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IMO should adopt, then fix,
the Net-Zero Framework

WHEN IMO member states voted 63-16 in April to approve the Net-
Zero Framework, I called it a “faltering step toward net zero”.

Since then, the carbon price plan for shipping has been attacked from
just about all sides of the decarbonisation debate.

Greens say it’s too puny to force a switch to truly sustainable fuels.
Steep though its costs may be to shipping companies, they aren’t high
enough to make green fuels competitive. On the other side, petrostates
and those with big bets on liquefied natural gas fuel say the NZF will
fail in just about every way, increasing food prices while failing to force
a shift to greener fuels.

Industry groups dislike the NZF’s complexity and opacity. Pacific
Islands, stung by the rejection of their flagship carbon levy plan, have
urged the IMO to fast-track work on its Net-Zero Fund, perhaps
reasoning that if the NZF won’t save their islands from rising seas, they
should at least get some money from it.

The US, a staunch opponent of any foreign tax it can’t control (but a big
believer in trade policy as weaponry) called the NZF a “European-led
neo-colonial export of global climate regulations”.

Some disgruntled African states — with considerably more recent and
painful memories of colonialism — have evinced a similar fear. That of
a regional cash grab, which will hike food costs and shovel cash from
the developing world to the rich West.
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(The US, with its roaring economy and tech

sector, abundance of capital and expertise, natural
resources and heavily protected maritime sector, is
just about the only one thinking it would do badly
out of the IMO regime, but that’s another story.)

Will the NZF be good or bad?

It’s hard to say, because the framework
is just that: a broad outline with most
of the fine print still missing.

It could be a disaster or a breakthrough in the global
fight against climate change, maybe even both.

The outcome will depend on yet more painstaking
diplomatic work by IMO member states — work
that can only happen if the NZF is adopted.

And it should be adopted. The IMO process
is still the best hope shipping has of a
regulation that works and is fair.

The alternative — a patchwork of overlapping
regional rules — would hurt the industry more and
do little for the planet. Shipping would have little say
over how the funds are spent. It would also miss out
on green subsidies and, by extension, green fuels.

The NZF also gets some important factors right.
This progress could be lost if the framework fails.

The idea that the IMO could adopt a carbon
price, based on well-to-wake emissions measures
and with some money set aside for poor and
vulnerable countries — would once have been
ludicrous, and is still kind of astonishing.

Many had feared the NZF would lock in fossil
LNG, but so far states have mostly side-
stepped that obvious trap. They should also
guard against opening the door to crop-based
biofuels, as others have argued in these pages.

Whether shipping gets the e-fuels that greens
want will depend on whether states are willing
to pay for their enormous costs. My guess is
they won't, at least not for many years.

But with the right mix of reward subsidies and
strict limits on what counts as green, small
contributions by many ships over time will add
up to vast potential subsidies that can truly make
a difference to the decarbonisation challenge.
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In the meantime, pricing emissions will create
a business case for efficiency technology, and
for more climate-friendly sailing practices.

The changes that the NZF could trigger over time
will be painful, but also mercifully gradual. They

will be reviewed every five years, with plenty of
opportunity for complaints and improvements.

Ammonia won’t be viable for many years,
so there will be plenty of time for shipping
to tackle its safety and other challenges.

Ultimately, the main benefit of the NZF
will be as a prototype for regulating to
decarbonise other hard-to-abate industries.

That’s important, because taxing emissions
in one part of a global supply chain won’t
prevent emissions, but merely move them
somewhere where pollution is still free.

The IMO’s success will help fix this, but so
over time will its failures. What matters is the
long-term gathering of momentum towards
decarbonising shipping fairly and rationally.

Member states should ignore the
hyperventilating by some states and welcome
the constructive criticism by others.

They should stick to their guns and adopt
the Net-Zero Framework, then get to work
ensuring it does what it’s supposed to.
The future of shipping depends on it.
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WHAT TO WATCH

Beljing Issues

detailed rules for reciprocal port

fees targeting US-linked vessels

BEIJING has published implementation rules
for its newly announced special port fees, a
measure billed as a ‘reciprocal response’ to US
levies targeting Chinese maritime interests.

The detailed regulations, released on Tuesday by
China’s Ministry of Transport, outline who will be
subject to the charges, how fees will be calculated,
and confirmed a 25% US-ownership threshold that
could draw in a wide spectrum of the world’s fleet.

