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Daily Briefing
Leading maritime commerce since 1734

Monday, 20 October 2025

The IMO and the law of 
the jungle

WHEN push comes to shove, the IMO is not a global government. It’s just a 
room in which people from 176 countries gather to talk about the big issues.

So the fact the IMO failed to come up with a global answer to climate change 
— one of the biggest issues of them all — is disappointing, but not that 
surprising.

Countries voted 57-49 to adjourn the MEPC meeting for one year, in a win 
for opponents of carbon pricing. The NZF is not dead, or at least not yet. But 
its odds of being adopted, and of entering into force, look worse.

The framework, which if adopted would tax ships for a slice of their GHG 
emissions to raise billions for green R&D and climate change causes, sailed 
through its approval vote with a 63-16 majority six months ago. The US had 
boycotted that vote.

It then took just under six months for the Trump administration to wake up 
to what such a regulation could mean. Its response was an overwhelming 
show of diplomatic force, including threats at a state, company and 
individual level.

The US did all it could to bully, threaten or cajole countries into backing 
down. It will probably do so again next year. But this is Trump, so trying to 
predict the future is pointless.

Saudi Arabia meanwhile outfoxed its EU opponents with sulphurous poise, 
hogging the mic and using every trick in the rulebook to undermine the 
majority in favour of the carbon tax.
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China, whose support for approval was big news at 
MEPC83, switched to supporting the delay. Greece 
and Cyprus abstained, in breach of EU rules, 
and reflecting their shipping industries’ strong 
misgivings about the carbon price.

A No vote would have killed the NZF outright and 
left the IMO rudderless on climate, with no clear 
alternative for achieving its (non-binding) net 
zero strategy. A Yes vote depending on ‘explicit’ 
acceptance rules would have seen it adopted, then 
strangled at birth.

Friday’s vaguer outcome means that draft legal text 
agreed so far may live on in some other form. More 
time to fix the NZF’s substantial weaknesses may 
not be an entirely bad thing.

The work will go on at IMO, but the momentum 
of MEPC83 has been dealt a blow. The global 
signal shipping needs to invest in greener 

technologies is still nowhere to be found.

IMO secretary-general Arsenio Dominguez will come 
under fire for this result, but he doesn’t deserve it. He 
has no power to change the paths of powerful states, 
only the thankless task of urging them to work together.

Many believe that climate change is too big an 
issue for the IMO to solve. This week was more 
evidence that international law depends on 
politics, and politics will follow only the law of 
the jungle — the eternal fight for power, wealth 
and influence.

Even if the NZF is adopted, it will not have a happy 
life as long as the world’s major powers remain at 
odds over its goals.

Perhaps more climate disasters will convince 
countries of the need to pay a higher price. Until that 
changes, we will get nowhere.

WHAT TO WATCH

IMO to delay Net-Zero Framework 
vote for one year
THE International Maritime Organization voted 
on Friday to adjourn the extraordinary Marine 
Environment Protection Committee meeting 
for one year, keeping the future of shipping 
decarbonisation in limbo.

Countries voted 57-49 in favour of the delay after 
Saudi Arabia called a vote. Another 21 countries, 
including Greece and Cyprus, abstained, while 
eight did not attend.

EU countries voted against the delay, while Russia, 
China and big oil-exporting countries supported it. 
The Yes camp needed 54 votes out of 106 to win.

The motion to adjourn the meeting was one of several 
late bids on Friday morning to delay the expected 
crunch vote on adopting the Net-Zero Framework.

The room had been due to vote first on changing 
adoption rules, then on adopting the NZF Marpol 
amendment itself.

Saudi Arabia, which has lobbied hard to kill the 
carbon price, called for delay citing the level of 
division over carbon pricing.

But Brazil, which had pushed to hold the 
NZF vote without delay, argued the adjournment 
amounted to “saying no to the measures”, 
since all the dates in the NZF would need 
to be reviewed.

The IMO will still hold its intersessional meeting 
on greenhouse gas emissions next week, meaning 
delegates have an opportunity to continue talks on 
the details of the NZF.

But the delay puts the business case for green 
shipping investments in doubt, prolonging 
uncertainty for shipowners with fleets to renew.

IMO secretary-general Arsenio Dominguez asked 
delegates not to celebrate the outcome, which he said 
left no winners or losers.

Dominguez said they should learn from the result, 
work toward consensus and “come back fresh in one 
year ready to negotiate”.

“As we come to an end, my plea to you is not to 
repeat the way that we have approached this 
meeting,” he said.
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“Be nice and kind to each other… It doesn’t cost much.”

Chaos last night turned into farce on Friday morning at 
the packed London meeting, with delegates unsure what 
they were being asked to vote on and in what order.

Singapore said the IMO needed more time to 
consider the NZF.

“We are at an important crossroads, choosing 
between unity and division,” it said.

Whether the extra year will change countries’ 
negotiating positions much is unclear, given the 
entrenched splits between those arguing for action 
on climate change.

International Chamber of Shipping secretary-general 
Thomas Kazakos said he was disappointed in the result.

“Industry needs clarity to be able to make the 
investments needed to decarbonise the maritime 
sector,” he said.

Transport & Environment shipping director 
Faig Abbasov said the outcome meant more 
uncertainty but also showed “a clear desire to 
clean up the shipping industry, even in the face of 
US bullying”.

“The world cannot let intimidation and vested interests 
dictate the pace of climate action,” Abbasov said.

Australian mining company Fortescue 
said: “After years of negotiation and broad 
international support, today’s outcome 
represents a lost opportunity for the world to 
take collective, decisive action on one of the 
hardest-to-abate sectors.”

India’s Russian shadow fleet conundrum 
remains, despite Trump ‘deal’
US CLAIMS that India has agreed to stop buying 
Russian oil appear to be premature and, for now, 
the world’s third-biggest oil importer remains 
reliant on shadow fleet* deliveries of discounted 
Russian crude.

Despite a statement from US President Donald 
Trump on Wednesday indicating that India had 
agreed to end Russian oil imports, India’s foreign 
ministry has pushed back on that claim.

