of or damage to goods.

They can also include loss or damage
related to goods, such as extra tank cleaning
costs, pumping costs and standby lifting
equipment and/or substitute cargo costs.

At issue is whether there is a sufficiently close
relationship between the loss or damage claimed
and the goods, which is fact-specific in each case.
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An owner’s ability to rely on the one-year time
limit also depends upon the construction of the
particular clause paramount in the subject charter.

For example, there is a difference between the NYPE
form compared with the Shelltime standard form.

The English courts have typically held that the
former contains wider and more expansive
incorporation of clauses than the latter, with the
Shelltime forms seen as more ‘charterer friendly’.

Charterparties may contain a clause paramount
ensuring that bills of lading issued under the charter
are subject to the Hague or Hague-Visby Rules. But
that does not necessarily mean that the relevant
rules are incorporated into the charterparty itself.

Once incorporated, the clause paramount
may conflict with other clauses in the
contract. In these circumstances, it is
especially important to pay attention to the
precise wording of the clauses at issue.

As a general principle of construction, the
preamble of the clause will usually identify
which clause overrides another.

For instance, if the clause commences with
the words ‘Notwithstanding anything which
may otherwise be stated in the charter...,

the clause paramount is likely to prevail.

For example, clause 2 of the standard GENCON
charterparty holds the owner liable for loss,
damage or delay caused only by the personal
want of due diligence and excludes liability

for mere negligence of the master or crew.

However, this does not prevent the parties to a
charterparty from transferring obligations and
liabilities matters such as loading, stowage and
discharge of cargo from an owner to a charterer.

It has historically been held by the English
courts that a general reference to a clause
paramount will give effect to the Hague
Rules, rather than the Hague-Visby Rules.

However, in the 2016 Superior Pescadores case,
the bill of lading provided for “The Hague Rules
contained in the International Convention

of the Unification of certain rules relating to
Bills of Lading, dated Brussels 25 August 1924
as enacted in the country of shipment’.

The Court of Appeal held that the clause paramount
contractually incorporated the Hague-Visby Rules.
This was on the grounds that they were applicable
in the country of shipment and in England, which
the parties agreed had jurisdiction over the claim.

IMO oil-exporting bloc makes its case for

scrapping carbon tax

PART of the IMO’s anti-green faction has
resumed its campaign to stop the MEPC
adopting a carbon price in October.

Iran, Iraq, Bahrain, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, the
UAE, Venezuela and Yemen argued the Net Zero
Framework would encourage ships paying to
pollute rather than switching to green fuels.

The NZF’s two-tier greenhouse gas fuel intensity
(GFI) standard would charge ships increasing sums
over time for a slice of their annual emissions.

In a submission, the group of oil-rich
countries said adoption would be premature,
since many details of how the scheme

would work were still yet to be agreed.

These included how zero or near-zero carbon
fuels would be rewarded and lifecycle
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assessment guidelines, which would rank
alternative fuels by relative greenery.

“Without a thorough assessment of its effectiveness,
member states risk adopting measures that

may impose undue financial burdens on the
shipping industry, ultimately compromising

the intended objectives of the measures and
obstructing meaningful emissions reductions,”

the submission (MEPC-ES.2/2/4) said.

The two-tier carbon price includes a feature where
ships using ZNZ fuels are rewarded with surplus
units, which they can sell to underperforming ships.

The oil exporters argued that the steep GFI
reduction targets in the plan (up to 65% by
2040) required a rate of ZNZ fuel uptake
that was “not realistically achievable”.
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“It appears likely that a substantial portion of
the industry will be unable to meet the base
and/or direct trajectories and will therefore
be compelled to rely on the ‘pay to comply’
mechanism,” the submission said.

This would mean vast sums piling up in the
IMO Net Zero Fund, creating “inefficiencies
and inflationary pressures across the sector”
without reducing emissions much.

The funds raised could be in the hundreds of
billions by the mid-2030s, the submission added.