Coming shortly after the measure takes effect
on October 14, the rules operationalise China’s
tit-for-tat approach by imposing phased fees
that will rise from Yuan4o00 ($56) per net
tonne initially to Yuan1,120 by April 2028.

Incentives and exemptions

Notably, vessels built in China are exempt
from the special port fee, a move that
could encourage shipowners to strengthen
ties with Chinese shipyards.

The regulation also waives the charge for empty
vessels calling at Chinese shipyards solely for repair,
as well as for other ships granted relief by the

authorities, though no further details were provided.

Provisions that appeared in an earlier leaked
draft — such as temporary fee waivers for
shipowners placing newbuilding orders in China,
and exclusions for humanitarian or disaster-relief
operations — are missing from the official version.

Lloyd’s List understands that further
details remain under discussion and are
expected to be released at a later stage.

Compliance and enforcement

China’s maritime authorities will
handle enforcement.

Shipping companies or their local agents must
file declarations at least seven days before
arrival through China’s maritime or trade
“single-window” platforms. For voyages of less
than seven days, the declaration must be made
upon departure from the previous port.
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Information required includes the vessel’s country
of construction, flag state, owner, operator, leasing
arrangement, and intended Chinese ports of call.

Fees will be collected by local maritime
authorities. The charges apply only once per
call and are capped at five voyages per vessel
per year, mirroring aspects of the US system.

Companies submitting false declarations or
failing to pay face potential fines and port
access restrictions, according to officials.

Broad reach through 25% ownership rule

Beyond US-built or US-flagged ships, Beijing’s levies
extend to any vessel owned or operated by entities
in which US individuals or organisations hold 25%
or more of equity, voting rights, or board seats.

However, the Ministry of Transport has not
provided further clarification — for instance,
whether the 25% threshold applies to a single
US shareholder or to aggregate ownership.

At the same time, the ministry has not announced
exemptions based on vessel type or size, raising
concerns among traders that the broadened scope
could ensnare large tankers and dry bulkers,
potentially increasing commodity import costs
and impacting China’s own trade flows.

The rollout adds new complexity to maritime
operations, as parallel fee regimes in the

two largest economies could elevate costs
and compliance burdens for shipping and
trading companies worldwide.
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US forges ahead with port fees despite

Chinese protests

THE US Trade Representative has issued
its final guidance before US port fees go
into effect, answering only some of the
questions raised by the shipping industry.

The big takeaway from the USTR notification
on Friday night: US port fees on Chinese ships
will indeed begin as scheduled on October 14.

Even after Customs and Border Protection
announced the payment method on October 3,
there was still hope for a temporary reprieve,
driven by US-China trade negotiations. China’s
Ministry of Commerce confirmed on Saturday
that US port fees have been a topic of discussion
in trade talks with the US since June.

The go-ahead for US port fees will have
significant indirect market effects, because the
US decision has triggered reciprocal Chinese
port fees on ships with 25% or more US
ownership, which also begin on Tuesday.

Clarifications and changes to fee rules

The USTR made a major change from its previous
language related to vehicle carriers, specifically
vessels classified under International Classification
of Ships codes 325, 332, 333 and 338.

It had previously revised the fees from $150 per ceu
to $14 per net tonne, which effectively decreased
the charge by around two-thirds. In the final
language released on Friday, it kept the per-tonne
calculation, but re-upped the amount. It is now

$46 per net tonne. The USTR also capped vehicle
carrier fees at five per year per vessel, mirroring
rules for Chinese-operated and Chinese-built ships.

The vehicle-carrier fees could face a legal challenge,
given that the USTR investigation is specifically
about Chinese shipbuilding and maritime practices

and these fees also target non-Chinese-built vessels.

The USTR defended the policy on Friday,
claiming that “the service fee on vessel operators
of foreign-built vehicle carriers was a logical
outgrowth” of the investigation and “would

be effective in obtaining the elimination of
China’s acts, policies and practices”.
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The USTR did not address the shipping industry’s
lease-financing question. The industry asked
whether vessels that are technically Chinese-
owned under a purely financial sale-leaseback
arrangement face fees. The lack of a specific
exclusion from USTR implies that they do.

The USTR did address the industry question on
exemptions for voyages within 2,000 nautical
miles of a US port. This raised the possibility that
containerships could be exempt if they made a
pre-US call in Canada, Mexico or the Caribbean.

They are not. The USTR clarified that the
“the voyage or rotation is assessed based
on the farthest foreign port of call”.