A statement reported widely by the BBC and several 
media outlets cited ministry officials as being 
“unaware” of a reported phone call between Trump 
and Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi.

While discussions are “ongoing” with the US 
over its Russian oil purchases, India remains 
caught between its reliance on Russian crude and 
potentially damaging US retaliation for its continued 
support of Moscow.

What is clear is that India has been one of the biggest 
markets for Russian seaborne crude since 2023 and that 
trade continues to keep the shadow fleet employed.

Last month India received 1.65m bpd of Russian 
oil, according to data from energy intelligence 
provider Vortexa.

Lloyd’s List has assessed that over 65% of the cargo 
discharged was moved by shadow fleet tankers.

There were 69 vessels involved in shipping the 
crude, including through transhipment, 42 of which 
were sanctioned at the time of delivery.

It is only tankers designated by the UK or EU, or 
both, that are unloading at India’s terminals.

Tankers that have been sanctioned by the US Office 
of Foreign Assets Control have called to India 
from Russia post-designation, but this falls under 
the wind down period, and these measures have 
effectively cut off these tankers from the market.

Ofac-designated vessels continue to play a role in 
India’s export of Russian oil.

Russia’s shadow fleet tankers use deceptive shipping 
practices, and increasingly sophisticated spoofing, to 
disguise ship-to-ship transfers in the Gulf of Oman 
where cargo is delivered by non-Ofac sanctioned 
ships to ports in India and China.

Synmax Intelligence, a US intelligence company, 
identified a voyage of this nature in September.

Ofac-sanctioned suezmax Belgorod (IMO: 9412359) 
sailed to the Gulf of Oman after loading in Murmansk.

The ship disables its AIS while doing a STS with 
Sierra Leone-flagged Samadha (IMO: 9286281), 
which is spoofing over this period, and the cargo is 
delivered to Mundra.
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India, attracted by discounted barrels, became a top 
buyer of Russian oil after the start of the war in Ukraine.

According to data from Vortexa, India imported 
approximately 23,000 bpd in February 2022. This 
figure was 1.65m in September.

There are 63m barrels on the water heading to India 
from Russia as of today.

* 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.

Public shipping companies wane in 
importance vs private owners
THE DEBATE on public versus private shipping 
companies has been playing like a broken record 
for the past decade and a half. Opinions still 
diverge but the market is signalling that the 
private side is winning.

“I think we’re potentially in crisis in the industry 
with regard to our relationship to the capital 
markets,” warned Scorpio Tankers president Robert 
Bugbee at the Capital Link New York Maritime 
Forum on Tuesday.

He noted that market capitalisations of the largest 
public companies have not grown materially in 40 
years and most shipping companies are still too 
small to tap the US bond market.

“We’ve hardly got any companies in the public 
markets that are as big as those in the 1980s. 
It’s kind of weird — that was a long time ago. 
That means that somehow, as a group, we’ve 
either given away the money or just blown it 
during this period.

“There was a time when the public companies were 
starting to make pace with the private shipping 
companies, but right now, there are private companies 
out there that have more equity in their own accounts 
than all of the public companies combined.

“They’ve been kicking our ass in the last few years,” 
said Bugbee.

Panellists at Capital Link addressed three of the 
factors preventing industry market caps from 
scaling up: shares are too discounted in troughs to 
support countercyclical asset acquisitions for fleet 
renewal; public investors prefer pure plays over 
multi-segment companies that are more stable 
across cycles; and private buyers are waiting in 
the wings to snap up larger public fleets if equity 
valuations are too weak for too long.

Hurdle to countercyclical investments for 
listed owners

The share price discount to net asset value (the 
secondhand value of the ships minus liabilities) 
widens sharply during the downcycles. Even in 
the good times, like now, most US-listed shipping 
companies trade at discounts to NAV.

Private owners use market bottoms to renew fleets 
at discounted asset prices. Public companies face a 
major hurdle, because even though weaker freight 
markets pull down asset prices and thus NAV, the 
share-price discount to that reduced NAV widens 
further as stock investors flee the sector.

To take advantage of shipping’s time-honored “buy low, 
sell high” mantra, listed owners need to buy ships priced 
at NAV when their equity is well below NAV. If they want 
to raise equity to fund those acquisitions, they have 
to issue new shares at a huge discount, which public 
companies are loathe to do because it reduces the value 
of existing shares held by management and sponsors.

“Over every cycle, the equity markets have become 
more and more reluctant to give money to shipping 
at the point that they should: at the bottom of the 
market,” said Bugbee.

At the top of the market, public companies are earning 
excess cashflow, but asset values are very high. For 
public company management, the upcycle numbers 
often don’t add up when comparing newbuild prices 
to charter rates — which is particularly the case now, 
with newbuild prices inflated by yard slots full of 
containerships and liquefied natural gas carriers.

“If you buy an LR2 [long range 2 product tanker 
newbuilding] today at $75m, you’ll need $32,000-
$33,000 per day to get a 10% unlevered return,” 
said James Doyle, head of corporate development 
at Scorpio Tankers.
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“I’m bullish on the product tanker market, but $33,000 
per day for the next 20 years is a pretty big ask.”

As high prices curb asset acquisitions in an upcycle, 
public companies return more excess cashflow to 
shareholders in the form of dividends or buybacks, 
even as their existing fleets age and the assets on the 
balance sheet depreciate.

In some cases, said Bugbee, they return too much.

“What we’ve done is laid the seeds for trouble in the 
future for public companies, because we’ve been 
paying out very high dividends that are at some points 
beyond the natural depreciation or replacement value 
that is being burnt each year,” he said.

“Some of these companies’ fleets average 13 years 
already. If you give out cash now, how do you replace 
them? How will companies renew in the future?”

That question has consequences for public investor 
interest in shipping.  

Challenges to attracting short- and long-term 
investors

Listed shipping companies face challenges in 
attracting both the short-term traders and the long-
only funds, Bugbee continued.

On the short-term side, shipping is proving too volatile 
for hedge funds. “I’ve never seen the pressure on 
hedge funds that they have today,” he said.