Few ships and ports would be able to supply
and use ZNZ fuels early on because of their
high supply chain and infrastructure costs.
So the majority of the polluting fleet would
find itself subsidising the few companies able
to get ZNZs, by buying SUs from them.

“Such an outcome undermines both the equity
and environmental integrity of the framework,
ultimately limiting its effectiveness and acceptance
across the sector,” the submission said.

Revenues raised from SUs would be “dramatically
lower” in 2040 than in 2030, because of the

way the tiers were structured and the ambition
level set. The submission argued that a gentler
downward slope of GFI reductions (more lax
emissions targets) would raise more SU revenue.

This would mean more rewards would be
needed to create a business case for ZNZ
fuels. Without such a business case, no one
would make the fuels to begin with.

The rules would also bar LNG and B30 biofuels
from earning SUs, meaning owners using

the transition fuels would start incurring

costs from 2029 and 2032 respectively.

This would leave LNG and biofuels with a “limited
if any role in the decarbonisation pathway”.

The NZF was approved 63 votes to 16 in
April, with China and Brazil in support.

That majority suggests the plan has the numbers to
pass in October, but Saudi Arabia and like-minded
states are expected to mount significant opposition.

OPINION

The Trump tariff quandary facing ‘Narendra

Surrender’

SOME political invective really does hit home.
While Lloyd Bentsen’s “senator, youre no
Jack Kennedy” putdown to rival Dan Quayle
in the 1988 US vice-presidential race didn’t
win the election for the Democrats, it remains
celebrated nearly four decades later.

Indian opposition leader Rahul Gandhi’s more
recent jibe that prime minister Narendra Modi
should be renamed ‘Narendra Surrender’

is hardly in the same league. But it seems

to have landed a punch on its target.

Gandhi’s bellicose suggestion here was that Modi was
too quick to cave in to US diplomatic pressure following
its short-lived conflict with Pakistan earlier this year.

The gag may have renewed applicability in
the light of Donald Trump’s proposal to slap
a 50% tariff on US imports from the world’s
fourth-largest economy later this month.
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Half of that represents a punitive element for India’s
temerity in sourcing around a third of its oil supplies
from Russia, equivalent to 1.7m barrels per day.

As Lloyd’s List Intelligence data established,
there were at least three tankers carrying
Russian crude anchored outside Indian refineries
as of last Friday. Several more had loaded

but were idling pending instruction. Those
vessels have since discharged their cargoes.

These transactions take place on a willing
buyer/willing seller basis and are legal under
the laws of both countries, both of which

are sovereign states and bear no obligation
to comply with Western price caps.

There are multiple ironies here. India has
moved on from the stifling semi-socialist
atmosphere of the so-called Licence Raj under
Rahul Gandhi’s grandmother Indira Gandhi
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in the 1970s and now favours free trade, as
evidenced by its recent deal with the UK.

Moreover, Modi and Trump operate in similar
style, as right-leaning populists entirely happy
to court nationalist and religious sentiment
when it suits their purposes, even when that
takes them to the borderlines of bigotry.

Trump notably gave Modi a warm welcome in
the White House earlier this year, describing him
as a “great friend”, with the two sides vowing

to double bilateral trade to $500bn by 2030.

Rahul Gandhi is doubtless getting the popcorn
in, in the expectation that Modi will capitulate to
the pressure. The obvious parallel is EU president
Ursula von der Leyen’s impromptu scurry to
Trump’s Scottish golf course last month, where
she signed up to 15% US tariffs on EU exports.

Brussels spin doctors have painted that as a win,
given that the rate initially threatened was 30%. But
the outcome of this lopsided agreement is highly
detrimental for European exporters, not least
manufacturers in von der Leyen’s native Germany.

Delhi is dilly-dallying on facing down Donald.
The pointers are that in the absence of an official
steer, state-owned refineries are holding back
from spot purchases of Russian crude anyway.

The obvious question for tanker operators is what
happens if hundreds of millions of barrels of the
black stuff must soon find alternative destinations.