This is a recipe for heightened container
transhipment. Boxes can be unloaded at Caribbean
Basin transhipment hubs in the Bahamas,
Jamaica, the Dominican Republic, Colombia and
Panama, then transferred to a feeder vessel that
will have a farthest foreign port of call within

the 2,000-nautical-mile exemption radius.

The shipping industry also asked the USTR about
the exemption for ships in ballast, noting that
some arriving vessels have a small amount of cargo
onboard that will not be unloaded in the US.

These vessels would not be exempt. A ship in
ballast is one that “does not have any cargo
or passengers onboard”, said the USTR.

Size exemptions for Chinese-built ships were also
clarified. Exemptions cover fully cellular vessels
(ICST code 310) of 4,000 teu or less; bulk cargo
vessels (ICST code 229) of 80,000 dwt or less;
and other bulk and cargo vessels of 55,000 dwt or
less (ICST codes 210-213, 220, 222, 229, 323).

The USTR clarified that the exemption

for “specialised or special purpose-built
vessels for transport of chemical substances
in bulk liquid forms” only applies to
chemical tankers under ICST code 120.

The USTR also confirmed that it will not reconsider
or significantly delay its 100% tariff on Chinese-
built ship-to-shore cranes. That tariff takes

effect November 9, but with a grandfathering
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exception. Tariffs will not be imposed on STS
cranes contracted before April 17, 2025 that
arrive in the US prior to April 18, 2027.

Another concession: the USTR decided not

to impose duties on Chinese-built intermodal
shipping containers “at this time” due to concerns
over domestic fallout. However, it will impose

a 100% tariff on Chinese-built intermodal
chassis and parts beginning November 9.

Friday’s notice also confirmed that US
liquefied natural gas export licences will
not be revoked for violations of future
LNG shipping cargo-preference rules.

Four new fee changes under consideration

The USTR announced four new proposed

modifications; it is now seeking comment on these.

The first proposal would exempt ethane and LPG
carriers (ICST codes 130, 131) ordered in China
before April 17, 2025 that are in service before
December 31, 2027 and have a time charter

of 20 years or more. If approved, such vessels
would be considered “owned and operated by
the charterer in the time charter contract”.

In a letter to the USTR on July 7, ethane producer
Energy Transfer wrote, “Our customers rely on

a small number of very large ethane carriers.
Many of the VLECs used by our customers

are under long-term charters with a Chinese
shipowner that typically run 25 years. Our
customers have no contractual ability to

change the formality of Chinese ownership

under their existing long charters.”

The footnote in the Energy Transfer letter
referred to VLEC operator INEOS, which has
vessels chartered from Pacific Gas, a subsidiary
of China’s Shandong Marine Energy.

One of the questions the shipping industry posed
to the USTR was whether a vessel on long-term
charter from a Chinese owner would be charged
as a Chinese-owned vessel. While the USTR

did not address the question, the proposed
carve-out solely for certain ethane and LPG
vessels seems to imply that all other chartered
ships would be treated as Chinese-owned.

The second new proposal announced by the USTR

on Friday would replace the exemption for vessels
classified as “lakers” with an exemption for vessels
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calling at US Great Lakes ports that load and unload
cargo to and from the US, Canada and Mexico
(removing the exemption for other voyages).

The third proposal would temporarily exempt
US-flagged car carriers of up to 10,000 dwt from
fees, a provision that would expire on April 18,
2029 if not renewed. This is meant to provide a
temporary reprieve for foreign-built vehicle carriers
serving in the US Maritime Security Program.

Port fees for Chinese-owned ethane and

LPG carriers and US-flagged vehicle carriers
that would be affected by the new proposals
would not be charged port fees on October
14. Those fees will be delayed until December
10 while the changes are considered.

The fourth proposal would impose a 150% tariff
on Chinese-built cargo-handling equipment
including rubber tyre, gantry cranes, rail-mounted
gantry cranes, automatic stacking cranes, reach
stackers, straddle carriers, terminal tractors, top
loaders, and all parts of these equipment types.

More changes are possible

The USTR emphasised that the port fee
programme may continually evolve.

It said it “will continue to monitor the
appropriateness of the actions being taken in
the investigation, the effects of such action,
and the effectiveness of the actions”.

It could decide on further modifications “based
on a range of considerations, including vessel
availability, economic impacts, international
impacts and economic security, among others”.

On one hand, this is a positive, because it implies
that the USTR could backtrack on fees as part
of an eventual trade agreement with China.

“It is hoped that the US will face up to its
mistake and return to the right track,” said the
China Ministry of Commerce on Saturday.