“Ten years ago, it wasn’t anything like today. If they 
don’t get those returns, very often they can be fired, 
or at least get money withdrawn. They’re under 
tremendous pressure to have results and returns 
quickly, which affects their decision-making with 
shipping stocks.

“They can’t afford to have a 20% down week. That 
hurts. The really long long-only positions, if they 
hold their positions, can go up five or 10 times, but 
it would be a mistake for a hedge fund to hold like 
that, because the cycle at some point will create so 
much volatility that they will get blown out.”

The problem for the long-only funds, he said, 
is their concern on dividend sustainability. 
Insufficient investment in replacement fleets 
jeopardises future dividends.

During a recent roadshow in Boston, ground zero 
of long-only mutual funds, Bugbee said, “They were 

drilling the message of: We’d love to see consistency 
in your industry, and only a return of capital that is 
an actual return of capital, not borrowing from the 
depreciation of assets.

“They’re crying out for a steady return of capital. 
One told us that it has three and a half times more 
capital that it could put in our sector if it could 
trust our dividends, because they’re facing an aging 
population in their clients that are all going to be 
looking for secure dividends.”

For the public shipping space to grow, it needs more 
long-only money from places like Boston that sticks 
around through the cycles, he maintained.

“We have to create some kind of trust and normalcy 
as an industry to maintain that permanent capital 
and take us through to the next step.”

Valuation headwinds for multi-segment 
public companies

The common strategy used by private shipping 
companies to weather cycles and scale up is to own 
fleets across multiple segments. Rates for individual 
segments generally (but not always) rise and fall at 
different times, allowing strength in one segment to 
subsidise fleet renewal in another.

Bugbee noted that all of the large-cap public firms 
back in the 1980s had ships in multiple segments.

“They weren’t blocked into products or blocked into 
dry bulk. They were very diversified across their 
positions and that gave them a much more stable, 
predictable earnings structure and more avenues to 
go down to use their stronger balance sheets.

“I’m not sure whether sticking to just one area of 
ownership is necessarily the correct strategy for 
the entire industry,” he said, clarifying that Scorpio 
Tankers has no plans to diversify.

The conundrum is that today’s shipping equity 
investors appear to favour pure plays over multi-
segment owners.

According to Jason Fink, chief executive of Fearnley 
Securities, “You can smooth out your earnings 
picture by having participation across segments, but 
at the moment, the companies that have done that 
actually trade at the biggest discounts to NAV.”

That’s only partly true. Among the two large US-
listed multi-segment stocks, Navios Partners is 
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trading at an enormous discount to NAV of 67%, 
but CMB.Tech is at a NAV discount of around 30%, 
a very low valuation for a company that owns crude 
tankers amid today’s freight upcycle, but not among 
the worst discounts for shipping stocks overall.

Richard Tyrell, chief executive of LNG carrier owner 
CoolCo, said, “The puzzle I’ve always felt about public 
shipping companies is that you need to be big to get 
attention, and the natural thing to do to become a 
bigger company is to combine a few verticals.

“But the flip side is that the investors, quite 
understandably, want to trade the trends in the 
[individual] markets. It’s something I’ve always 
thought about, and I can’t say I’ve got a solution.”

Ongoing trend toward privatisation

Actually, there is a solution, and CoolCo has just 
used it: go private. CoolCo accepted an offer 
to be acquired by Eastern Pacific Shipping on 
September 29.

Asked about the rationale for the transaction, Tyrell 
said, “We are going into a bit of a rough period from 
the LNG shipping perspective, and I told my guys 
that the good news is that they will be safer in a 
bigger organisation.

“EPS have multiple verticals, and there will always 
be a few of them that are doing alright, even if one or 
two are misfiring. So, I think that’s an advantage of 
going private.”

According to Jae Kwon, managing director at DNB 
Carnegie, “When public companies feel they aren’t 
getting the proper value, the obvious thing that most 

boards think about is whether or not they are getting 
any real bang for their buck by being public. In several 
situations, we’ve seen companies decide to go private.

“We’ve recently seen that with Edda Wind [in 
Oslo] and with CoolCo. And we’ve seen several 
other companies that are probably contemplating 
something along those lines. But I will say that 
when we’ve had these types of discussions, most still 
believe there is real option value in having a public 
mark and public investors.”

The CoolCo deal is just the latest in a series of 
take-privates in the US equity market over the past 
decade, including Teekay LNG, Teekay Offshore, 
GasLog Ltd, GasLog Partners, Hoegh LNG Partners, 
Seacor, OSG, Atlas Corporation (Seaspan), Navios 
Holdings and DryShips.

Another big name could exit soon, with reports that 
Israeli containership operator Zim — one of the most 
heavily traded shipping stocks on Wall Street — is 
considering privatisation offers.

Privatisations have been the largest factor in 
reducing the aggregate market cap of the US-listed 
shipping field, because delistings have not been 
replaced by new listings of anywhere near the same 
scale.

Bugbee still hopes that the tide can be turned, and 
that “somehow we can make shipping more than an 
attractive little niche that is fun to invest in when 
the market goes up”.

But he admitted, “We don’t have the size at the 
moment, so I’m worried at this point about the 
industry and its relationship to the capital markets.”

ANALYSIS

US port fees may be deliberately 
ambiguous, HFW says
THE small print on the US port fees scheme 
targeting China’s maritime, shipbuilding and 
logistics sectors is ambiguously worded and 
that could be deliberate, a team of shipping 
lawyers has warned.

But it will still fall to shipowners to interpret the 
rules as best they can, even though that will entail a 
substantial extra workload, they added.

As the world’s largest economy squares up to its 
biggest rival, a briefing paper on how everything 
will work — and what could possibly go wrong — is 
available on the website of HFW.

The analysis centres on the modifications last 
week’s announcement from the United States 
Trades Representative proposes to the original 
Section 301 Notice of Action published in April and 
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subsequent changes unveiled in June.

While the latest version includes several helpful 
clarifications, there remains “great uncertainty” as 
to how it relates to the earlier stipulations.

Moreover, key terms such as “citizen”, “ownership” 
and “control” are not statutorily defined, leaving 
room for broad interpretation by US authorities.