China, which also refuses to abide by Western
sanctions, is the most obvious replacement.
Thanks to its economic muscle, it has

been able to fend off Trump’s spectacularly
petulant 145% tariff ultimatum and bring
that level down to a still frankly daft 30%.

But its appetite for additional crude imports

will not be boundless, especially given
that growth is faltering right now.

Another country sometimes mentioned is Tiirkiye,
which imports around 6% of Russian crude output.
But despite its recent neo-Ottoman drive for
regional hegemony, Ankara doesn’t pack Beijing’s
firepower, or anything even close. President Recep
Tayyip Erdogan is unlikely to court Trumpian wrath.

One alternative scenario canvassed by oil
analysts is that Washington will get its way and
prevent anyone anywhere buying Russian oil.

That would push the price up by $10-$20 per
barrel, which would be bad news for the world
economy. It would be even worse news for tanker
tonne-miles, and would soften rates already
noticeably down from their 2022 and 2023 peaks.

Meanwhile, as the first tariffs kicked in last week,
Trump jubilantly proclaimed on Truth Social:
“I'T’S MIDNIGHT!!! BILLIONS OF DOLLARS

IN TARIFFS ARE NOW FLOWING INTO

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA!”.

As the reality-based community prefers to frame
things, tariffs are paid by US importers. The billions
of dollars are flowing from American companies to
the American government and will ultimately be
reflected in higher prices for American consumers.

Compare and contrast with the situation in
1962, when the US passed the Trade Expansion
Act, authorising an 80% cut in tariffs.

“The best protection possible is a mutual lowering
of tariff barriers among friendly nations so that all
may benefit from a free flow of goods,” the president
of time intoned as he signed the legislation off.

When it comes to trade policy, at least,
one thing is entirely clear. Donald
Trump really is no Jack Kennedy.

MARKETS

Transpacific spot rates near pre-Red Sea crisis
levels despite aggressive capacity cuts

TRANSPACIFIC spot rates continue to head south
and are only expected to decline further in the
coming months, as demand wanes and carriers
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struggle to adapt to surplus capacity in the market.

The latest Shanghai Containerised Freight Index,
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which forecasts spot prices for the coming week
shows rates to the US west coast from China
falling back a further 9.8% last week to $1,823
per feu, while to the US east coast prices per feu
at $2,792 represent a 10.7% deficit on last week.

Spot rates on the Asia-North America trade have
fallen sharply since early June, after an anticipated
cargo transport boom following the pause in
higher US tariff levels quickly turned into a bust.
On the SCFI, spot rates had peaked at the start of
June to $6,939 and $5,172 on the respective US
east coast and US west coast trades from Asia.

The rate retreat has though slowed in recent weeks.
In mid-June the transpacific trade witnessed its
largest ever week-on-week declines, as capacity

far outweighed demand for spot shipments.

Xeneta chief analyst Peter Sand noted how
carriers had taken action to arrest the plummeting
average spot rates on the transpacific trade

due to strong capacity management.

Daily average short-term rates assessed by
Xeneta show parallel declines to the SCFI.

The market average spot rate on the transpacific
trade from Asia to the US west coast has

fallen 3% from end-July to $2,098 per feu,

with the heavy declines since June 1 (down
62%) starting to ease, according to Xeneta.
Average Asia-US east coast spot rates have
come down 53% since mid-June after falling

a further 9% since June 31 to $3,311 per feu.

Sand said that this slowing trend had come
largely at the expense of a significant pull
back of capacity and more specifically
blanked sailings, which were “almost
double the level in mid-June”.

Xeneta noted last week that blanked capacity
from Asia to the US west coast (four-week rolling
average) had increased from 30,000 teu per
week on June 22 to 57,000 teu on August 1.

“The dramatic spot rate decline has slowed in
August so the stronger capacity management
is having some success for carriers, but this is
limited and not enough to stop the downward
trajectory in coming months,” he said.

“With significant overcapacity in the

global container shipping fleet and a
muted forecast for demand, keeping spot
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rates elevated will be like holding back the
tide, no matter how hard carriers try.”