On the other hand, there are negative connotations.
If US-China trade relations deteriorate, fees could
change for the worse. Even now, some charterers
are reportedly reluctant to take bulk commodity
vessels for US service, despite the ballast
exemption, fearing that the rules could change.
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ANALYSIS

US ownership clause of Chinese port fees

could cast ‘wide net’

ONE ADVANTAGE shipping has over land-
based businesses like real estate is that if a
government charges a new fee, shipping assets
can detour around the cost. Owners of buildings
don’t have the luxury of sailing away.

Shipping’s globe-spanning mobility has led

to myriad unintended consequences over the
years. It’s happening yet again, courtesy of the
tit-for-tat port fees of the US and China.

The US port fees that begin on Tuesday are expected
to be a relative non-event for shipping markets
and rates. Not so with the Chinese port fees.

How US port fees prompted
Chinese response

The US port fees on Chinese-operated and Chinese-
built ships have been dramatically watered-
down versus the original proposal in January.

After massive private-sector pushback, the US
Trade Representative realised that the port
fees, as originally written, would effectively
be paid by US importers and exporters, the
levies were far too high, and the economic
cost to America would be too great.

Consequently, the USTR sharply reduced the scope
of ships to be charged on the import side, reduced
the amount of the fees, and exempted vessels

in ballast to protect US exporters’ margins.

What remained was a policy that excessively
targeted and punished one company more than
any other: China-state-controlled Cosco.

Alphaliner estimated that US port fees
would cost Cosco $1.5bn per year based on
containership deployments as of September.

This, not surprisingly, has led to reciprocal
port fees in China that will also go into effect
on October 14. “China’s countermeasures
are necessary acts of passive defence,” said
China’s Ministry of Commerce on Saturday.
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Same ownership clause, different result
In most ways the fees are the same.

The US is charging ships of Chinese owners and
operators $50 per net tonne. China will charge
around the same: 400 yuan ($56) per net tonne.
Chinese port fees will only be charged once per
service and capped at five a year, just as in the US.

In addition to US-built and US-flagged ships,
which are insignificant, Chinese port fees will
be charged to ships owned or operated by any
entity in which US individuals or businesses
directly or indirectly hold 25% or more of

the equity, voting rights or board seats.

That’s the same ownership language as in the
US port fees, but the effect is very different,
given the role of US stock exchanges and US
private equity in global shipping. It depends on
how China enforces the rule, but taken strictly,
this would cover a high number of vessels,
including the fleets of most US-listed owners.

“This casts a wide net and could affect many
public shipping companies with a listing on
US stock exchanges,” wrote Erik Broekhuizen,
head of marine research and consulting

at Poten & Partners, in a report on Friday.
“The potential impact is significant.”

A company’s US securities filings only disclose
stakes of 5% or more, but data on institutional
funds’ holdings of all sizes is widely available
and denotes fund nationality. Shipping shares
are bought for investment purposes as well

as to construct exchange-traded funds.

The largest institutional holders in US-listed
shipping stocks are Dimensional Funds,
Blackrock, Fidelity and Vanguard.

Most US-listed companies with a significant free
float would exceed the 25% threshold if the final
Chinese rules cover US shareholders that own less
than 5% and assess aggregate US ownership.

“An important question will be: if a combination
of US investors holds 25% or more, will the
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fees apply? If that is the case, impacts will
hit shipping segments more broadly,” said
Fearnleys Securities analyst Fredrik Dybwad.

For example, the securities filings of Israel-based
Zim list only one US shareholder, Renaissance
Technologies, with 5% ownership. However, Zim’s
free float — the portion of shares available for

public trading — is 93%, with reported institutional

holdings of 53%, including non-US institutions,
and very heavy interest among US retail investors.

It depends on how Chinese regulators measure
ownership, but it would be hard to argue that
Zim is not at least 25% owned by Americans.

That would put Zim in the unusual position
of getting charged at both ends: by port fees
in China for voyages to all destinations, as
well as US port fees for its Chinese ships.

Alphaliner estimated that Zim faces US port
fees of $510m per year based on September
deployments of Chinese-built ships. Zim chief
financial officer Xavier Destriau Lloyd’s List
in late August that Zim plans to redeploy its
Chinese-built tonnage to mimimise fees.

Another US-listed containership operator
with heavy exposure to Chinese port fees is
Hawaii-based Matson. Its equity has a free
float of 98% and institutional ownership of
88%. Matson’s China-US service represented
37% of teu throughput in the latest quarter.