“This ambiguity could expose vessel operators to 
liability even where only minority stakes (possibly 
below the expressly referenced 25%), strategic 
influence, or operational oversight exist,” said the 
authors.

“It is also unclear how dual nationals are to be 
treated, particularly in cases involving directors 
or shareholders who are Hong Kong or Macau 
nationals, where dual citizenship is more common.

“Given that there have now been two updates, it 
must be assumed that USTR does not want to clarify 
these issues at this stage, possibly to keep their 
enforcement options open.”

Nor is it readily apparent how USTR fees will be 
dealt with under time and voyage charterparties 
subject to English law. Questions include whether 
they constitute a port fee or tax, and what they mean 
for implied indemnity.

Parties to existing long-term charters may not 
be able to avoid friction on these matters. Those 
contemplating a new charterparty are advised to 
include an express “trade wars” clause.

The latest notice includes determinations that are 
now final and effective following official publication 
in the Federal Register, the daily official record of 
government actions.

It is subject to a new public consultation period. 
Stakeholders may submit comments via the USTR 
electronic portal until November 10.

This in turn might open the way for yet another 
notice, which may implement, revise, or reject this 
month’s proposed changes.

Further amendments still may also follow in 
response China’s countermeasures, which were 
announced on October 10.

It remains unclear how the new and proposed 
annexes will interact with the existing fee hierarchy, 

and whether they will be mutually exclusive or apply 
cumulatively.

Either way, operators must self-report and stump 
up the fees in advance of vessel calls, with payment 
to be made via the Treasury Department’s pay.gov 
portal.

That task will require them to input vessel net 
tonnage and, in the case of boxships, container 
counts.

US Customs and Border Protection, which is 
responsible for collecting the fees, has made clear 
that it not their job to determine the amount owed or 
whether any exemptions apply.

CBP recommends paying at least three days in 
advance of arrival at a vessel’s first US port of call. 
Ships arriving without proof of payment will be 
denied loading or discharge operations, it adds.

“While the consequences of misinterpretation 
remain to be seen, challenging US authorities in 
other maritime areas is generally perceived as 
difficult and time-consuming,” the HFW lawyers 
contend.

Some vessel operators have sought to restructure 
their legal entities to avoid classification as a Chinese 
vessel operator or owner.

Those doing so should notify all maritime databases 
of any ownership structure changes, as it is possible 
that compliance will be assessed on the basis of this 
information.

Defer payments

Under the October notice, some vessels have been 
allowed to defer fee payments until December 
10. These include LNG and LPG carriers, vehicle 
carriers and many ro-ros.

But this just a deferment, HFW understands, and 
the fees will eventually be payable.

The October notice also clarifies that the exemption 
for vessels arriving empty or in ballast applies 
only when the vessel does not have any cargo or 
passengers on board.

The exemption for vessels entering a US port from 
a voyage of less than 2,000 nautical miles will be 
assessed on the actual distance travelled from the 
furthest foreign port call.
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A final interim call in Canada or Mexico for a vessel 
which commenced a laden voyage in China appears 
not to fall within this exception.

Other exemptions include fully cellular container vessels 
with a capacity of 4,000 teu or less; bulkers with a liquid 
or dry bulk capacity of 80,000 dwt or less, including 
chemical tankers and ore/bulk/oil carriers; and any 
other vessel with a capacity of 55,000 dwt or less.

Chemtankers and other special-purpose vessels for 
the transport of chemical substances in bulk liquid 
forms may be eligible for targeted coverage.

Vessels principally identified as “Lakers” engaged 
in trading on the Great Lakes are exempt unless 
loading/discharging cargo destined for or from 
outside the US, Canada, or Mexico.

Vehicle carrier fees introduced in the April notice, 
originally calculated using car equivalent units, has 
been revised to a net tonnage model, with fees set at 
$46 per net tonne. The charges will be capped at five 
per calendar year per vessel.

The October notice also introduces some clarified 
definitions. “Vehicle carriers” are defined as vessels 
designed for wheeled or tracked cargo that can load 
itself on board.

A new targeted coverage exemption is proposed 
for US-flagged vessels up to 10,000 dwt, effective 
immediately until April 2029, unless renewed.

A 100% tariff applies to ship-to-shore cranes of 
Chinese origin or built with Chinese components. 
However, cranes that were contracted before April 
17, 2025 and delivered by April 18, 2027 are exempt.

To qualify, importers must ensure they have the 
proper documentation and are in compliance with 
attestation requirements.

Further tariffs of up to 150% are proposed on 
additional cargo handling equipment, including 
rubber tire gantry cranes, rail mounted gantry 
cranes, automatic stacking cranes, reachstackers, 
straddle carriers, terminal tractors, top handlers/
loaders and related components.

It’s fossil fuels or nukes, says 
Norwegian professor
SHIPPING is kidding itself if it thinks it’s going 
to get its hands on sufficient green fuel to hit its 
decarbonisation targets.

That’s the view of Norwegian University 
of Science and Technology professor Jan 
Emblemsvåg, who presents the industry with a 
clear choice: fossil fuels or nuclear.

Emblemsvåg, a professor of civil engineering and 
former shipyard director at Vard and senior vice-
president at Rolls-Royce Marine, explained that if 
shipping went with ammonia as its future fuel of 
choice, it would need to generate nearly four times 
the amount of power generated by the entire EU to 
match what it currently uses in fossil fuels.

“It’s not because of a lack of technology,” he said. “It’s 
just that there won’t be [enough] fuel.

“Definitely when it comes to the large shipping 
segments, because their power and energy 
consumption is far too large for anything that looks 
like a green alternative fuel,” he said.

It will be a choice between two options he said: 
“keep on as we are or go nuclear”.

Some smaller sizes, or maybe domestic shipping, 
would still perhaps look towards alternative fuels to 
decarbonise, he said.

“If you look at the ones that can use nuclear reactors, 
it’s probably 95%, so these small domestic ships, 
they really don’t add much [in emissions].” 

Nuclear shipping has, of course, been mooted as the 
silver bullet for all of the industry’s decarbonisation 
woes for some time.