With the Trump administration signalling
long-term tariff enforcement and frontloading
volumes exhausted, the outlook for the third
quarter and fourth quarter remains bleak.

Analysts now question whether transpacific
rates will fall below pre-Red Sea crisis levels
— a scenario once considered unlikely.

This scenario has moved closer to reality after
hopes for moderate unilateral US tariffs faded

in recent weeks, with Trump’s administration
appearing committed to long-term protectionism
and US businesses evidently faced with

higher import taxes for the long haul.

Xeneta senior shipping analyst Emily Stausbgll
said that if carriers did not lower offered capacity
from the current level of approximately 337,000
teu, then there was every chance of a reversion to
pre-pandemic rates, with box demand “likely to
remain subdued for the remainder of the year”.

While the transpacific is not directly impacted by
the Red Sea crisis operationally, the longer sailing
distances around the Cape of Good Hope has
absorbed capacity from the market, including
from the transpacific trade. This has also helped
keep a lid on a series of fresh tonnage additions.

Stausbgll highlighted how the existing average
spot rates on the transpacific trades are much
closer to the pre-Red Sea crisis level reported
by Xeneta of $1,643 per feu on December

1, 2023, than the post-Red Sea crisis peak

of $8,023 per FEU on 5 July last year.

However, she is adamant that in light of
numerous past examples of successful
capacity management, carriers will not sit
back and watch freight rates plummet.

“This also raises the potential knock-on impact
across the world’s ocean container shipping
trades. If carriers prioritise protecting rates

on the vitally important transpacific trade,
they may be successful in keeping rates

above pre-Red Sea crisis levels. However,

if that capacity is redeployed on other

trades — such as the transatlantic or Asia

to South America east coast — then freight
rates will likely tumble here instead.”
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TS Lines orders four 5,300 teu containerships

from Chinese yards

TAIWANESE container carrier TS Lines has
ordered four mid-sized containerships for
$245m in China, adding momentum to a surge
in sub-6,000 teu newbuilding activity.

The Hong Kong-listed carrier announced it
has ordered four 5,300 teu containerships
with CSSC Huangpu Wenchong Shipbuilding.
Each vessel is priced at $61.3m, with deliveries
scheduled between June and December 2028.

The newbuildings will feature Huangpu
Wenchong’s “super-eco” design and meet
the International Maritime Organization’s

Tier III requirements for NOx emissions.

TS Lines has a long-standing relationship with the
Guangzhou-based yard. Lloyd’s List previously
reported broker talk that the carrier has contracted
for up to 10 conventional-fuel 5,000 teu boxships
from the same yard, comprising five firm units for
2028 delivery and five options for 2028—-2029.

The owner already has two 4,300 teu containerships

on order at the Chinese yard for delivery in 2027.

In a statement, TS Lines said the fuel-efficient
newbuildings will lower operating costs, reduce
exposure to charter rate volatility, and help meet
increasingly stringent environmental regulations,
allowing it to capture market opportunities

in the Asia-Pacific and other key regions.

The order comes amid a period of strong
earnings. TS Lines projected net profit
attributable to shareholders of between $18om
and $200m during the first half of 2025, surging
220%—255% year on year, driven by higher
average freight rates and charter income.

Market data suggests the order aligns with an
industry-wide pivot toward mid-sized tonnage. The
second quarter marked a rebound in sub-6,000 teu
orders, after years in which investment was largely
channelled into bigger ships, according to Lloyd’s
List, more than 60 containerships were ordered last
month, most in the 1,800 teu—4,500 teu range.

Ship recycling volumes in July see a boost
from gas and vehicle carrier sectors

SHIP scrapping volumes in July reached

their highest level in almost two years, as a
number of large gas carriers, tankers and bulk
carriers arrived at ship recycling centres on
the Indian sub-continent and Tiirkiye.

According to Lloyd’s List Intelligence data

a total of 30 merchant ships of a combined
1,047,788 gt were beached during July, a large
increase over the previous months’ 22 ships
with an aggregate tonnage of 676,976 gt.