Matson and Zim would be at a competitive
disadvantage in the Chinese market compared
to non-US-listed liner operators that don’t
cross the US ownership threshold.

The US ownership stipulation in the Chinese
fees “is the real kicker”, wrote Roar Adland,
global head of research at brokerage

SSY, in an online post on Friday.

“The extension of financial ownership and board
seats will possibly catch many listed companies
given the likelihood that a large chunk of

shares will be in nominee accounts with large
US investment banks and mutual funds.

“Add in any company partly financed by US
private equity, leasing companies, or even
private companies where the principals have
secondary US citizenship, and it is clear that
the share of the world fleet potentially ensnared
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by these ‘special fees’ is substantial.”

On the private equity side, US-based Oaktree has
been a major player in shipping. Oaktree owns 27%
of Danish product carrier owner Torm even after
Oaktree’s recent sale of Torm shares to Hafnia.

Adland said that due to the complexities of
the partial US ownership clause, standard
fleet data “will just give numbers that
represent the top of the iceberg”.

How Chinese port fees could shift markets

Charterers err on the side of caution when
confronted with regulatory uncertainty
that has material cost implications.

This behaviour was on full display in the
fourth quarter of 2019, when the US, during
the first administration of Donald Trump,
sanctioned tankers of Cosco Dalian.

Instead of shunning tankers of that particular
division of Cosco, charterers ceased taking
any Cosco-linked tonnage, causing very large
crude carrier spot rates to briefly spike to
record highs of over $300,000 per day.

That “take no chances” pattern could repeat.

Concerns over China’s 25% US ownership rule
should theoretically reduce the pool of tankers
and bulkers acceptable to charterers for transport
of commodities to China. Not only would ships
that clearly breach the US ownership threshold
be shunned, but also, ships would be less
attractive to charterers if there is any question.

Unlike the US port fees — which exempt
ships in ballast to protect US exporters — the
Chinese fees have no exemptions as currently
written, meaning that costs would ultimately
be passed along to Chinese importers.

“At first glance, these new fees, if they are
indeed implemented and enforced as written,
are likely to hurt China more than the US, at
least in the short term,” said Broekhuizen.

According to Adland, “From an economic
perspective, these fees are nothing but an
additional voyage cost and so will be passed
on to the charterers, and eventually receivers,
through higher freight rates on a voyage basis.

Page 7



“The marginal cost for US-affiliated vessels will
thus increase if trading into China, while other
vessels could enjoy higher earnings on a TCE [time
charter equivalent] basis on the same route.

“While that may sound good for some, it also means
higher CFR [cost and freight] commodity prices for
seaborne imports and margin compression in China,
making certain arbitrage trades unprofitable.”

Adland continued, “The Chinese authorities are
not known for making hasty policies on the back
of ChatGPT, so in all likelihood, these calculations
of negative secondary effects — primarily higher
costs of imports — have been made and the
conclusion was that the additional political
pressure and domestic popularity was worth it.”

In the near term, Chinese port fees will create
disruptions that are expected to increase rates.

“According to one of our brokers, the tanker
market has been ‘frozen’ after the Chinese
announcement,” said Broekhuizen.

“Initial responses show some dry cargoes being
diverted to India and Indonesia to avoid Chinese

discharge,” said Clarksons Securities analyst
Frode Morkedal. “Such shifts could tighten
vessel supply, generally supporting freight
rates across tanker and bulker segments.”

Adland predicted that affected charterers
and operators will fix replacement vessels
and relet affected tonnage, with that affected
tonnage moving to non-Chinese business.

“If the Chinese measures are implemented and
remain in place...the ensuing market chaos and
dislocation of tonnage is supportive of rates,” he said.

According to Dybwad, “Inefficiencies are
set to increase on the back of this, which
historically has been good for shipping rates.”

He noted that the Chinese fees translate
into an additional cost of $6m per call for
a VLCC, $5m for a capesize and $20 per
tonne for a liquefied petroleum gas cargo.

“As these numbers are significant, this should
likely lead to higher rates, though perhaps
not offsetting the impact of port fees.”

OPINION

Leaders must support the new IMO deal, but it

Is far from perfect

INTERNATIONAL shipping is finally required
to face up to its climate problem. This week,
governments are meeting at the International
Maritime Organization to sign off on a
decarbonisation framework for one of the
world’s dirtiest industries. It is a rare moment
of global co-operation in a time of geopolitical
tensions and climate policy pushback.