But the difference could be new reactors, namely 
molten salt reactors and helium gas-cooled reactors. 
These fourth-generation reactors are considered 
much safer than those of the past and use TRISO 
fuel. Usually in the shape of small spheres, TRISO 
fuel is surrounded by layers of carbon and ceramics.

As Emblemsvåg explained, in the event of a total loss 
of a vessel, these spheres can sit on the ocean bed for 
10,000 years without emitting any of its radiation, 
leaving plenty of time for the fuel to be recovered.

Emblemsvåg recalled a conversation he had with the 
Oslo harbourmaster, which he had anticipated would 
be a “difficult talk”.
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Actually, he said, the harbourmaster was extremely 
receptive to the idea of nuclear fuel in a built-up 
harbour because it would remove flammable fossil 
fuel and reduce the risk of fire.

Progression

Nuclear shipping has progressed from a long shot to 
a possibility in recent years.

Both of Norway’s Ulstein and Vard shipyards said 
they were developing nuclear-powered designs.

Ulstein chief designer Øyvind Gjerde Kamsvåg said 
his company was receiving inquiries surrounding 
nuclear-powered vessels almost daily.

He said there was “massive interest” from class 
societies, flag states, harbour states and the 
“industry in general”.

But despite the heralded built-in safety of these 
next generation reactors, Emblemsvåg admitted 
the technology would not be let loose on the entire 
industry as it stands right now.

He envisaged a system where only “highly 
qualified and competent” shipping companies 
were granted operating licences to run nuclear-
fuelled vessels. This would most likely mean only 
f lag states with a credible nuclear programme 
would register nuclear vessels, while the 
International Atomic Energy Association too 

would probably play a role, he said. 

“Everyone else is out. Because this is cheaper 
than fossil, this will, in effect, squeeze out all the 
unprofessional shipowners that you find today on 
the high seas.”

The other major snag is that these reactors are not 
yet in mass production.

But there are projects at an advanced development 
stage, such as Kairos Power in the US.

Emblemsvåg said he anticipated it would be possible 
to “have something out there” by the beginning of 
the next decade, but only if funding continued to be 
secured and insurance handled.

The second problem, he said, could be handled by 
first creating bilateral nuclear corridors for fixed 
routes to prove nuclear safety and reliability. Some 
of those projects are advancing in China.

Emblemsvåg said the Western world might have no 
choice but to act on nuclear, adding he told politicians at 
a nuclear conference recently that they had two choices.

“We can sit there and make it all very difficult, 
and the Chinese will do it for us according to 
their rules and their ways of doing things. Or we 
can shape up, get things done and make this an 
industry that behaves according to Western rules 
and safety standards.”

Ukraine reroutes LPG shipments through 
Danube over Black Sea security concerns
LIQUEFIED petroleum gas carrier calls in the 
Ukrainian ports of the Danube river have increased 
almost 130% in the first half of 2025, compared to 
the same period last year.

In tonnage terms, this is equivalent to 270,051 dwt 
in the first six months of 2025, up from 85,494 dwt 
in the same period of 2024.

LPG has been in huge demand in Ukraine with local 
producers severely impacted since the start of the 
conflict in February 2022.

According to the experts working on energy markets 
and shipping in the Black Sea, most of the LPG that 
is needed has been provided through Romania and 
Moldova, mostly from Galati, since the start of the war.

 

There have been attacks on Ukrainian ports of 
Izmail, Reni, Orlivka and Vylkove on the Danube, 
where the LPG terminals were severely damaged.

However, according to Lloyd’s List Intelligence 
data, there is a new trend with the number of LPG 
callings at Izmail, Reni and Orlivka on the Danube 
increased significantly.

Experts say that it is mostly security related.

Artem Kuyun, an analyst at Ukraine-based 
Consulting Group A-95, said that Danube 
is now one of the main sources of motor fuel 
for Ukraine. “Black Sea ports are very 
dangerous for the petroleum cargoes,” he told 
Lloyd’s List. 
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According to Kuyun, there are no transhipment 
terminals in the Ukrainian ports of Danube since all of 
the infrastructure is mostly destroyed, so “only direct 
overload from vessel to auto tracks is available now”.

Hans-Kristian Pedersen, an analyst at Risk Intelligence, 
said that Russian attacks targeting the Ukrainian 
Danube area were not intended to specifically target 
certain vessels or vessel types, “but rather the attacks 
appear intended to disrupt general port operation — 
which is likely part of a wider Russian campaign to 
disrupt the general functioning of Ukrainian society.”

“Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that any increase 
in activity in a given port may also increase the 
likelihood of future attacks, if Russia sees the 
increase in trade as an opportunity for greater 
disruption of the functioning of Ukraine,” Pedersen 
told Lloyd’s List.

The number of calls at the Ukrainian ports of 
Danube by LPG tankers increased 150% in the first 
quarter of 2025 and 117% in the second quarter, 
compared to the same quarters of 2024.

The rise in port calls by LPG carriers on the Danube 
continues to increase in 2025, up by 56% in the 
second quarter, with 39 calls compared to the first 
three months of the year, when 25 traceable port 
calls were made.

In tonnage terms it is 164,234 dwt in the second 
quarter compared to 105,817 dwt in the first quarter.

Recently there has been repair work on the Danube 
LPG facilities, and the small ferry port in Orlivka 
was converted to a cargo facility, which can now 
handle LPG carriers.

The works seem to have made a remarkable 
difference to the Danube ports, according to experts, 
and more LPG is now being carried to Ukraine 
directly rather than through another country. 

Despite the repair works, “The threat picture for 
maritime operations in the Ukrainian area of the 
Danube, continues to be influenced by the ongoing 
war in Ukraine,” said Pedersen, as there have been 
few incidents impacting the ports.

This trend of increasing gas carrier traffic in the 
Danube is at odds with an overall reduction in calls 
to the Ukrainian ports in the Danube. 