July recycling volumes were the highest seen
since September 2023, as the beaching of
four South Korea-owned liquefied natural gas
carriers significantly boosted tonnage levels.

They comprised the 1999-built Hyundai
Aquapia (IMO: 9179581) and 2000-

built Hyundai Technopia (IMO: 9155145),
which arrived at Alang, India.

In addition, the 1998-built HL Sur (IMO:
9176010) and 1999-built HL Ras Laffan (IMO:
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9176008) arrived at Chattogram, Bangladesh,
in July for recycling.

Other ships of high gross tonnage being
recycled in June included Grimaldi’s 1998-
built, 51,925 gt, Repubblica del Brasile (IMO:
0138422), which arrived at Aliaga, Tiirkiye on
July 31, Lloyd’s List Intelligence data shows.

In February, the same owner sold sister
vessel Repubblica Argentina (IMO: 9138410) for
recycling, also to Turkish shipbreakers.

Including the two Grimaldi vessels, only three
deepsea pure car and truck carriers have been
recycled since 2023, as rising car exports
from China and Cape of Good Hope diversions
have tied up all available vessel capacity.

In the dry cargo sector, activity was dominated
by the handysize and panamax segments

and included the 1994-built, 69,000 dwt,
panamax Twin Dragon (IMO: 9087740), which
is being recycled at Gadani Beach, Pakistan.
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Crude oil tankers arriving for recycling in July
included the sanctioned aframaxes Linda (IMO:
9256858) and Conico Atlas (IMO: 9288693).
Built in 2003 and 2004 respectively, both
vessels are being scrapped at Alang.

The only containership beached for recycling

in July was the 2,400 teu steam turbine-

powered Horizon Enterprise (IMO: 7617905). This
1980-built, Jones Act, ship was latterly operated
by US-flag container line operator Matson in

the US west coast to Hawaii trade.

Shipbroker Intermodal noted last week
that the South Asian ship recycling
scene remained “relatively stable”,
although dynamics vary by country.

It reported that while domestic conditions held firm,
a stronger US dollar due to recently announced

tariffs had raised import costs for Indian ship
recyclers and compressed profit margins.

“Buyers are still active, but more cautious,
with many delaying decisions amid tight
economics as the rupee’s volatility remains a
key variable that could continue to influence
short term momentum,” said Intermodal.

Meanwhile, the Bangladesh market has seen more
or less no ship recycling purchases of late, as buyers
have adopted a conservative stance on pricing.

Intermodal noted that Pakistan has emerged
as the region’s “frontrunner” in buying tonnage
recently despite monsoon-season disruptions.

“Gadani yards are outperforming rivals,
buoyed by stronger domestic steel prices
and a recently strengthened currency.”

Pyxis eyes future growth opportunities amid
‘challenging’ near-term markets

GREATER uncertainty is clouding both
the product tanker and dry bulk markets,
according to Pyxis Tankers, the Nasdag-
listed owner with a foot in both sectors.

Despite dipping into the red for the second
quarter of this year, the company said it
held “measured optimism” for developments
affecting the course of both markets.

“For the remainder of 2025, we expect the
chartering environment for both product
tankers and the dry bulk carriers to remain
challenging,” said Pyxis in a statement.

Growth in demand for seaborne cargoes
was expected to be modest this year and
tariffs were expected to adversely affect
the global economy with slowing trade,
rising inflation and unemployment.

However, Pyxis argued, “surprising
positive developments may occur”.

It pointed to last week’s announcement

of a $750bn energy trade agreement
between the EU and the US that offered “a
potential tailwind for tanker demand”.

On the dry bulk side, fleet growth for 2025
was expected to outpace sluggish demand,
but scrapping and slow-steaming of a large
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number of older, less efficient bulkers
potentially “could mitigate some of the
pressure on chartering conditions”, it said.