However, as it stands right now, the framework
risks sending shipping on the wrong course. For
shipping to become a success story of global co-
operation delivering real climate solutions, the
IMO’s Net-Zero Framework (NZF) must restrict
the use of first-generation biofuels and shift the
focus towards incentivising e-fuels instead.

Crop-based biofuels are likely to offer a relatively
inexpensive compliance option through fuel
blending. Therefore, this framework creates a
powerful incentive for the industry to double down
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on fuels that are anything but environmentally
friendly. Crop biofuels need huge amounts of
land, pushing expansion of food production into
new areas, which often leads to deforestation
and consequently huge indirect emissions
(because forests normally sequester CO2).

If the new rules go ahead unchecked, the
IMO deal could double global biofuel demand
by the 2030s*. This would mean locking the
shipping industry into a path which replaces
one climate problem with another.

Supporting the shift towards sustainable and
scalable green e-fuels is a better option. Yet
these fuels are not properly incentivised under
the new IMO NZF. Without specific targets or
monetary and non-monetary incentives, they
will continue to struggle to compete with the
cheap, yet damaging, crop-based biofuels.
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Green e-fuels producers themselves have
reported that the IMO NZF does not provide
the signals needed to drive investment. Without
stronger policy measures, demand for green
e-fuels is unlikely to take off until the late
2040s, which would make it impossible to

meet the decarbonisation goals set for 2050.

Progress is better than paralysis, but a steady

course in the wrong direction still ends in failure.
Is it too late to fix this issue? Depends on what the
progressive countries will choose to fight for next.

There are a few tried and tested tools
that countries can support.

First is the introduction of a multiplier for e-fuels

in the relevant IMO guidelines, which would help
narrow the cost-gap between e-fuels and other
alternatives, thereby giving a clear market signal for
producers that there will be demand for these fuels.

Another is optimising the planned financial reward
system to support these long-term scalable fuels But
it will take a long time to set up a reward scheme and
money will be in short supply. Designing the reward
system will take several rounds of negotiation over
the coming years, and adding the e-fuels multiplier
now will bridge the e-fuels incentive gap and

unlock a meaningful supply of these critical fuels.

The IMO NZF is far from perfect, but it is a
start. Adopting the deal and strengthening
the rules to restrict first-generation biofuels
and boost e-fuels can turn this framework
into a genuine engine for decarbonisation.

International shipping has the potential to be
a rare success story for multilateralism, but

protecting the climate must always come first.

*according to IMO submission ISWG-GHG 20/2/31

MARKETS

USTR's new port fee structure to cost vehicle
carriers up to $1.6m per visit

GLOBAL vehicle carriers are bracing for a
significant financial impact following the United
States Trade Representative’s announcement on port
fees that comes into effect tomorrow, October 14.

The revised fee structure targets foreign-built
vehicle carriers calling at US ports and could
impose charges exceeding $1m per vessel arriving
in US waters, depending on the ship’s size.

The new fee calculation, based on net tonnage
rather than the previously proposed car
equivalent units (ceu), applies a rate of $46 per
net tonne. This marks a sharp increase from the
earlier $14 per net tonne rate and is potentially
worse than the initial plan of $150 per ceu.

For the latest generation of vehicle carriers of
around 9,000 ceu, and with a net tonnage close to
35,000 tonnes, port fees could reach $1.6m per visit.

Unlike other vessel sectors, the vehicle
carrier fee uniquely targets all foreign-
built ships. This diverges from the USTR’s
original focus on China-built vessels.

The policy move may face legal challenges, as
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it extends penalties to non-Chinese vessels,
raising questions over its consistency with
the investigation’s intent, which centres

on China-built or -owned ships.

Just one notable vehicle carrier was built in
the US — the 4,000 ceu Jean Anne (IMO:
9233167) — delivered to Pasha Hawaii

in 2005, operating under the Jones Act
between San Diego and Hawaiian ports.

The USTR has defended the fee policy, stating it
is a “logical outgrowth” of the investigation into
China’s shipbuilding and maritime trade practices,
and aims to pressure the elimination of unfair acts.

Meanwhile, vessels involved in the US Maritime
Security Program — primarily those transporting
military vehicles — will receive exemptions through
2029, providing US shipbuilders a four-year window
to boost domestic vessel construction capacity.

Data analysed by Lloyd’s List shows
approximately 20 US-flag vehicle carriers
operate under the MSP, with several owned by
foreign carriers including Hoegh Autoliners,
NYK Line and Wallenius Wilhelmsen.
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Industry analysts from Fearnley Securities
highlight the significant financial strain
this fee increase will place on carriers.