The number of calls has been decreasing 
for six consecutive quarters, from 887 in the 
first quarter of 2024 compared to 349 port 
calls in the same quarter of 2025. In the 
second quarter of this year there were 322 
calls to Ukraine’s Danube ports. The reason 
for the fall is the dwt cap which only allows 
small vessels, and the queues created by bad 
weather conditions. 

JSC Energo Trade, one of the largest importers 
of petroleum products in Ukraine, said in a 
statement that liquefied gas deliveries to Ukraine 
via tankers was a future investment and a 
strategic expansion of logistics capabilities, 
which would allow for increased import volumes 
and reduced transportation risks.

In August, LPG tanker Mona (IMO: 9187837) 
carrying 2,000 tonnes of LPG from Türkiye arrived 
in Izmail port. 

The operator, Energo Trade, said they had sold all 
the LPG to gas stations around Ukraine before the 
vessel entered the river.

According to NaftoRynok, in January-July 
2025, the share of river and sea supplies of 
LPG to Ukraine rose to 52% of total imports, 
compared to 22.5% in the same period of 2024; 
and Türkiye was the lead supplier, providing 
47% of tanker deliveries in the first six 
months of this year.

MARKETS

General cargoship and MPV newbuild orderbook 
booms as sector embraces efficiency demands
ORDERS for new shortsea general cargoships and 
their larger multipurpose cargo vessel cousins are on 
the rise as shipowners face a need to replace an ageing 
fleet with more fuel-efficient and flexible tonnage.

“The general cargo and MPV sectors have seen a lot 
more ships ordered over the past two years — the 
orderbook was negligible five years ago,” said Jost 
Bergmann business director of MPV at DNV. 
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The orderbook for the combined sectors, for all 
vessels of above 4,000 dwt, totals some 400 ships 
and represents around 6.5% of the existing fleet in 
service in number.

Some 70 vessels alone have been contracted since 
January. While the orderbook appears low compared 
to other vessel sectors, it is well up on the less than 
2% orderbook to fleet in service ratio in 2020.

Bergmann noted that investment has been 
particularly strong in the so-called medium-range 
segment. This covers general cargoships in the 
6,000 dwt-8,999 dwt range. 

He explained that the popularity of medium-range 
newbuildings can be partly attributed to an upsizing 
by shipowners, wanting to replace vessels of below 
6,000 dwt with larger units. 

“Demand for ships able to serve small ports with 
shallow drafts remains, but there is little difference 
in vessel operating expenses between a 4,000 dwt 
ship and a 6,000 dwt vessels.” said Bergmann.

“Crew size and fuel consumption will be the 
same for both sizes. Provided you can enter the 
same ports as the smaller vessel, the increase in 
deadweight, and thus earning potential, makes the 
investment in the larger ship compelling.” 

As the sector is required to chart a greener course, 
the latest general cargoship and MPV designs 
incorporate various measures aimed at significantly 
reducing carbon emissions and improving 
operational efficiency. 

Key among these innovations is the integration of 
low or zero-carbon fuel-ready capabilities, alongside 
energy-saving technologies. 

Fuel consumption is being drastically reduced 
compared to earlier designs with a focus on 
minimising hull resistance, optimising rudder and 
propeller configurations, and lowering onboard 
electrical power demand.

These improvements not only cut emissions, but also 
deliver measurable cost savings to operators.

In addition to sustainability measures, new 
vessel designs are maximising cargo capacity and 
operational flexibility.

A notable trend is the relocation of crew 
accommodation blocks as far forward as possible 
on the vessel. This frees up valuable deck space, 

allowing for more versatile and efficient cargo 
loading. New designs on the drawing board even 
eliminate funnels, with emissions instead being 
exhausted from the aft quarter of the hull, to free up 
even more deck space for cargo.

Bergmann believes though that alternative fuels 
may still be a distant prospect for most general 
cargoship segments.

Widespread adoption of alternative fuels in 
the general cargoship and multipurpose vessel 
sectors faces significant hurdles, primarily 
due to the dominance of tramping trades, 
according to Bergmann.

He suggested that while biofuels may offer a 
near-term solution, other alternative fuels such 
as methanol and ammonia remain far from 
commercially viable for the majority of the sector.

“Alternative fuels will be very difficult for those 
shipowners not engaged on liner trades,” Bergmann 
said, noting that most general cargo and MPV 
vessels operate on unscheduled routes that offer 
little predictability or infrastructure support for 
alternative fuel usage.

Currently, methanol and ammonia are being 
considered primarily for larger MPVs operating 
on semi-liner services, where fixed routes and 
schedules make fuel availability more manageable. 
However, these fuels are still far from being scaled 
to meet broader industry needs.

Bergmann also highlighted the economic challenge 
of transitioning to green fuels.

“With some alternative fuels likely to cost four 
times that of conventional fuels, somebody 
will need to pay for this difference,” he stated, 
underscoring the need for policy support, 
incentives, or market-driven solutions to make the 
shift feasible.

A new wave of pilot projects is emerging in the 
sector for new ships powered by hydrogen fuel cells 
or fully-electric propulsion systems using advanced 
battery packs. The initiatives aim to significantly 
reduce emissions for shortsea operations.

Despite limited commercial investment for these 
green technologies, a small group of national 
governments is stepping in to support the 
transition. Norway appears to have taken a leading 
role, with state-backed organisations such as 
Enova and the NOx Fund providing funding.
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Such financial backing is expected to accelerate 
innovation and bring scalable, zero-emission cargo 
ships closer to market readiness.

Meanwhile, diesel-electric propulsion has been 
gaining traction in the shortsea sector, with a growing 
number of vessel orders over the past two years.

One notable project in this emerging trend comes 
from a partnership of Dutch shipowners JR 
Shipping and Boomsma Shipping and Germany’s 
Leonhardt & Blumberg Group.

The three companies have jointly placed orders 
for 8,500 dwt general cargoships at Chowgule 
Shipbuilding in India, which have been designed by 
Conoship International of the Netherlands.

They feature a state-of-the-art diesel-electric 
propulsion system comprising four generators 
coupled to an electric drive motor. This 
configuration is expected to cut propulsion energy 
use by 50% to 60% compared to conventional 
designs, translating into emissions reductions of 
between 50% and 90%, according to the owners.