“Looking ahead, we believe there will be compelling
growth opportunities in the near future to expand
our fleet of mid-sized, modern eco-efficient vessels
in both the product tanker and dry bulk sectors.”

Last week, the company closed on a new
commitment from one of its existing
banks for up to $45m that would facilitate
the potential acquisition of two vessels

by January 2027, the company said.

Greece-based Pyxis has a fleet consisting of
three medium-range product tankers and three
bulkers, two of which are owned through joint
ventures in which it is the majority shareholder.

It posted a second-quarter loss of $1.9m, compared
with net income of $5.3m in the same period last
year, as revenues slumped by 34.2% to $9.2m.

Average daily charter revenues declined

by 37% for the MR fleet and by 42.5%
for the company’s bulkers.
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Costamare Bulkers positions for growth after
clean-out of smallest vessels

Costamare Bulkers, the US-listed company that was
recently spun off from the Costamare containership
business, is continuing to reshape its owned

fleet after a loss-making first half of 2025.

“We are progressing on our strategy to divest
older and smaller tonnage, and replace them
with younger and bigger-sized vessels,”

said chief executive Gregory Zikos.

The company recently acquired an additional
capesize vessel, bringing the owned fleet to 37
bulkers, and it is “proceeding with the disposal
of five remaining handysize ships”, he said.

The owner has already agreed deals to sell the five
vessels, all 36,000-37,000-tonners built between
2011 and 2013, as well as a 20-year-old panamax.

Costamare Bulkers posted an adjusted net loss of
$15.8m for the first half of the year after subtraction
of unrealised losses on derivatives and vessel sales.

Operations during the first quarter of
2025 were “nominal”, Zikos said.

The company acquired Costamare’s owned
dry bulk fleet at the end of March and CBI,
the trading platform for a chartered-in
fleet, on May 6, just before the decoupling
of the companies was completed.

“Trading losses, partly due to the liquidation
of older legacy positions, have contributed
to the first-half loss,” he said.

“As those positions are being closed, our
goal is to manage a balanced trading book
ancillary to the main shipowning business.

“With minimal leverage and net debt of
approximately $10m, we are well positioned to
grow opportunistically in the dry bulk sector.”

At the end of June, the company had
liquidity of $242m on its balance sheet.

CBI has 39 bulkers on period charter, of
which 29 are newcastlemaxes and capesizes,
and the remaining 10 are kamsarmaxes.

IN OTHER NEWS

MSC files for limitation

on MSC Elsa 3 spill
MEDITERRANEAN Shipping
Co is seeking to cap liability
for the MSC Elsa 3 (IMO:
9123221) spill to just $14m,
despite a $1bn compensation
claim from the Indian
government and related claims
from multiple other parties.

The world’s biggest shipowner
has filed an admiralty suit at

the High Court of the Indian

state of Kerala in the wake of

the major boxship casualty earlier
this year, according to

domestic media reports.
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The vessel, which was carrying
13 containers of dangerous
cargoes including calcium
carbide and plastic nurdles,
sunk 33 nautical miles off

the coast of Kochi in May.
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Classified notices follow

Lloyd’s ListD

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

Please contact: marketingservices@lloydslistintelligence.com

Lloyd's List | Daily Briefing Monday 11 August, 2025 Page 13



VVVVVV
ddia

|

\ :
~ _ ”:w,’“
t

e - ——w
p—

Container Tracker

Save time. Stay compliant.
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with end-to-end downloadable data need in one interface, supported the necessary documentation to prove
trails on containers - by container by tracking intelligence from over compliance, including specific end-to-end
number or Bill of Lading. 600 Lloyd’s agents worldwide. transhipment reports and more.

Request a demo:
America Tel: +1 212-520-2747
EMEA Tel: +44 20 7017 5392

APAC Tel: +65 6505 2084 . .
lloydslistintelligence.com/containertracker LlOyd’S L|St IntelllgenCGD
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Contact us today on +44 20 7017 5392 (EMEA) / +65 6508 2428 (APAC) /
+1(212) 502 2703 (US) or visit lloydslist.com
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