It noted that Oslo-listed operators Hoegh Autoliners
and Wallenius Wilhelmsen are expected to bear

big cost hikes, with Hoegh Autoliners having
previously forecast a $30m annual impact under
the previous $14 per net tonne fee. The new

$46 rate would more than triple this figure.

In response, Wallenius Wilhelmsen has
suspended its 2025 earnings guidance, which
had predicted earnings before interest, taxes,
depreciation, and amortisation in line with
2024, citing the heightened uncertainty.

Wallenius Wilhelmsen stated today that it is
actively assessing the fee’s impact on operations,
customers, and trade routes. It noted that

3Q25 results remain unaffected but warned
that 4Q earnings could face headwinds.

In 2024, Lloyd’s List Intelligence data shows 471
vehicle carriers making nearly 1,700 US port
calls, with just 58 of those ships built in China.

Global vehicle carriers have invested heavily in new,
more environmentally friendly vessels with more
than 220 new dual-fuel ships ordered since 2021.

Approximately 90% of these newbuildings
are being constructed in China, powered
largely by liquefied natural gas, with some
planned for methanol or ammonia fuel.

Should USTR fees for vehicle carriers change to

follow the line of other vessel sectors by focusing
on China-built vessels only, big fleets will continue
to face challenges as they integrate a large

tranche of newbuildings constructed in China.

Vehicle carrier services are complicated,
typically operating pendulum or “around the
world” routes spanning Asia, Australasia, the
Middle East, Europe and North America.

About 60% of the global deepsea vehicle carrier
fleet calls at US ports, making the new fees
an unavoidable cost for many operators.

However, the fee is expected to only apply to

the first port of call in the US. For those vessels
routeing to the US east coast via the US west
coast on round the world services via the Panama
Canal, vessels are expected to be exempt from
making two payments — provided they do not
discharge or load on the way at non-US ports.

Nevertheless, with charges potentially exceeding
$1m per vessel visit, the steep increase from
previous fee proposals threatens to disrupt
industry economics and operational strategies.

The policy’s broad targeting of all foreign-built
ships will add intensifying cost pressures for
operators when the sector is introducing a
large tranche of expensive new tonnage.

At the same time, global vehicle production is
facing significant uncertainty from an onslaught of
Chinese car export expansion, which is adding to
rising imbalances in trade and vessel utilisation.

The week in newbuildings: Germany’s TT-Line
returns to Chinese yard for big ropax ferries

BALTIC ferry operator TT-Line is confirmed
to have signed a letter of intent for up

to two new ro-pax ferries from China
Merchants Heavy Industry Jinling.

The LOI signed by the German company
will initially provide for one vessel with an
option for a second ship also arranged.

Specified for operation on liquefied natural gas, the
dual-fuel vessels are expected to replace two ships
built in the late-1980s and will have capacity for
1,000 passengers and around 4,000 Im for freight.

The order marks a return to the yard by TT-Line,

Lloyd’s List | Daily Briefing Tuesday, 14 October 2025

which contracted two 4,600 Im ro-paxes from
the shipyard in 2020. The two ships, Peter Pan
(IMO: 9880946) and Nils Holgersson (IMO:
9865685), were both delivered in 2022.

Rostock-headquartered TT-Line operates
services from Germany, Poland and Lithuania
to Sweden utilising nine ro-pax ships.

CMHI Jinling is one of the world’s leading
builders of ro-ro type tonnage, including ro-ro
cargoships, passenger ferries and vehicle
carriers. In June, it won an order for four
2,000-passenger ro-paxes from Canada’s BC
Ferries for delivery between 2029 and 2031.
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In the containership sector, MPC Container Ships
(MPCC) has disclosed that it has signed firm
newbuilding contracts for two 1,600 teu boxships
from China’s Fujian Mawei Shipbuilding.

The feeder boxship pair are both set to be delivered
in the second half of 2027, with each ship priced at
$33m. Options for a further two vessels have been
arranged as part of the shipbuilding contract.

MPCC said that the new tonnage has
been fixed against eight-year time charter
contracts, with an option for two further
years to a “leading global liner company”.

The newbuildings are optimised for trading
in Northern Europe and will feature a
shallow draft and energy-saving systems,
in addition to being designed for loading
high cube containers under deck.

MPCC'’s latest order represents its second
newbuilding contract of 2025.