Delivery of the first vessel is scheduled for next year, 
with the final ship in the series set for handover in the 
third quarter of 2028. The design has been future-
proofed with the option to retrofit wind-assisted 
propulsion technologies, carbon capture systems, and 
battery-powered, zero-emission operation.

Diesel-electric propulsion offers clear advantages for 
shortsea trades, where vessels often call at multiple 
ports and operate at variable speeds.

Unlike traditional single-engine systems, the modular 
nature of diesel-electric setups allows operators to 
optimise engine use based on operational needs, 
reducing fuel consumption and emissions during 
short voyages and multiple port calls.

Chowgule recently delivered the eighth of 12 plug-in 
hybrid vessels to Finnish shipowner ESL Shipping 
which were ordered in 2021.

These new 5,400 dwt general cargoships represent 
a breakthrough in sustainable shipping, offering 
virtually emission-free and silent entry to ports 
across the Baltic Sea and Northern Europe.

The global fleet of general cargoships, particularly those 
under 10,000 dwt, is ageing due to a marked lack of 
newbuilding investment over the past two decades.

However, Ulrik Frorup, commercial director at BV 

downplayed concerns over the age profile of the 
fleet, stating that many of these smaller vessels 
are operated by experienced small shipowners 
with strong maintenance regimes and operational 
standards. 

The relatively slow pace of fleet renewal in the sector 
is being attributed to two major factors. Firstly, the 
lack of viable alternative fuel solutions for smaller 
ships, and then, high newbuilding costs.

These challenges have made many shipowners 
reluctant or unable to commit to new tonnage in 
the short to medium term. As a result, the issue of 
the sector’s ageing fleet is unlikely to be addressed 
anytime soon.

Compounding the situation is the evolving market 
landscape. Frorup noted that general cargoships 
and MPVs, which can also load containers, are 
increasingly being squeezed by containerships at the 
lower-value end of the cargo spectrum, and by large 
heavylift vessels at the upper end.

This cargo displacement is further undermining the 
economic case for investing in new ships in these 
segments. With these trends in play, the sector may 
continue to lean on older tonnage, even as regulatory 
pressures and operational costs mount. Whether 
this balance can hold in the long term is another 
question.

While Asia continues to dominate large-scale 
shipbuilding, Indian yards like Chowgule have 
gained traction in the shortsea and regional 
vessel markets, particularly in the 5,000 dwt and 
9,000 dwt segments.

While Asia continues to dominate large-scale 
shipbuilding, Indian yards like Chowgule have 
gained traction in the shortsea and regional vessel 
markets, particularly in the 5,000 dwt and 9,000 
dwt segments.

This trend is driven by Indian yards’ specialisation 
in smaller multipurpose general cargo vessels — a 
sector that Chinese shipbuilders have shown a 
declining interest in recent years.

The Indian government’s support through attractive 
subsidies, sometimes up to 30%, especially for 
vessels designed from the ground up to run on 
alternative fuels, is fuelling this growth.

This financial incentive, combined with the shipyards’ 
growing expertise, is making India an increasingly 
appealing destination for commercial shipbuilding.
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Until recently, many Indian shipyards had focused 
on naval contracts, but they are now eager to pivot 
towards commercial projects to leverage their built-
up capacity and technical know-how.

The general cargoship sector is viewed as relatively 
low risk for less experienced builders due to simpler 
design requirements compared to other vessel types. 
This has opened doors for Indian yards to secure 
more orders and build its international reputation.

Meanwhile, Dutch shipbuilding group Damen continues 
to thrive in the general cargoship and MPV segment. 
With a strong legacy in building such ships, Damen 
operates as a hybrid shipbuilder — designing and 
managing commercial operations in the Netherlands, 
while outsourcing hull construction and often final 
assembly to facilities in China and Vietnam.

Their success is credited to a focus on a narrow, 
standardised vessel size range, which keeps costs 
manageable and quality consistent.

BV’s Frorup believes any further wave of investment 
in shortsea general cargoships could be driven 
by not only greater efficiency, but also shifting 
European transport and energy priorities. 

Drawing parallels to the upsizing already seen 
in the European ro-ro cargoship f leet, Frorup 
believes that general cargo operators will 
increasingly look to modernise with bigger, more 
capable vessels.

This comes as the European Union needs to step up 
efforts to shift freight transport from road to sea, a 
key part of a broader sustainability agenda.

Frorup pointed out that flexible general 
cargoships, which can serve smaller ports with 
draft and crane limitations, are well-positioned 
to meet the demand for greener, more versatile 
coastal logistics.

He also highlighted the growing role of general 
cargoships and MPVs in supporting Europe’s 
expanding offshore wind sector. 

As windfarm installations increase, the need for 
optimally equipped MPVs — potentially fitted with 
dynamic positioning systems — will rise. 

The evolving market dynamics suggest that shipowners 
and operators will increasingly prioritise both size and 
specification in future fleet investments.

Transpacific spot rates surge 30% 
as port fees kick in
CONTAINER spot market rates on the transpacific 
headhaul route surged by nearly a third this week, 
as long-anticipated US port fees targeting Chinese-
owned and operated vessels came into force.

According to the latest Shanghai Containerised Freight 
Index, rates from Shanghai to the US West Coast 
jumped 31.9% — a $468 increase — to $1,936 per feu. 
East coast rates climbed 16.4% to $2,853 per feu.

While the recent hikes are striking — pushing 
rates to their highest point since mid-September — 
current spot market prices are still at half the level 
of only as far back as June, and around a third of 
this year’s peak back in May.

More importantly, however, is this impromptu spike is 
not a sign of any sustained rate momentum, far from it.

Simon Heaney, senior manager of container 
research at Drewry, said they certainly haven’t 
“turned a corner”.

Indeed, Heaney expects rates to fall back just as quickly 
as they rose, with the weekly jump reflecting temporary 

disruption in the initial stages of the new port fees, as 
carriers make final network reconfigurations to limit 
exposure. This included the last minute adjustment 
made by Gemini Cooperation carriers, as highlighted by 
Lloyd’s List earlier this week.