In July, MPCC signed shipbuilding contracts for up
to six 4,500 teu wide beam vessels from Taizhou
Sanfu Ship Engineering of China. The contract
provided for four firm ships with two optional units.

The lead vessel is due to be delivered in the
second half of 2027, with the fourth ship
set to be handed over in mid-2028.

All four firm vessels are backed by
three-year time charters.

MPCC chief executive Constantin Baack said
that its latest order is part of the company’s
long-term fleet renewal strategy, during a
period of a low newbuilding orderbook for
its core feeder containership business.

Gard sees hefty technical loss iIn first half

GARD has booked a hefty technical loss of
$88m for the first half of 2025, marking a
substantial deterioration on the $33m surplus
announced at the same point last year.

The world’s largest marine insurer also saw a big
increase in its H1 combined ratio, which jumped
from 93% to 117%, roughly equivalent to spending
$6 on payouts and operating costs for every $5
arriving through the front door in premiums.

The announcement points to a potentially
unhappy outlook for the P&I niche as International
Group clubs prepare to roll out their pricing
platforms for 2026 in the next few weeks.

More positively, the results on an estimated total call
basis see a surplus of $102m at the Arendal-based

marine mutual, with a non-technical profit of $191m
including taxation and other comprehensive income.

Moreover, equity as of June 30 topped $1.6bn,
highlighting the solidity of Gard’s balance sheet.

Chief executive Rolf Thore Roppestad said:
“Gard has delivered a robust half-year result
for 2025, supported by strong investment
returns and continued financial resilience.

“While the insurance result reflects an increase in

large claims for the period, our overall performance
remains solid and our capital position is strong.”
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Gard also highlighted the formal completion of the
$163m acquisition of Danish insurer Codan’s marine
and energy portfolio from Alm. Brand last March.

Roppestad said the integration has progressed
well and in line with expectations, and that
the Codan portfolio provides Gard with a
broader platform, both in terms of product
offering and geographic presence.

The club remains rated A+ with a stable
outlook by Standard & Poor’s.
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IN OTHER NEWS

EU stands firm on IMO net zero
plan as US threatens retaliation
THE European Commission
has reiterated its support for
the International Maritime
Organization’s Net-Zero
Framework, brushing aside
US threats to retaliate
against nations backing the
decarbonisation proposal.

The move comes ahead of a
pivotal vote that could shape
the direction of shipping’s green
transition and underscores the
growing weight of geopolitics

in the maritime industry.

In a statement issued on Sunday,
the commission described the
NZF as an “ambitious” measure
to ensure a “global level playing
field,” urging its adoption

at next week’s meeting.

Performance Shipping clinches
$150m deal for TOP Ships suezmaxes
PERFORMANCE Shipping has
clinched a $150m deal with
fellow Nasdaqg-listed Greek
tanker owner TOP Ships to
acquire its first suezmaxes.

Under the agreement,
Performance will buy TOP's
2019-built pair Eco Bel Air (IMO:
9794056) and Eco Beverly

Hills (IMO: 9794068) for a

net price of $75.4m each.

The 157,286 dwt tankers are
expected to be delivered between
December this year and January
2026 and will be renamed

P. Bel Air and P. Beverly Hills
respectively, for Performance.

Hanwha Ocean shortens

delivery schedule following
production stabilisation

HANWHA Ocean has moved

up delivery of a very large gas/
ammonia carrier by more than
four months, signalling improved
yard efficiency after overcoming
earlier production delays.

The company announced on
October 10 that it rescheduled
delivery of the vessel from
September 30, 2026, to May
13, 2026. The newbuilding was
ordered in November 2023

for Won163bn ($114m) by an
Oceania-based shipowner.

“With stabilised yard production,
we have been able to advance
the delivery schedule,” a Hanwha
Ocean official told Lloyd'’s List.

CIMC yard secures LNG

bunkering ship orders as

demand outlook strengthens
CHINA'S Nantong CIMC
Sinopacific Offshore &
Engineering has secured
contracts for up to six liquefied
natural gas bunkering vessels
from two international owners.

The yard, a subsidiary of Hong
Kong-listed CIMC Enric, signed
contracts with Singapore-based
Purus for two 18,900 cu m LNG
bunkering vessels, and with
GSX Energy for two 20,000 cu
m ships with options for two
additional units, according

to a company statement.

While contract values were not
disclosed, market estimates

put the cost of a 20,000 cu m
LNG bunkering vessel at about
§95m each, suggesting the deals
could be worth up to $570m

if all options are exercised.
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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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