These disruptions are though expected to be 
minimal. Carriers have had plenty of time to plan 
ahead for the US Trade Representative’s port levy, 
which came into effect on Tuesday (October 14), and 
had already adjusted vessel schedules and phased 
out China-built ships from transpacific rotations.

Try as they may, carriers will also be unable to 
apply direct surcharges because there is such 
a wide spread in terms of asymmetrical cost 
exposure, explained Heaney.

“If you’re say, CMA CGM, who has one of the highest 
exposures — not counting the Chinese carriers, if 
you apply a surcharge, that customer can just jump 
ship to another company,” he said.

“There isn’t any leverage for carriers to do that in 
that market,” he said.
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Cosco, despite being among the most heavily 
impacted, has publicly stated too it will not pass on 
the fees to customers — a move that underscores the 
competitive pressure and this lack of pricing leverage.

Drewry expects a return to the declining trend in 
rates that, until this week, had been the narrative of 
the last few months.

“Our instinct is that long term, rates will pop 
and we’ll go back… because the outlook for 
the transpacific demand is not very strong,” 
said Heaney.

The US import outlook is under pressure. 
Frontloading in the first half of the year 
and rising tariffs have begun to erode pre-tariff 
inventories, with retail prices creeping 
upward — a troubling sign for 2026 demand. 
Importers are bracing for further cost 
exposure, especially if proposed 100% tariffs 
materialise in November.

Drewry’s World Container Index for the transpacific 
route of Shanghai-Los Angeles currently stands at 
$2,195 per feu. Heaney expected this to rise in line 
with the SCFI when it is revised next week.

Navios Partners eyes Nordic bond 
issue as fleet renewal continues
NAVIOS Maritime Partners is eyeing the issue of a 
Nordic bond as it continues its fleet renewal push.

The Greece-based diversified shipowner said on 
Friday it had mandated Norwegian investment 
banks to arrange calls with fixed income 
investors, to start next week.

“A five-year, US dollar-denominated senior 
unsecured bond issue may follow,” the company 
said, adding the move was subject to market 
conditions and other factors.

Proceeds would be used to repay some of the owner’s 
outstanding debt facilities and for general purposes.

Navios is following a path to the Norwegian market that 
several Greek-controlled companies have trodden this 
year, including Navios South American Logistics that 
raised $400m from its debut bond in the summer.

The logistics business is separately controlled 
Navios Maritime Holdings, that was taken private by 
shipowner Angeliki Frangou two years ago.

New York-listed, Navios Partners, which owns 
and operates a mixed fleet of 172 vessels, is said to 
be contemplating a similar amount, give or take 
$100m, if the issue is green lit.

The owner is pushing ahead with fleet renewal and 
has disclosed three recent vessel sale deals that it said 
will pull in a total of about $69m in gross proceeds.

Two 20-year-old panamax bulkers have been sold for 
$8.3m apiece and Navios has agreed to sell a 2010-
built very large crude carrier for a price of $52.5m, 
with delivery expected in the current quarter.

At the same time, the company has taken delivery 
of a newly built medium range two product tanker, 
which has been chartered out at a net daily rate of 
$22,669 for five years.

Navios’ outstanding tanker order book now comprises 
17 newbuildings including 12 aframax/long range two 
tankers and five MR2s that are under bareboat charters. 
Also on order are eight newbuilding containerships split 
equally between vessels of 7,900 teu and 8,850 teu.

Navios said that it has clinched new long-term 
charters for several vessels that will generate close to 
$114m in revenues.

Three 4,250 teu containerships have been chartered 
out for an average period of 2.6 years at an average 
rate of $35,085 per day.

Two MR2 product tankers have been chartered out 
for an average period of 1.1 years at an average daily 
rate of $19,196.

The owner said that it has fixed 88.1% and 48.1% of 
its available days for the second half of 2025 and for 
2026, respectively.

Contracted revenue was expected to reach 
$580.4m for the second six months of  this year 
and $749.9m for 2026.

Navios Partners had $3.6bn in charter revenue 
contracted through to 2037.
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Huayuan Star orders two 85,000 dwt dry 
bulkers amid cost-cutting effort
CHINESE state utility China Huadian’s shipping 
arm has ordered two 85,000 dwt methanol-
ready bulk carriers at Jiangsu Haitong Offshore 
Engineering to support coal transport operations.

Huayuan Star Shipping, China Huadian’s shipping 
subsidiary, contracted the pair at Yuan633.6m 
($89m) each, with deliveries scheduled between 
June and December 2028.

The newbuildings will serve both domestic and 
international routes, primarily transporting coal for 
China Huadian’s power plants along China’s southern 
coast. Once delivered, Huayuan Star Shipping’s owned 
tonnage will expand to 504,000 dwt.

The investment reflects China Huadian’s strategy to 
control transport costs.

“If imported coal is transhipped via domestic 
vessels, instead of being shipped directly to the 
power plants, an additional Yuan50 in logistics 
costs would be incurred per tonne, adding about 
Yuan3.5m in extra expenses for each 70,000 dwt 
ship call,” said a source close to the company.

This marks Huayuan Star Shipping’s second order 
with Jiangsu Haitong Offshore. In February 2023, 
the company contracted two 65,000 dwt bulk 
carriers at the same yard, with one delivered in 
September this year.

The Rugao-based yard delivered six vessels in 2023 
and focuses on bulk carriers as its mainstay. Public 
data show it secured orders for at least 12 63,500 
dwt bulkers in 2024, including contracts from Hong 
Kong and Taiwanese owners.

OTHER NEWS

Seafarer dies on board BW 
Group bulker
A SEAFARER has lost their life on 
board a BW Group bulk carrier off 
Sweden.

According to the UK Marine 
Accident Investigation Branch, 
the seafarer fell overboard 
while rigging a ladder for pilot 
disembarkation three nautical 
miles east of Ronnskar, Sweden.

The authority has opened an 
investigation into the incident on 
board Isle of Man-flagged, 62,050 
dwt bulk carrier World Prize (IMO: 
9860403).
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