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OUR FOCUS

OUR STRENGTHS

Focus involves acquiring and adopting a greater
understanding of risk and insurance management
skills. It involves the formation of collaborative
partnerships with, amongst others, shipowners,
risk consultants, brokers, underwriters and
organizations to build networks and clusters of
excellence to win competitive advantage.

CEFOR members have joined forces to establish active crossindustry networks to provide the basis for business dialogue and
vital information. This local market transparency gives CEFOR a
unique base of talents and skills, a platform able to support specialist
insurance solutions to address current and future global marine
insurance issues.
Focused, the CEFOR market doesn’t simply deliver “one size fits all”
solutions, but tailors its products to meet the unique needs of the
client. CEFOR members offer clients alternatives representing various
levels of insurance coverage and pricing for a given risk, and give
clients the choice.

FOCUS

Throughout 2005, CEFOR members have continued
their work to develop and implement specific
customer-driven solutions - insurance solutions
judged on the business value they deliver,
maximized by providing exactly the right solution
for each customer.

OUR AIM

OUR COMPETENCE

CEFOR’s aim to be the leading marine insurance
market demands clear vision and a defined role. It
demands focus: focus on the needs of all parties,
from shipowners to financiers and to the global
shipping community as a whole. It demands focus
on creating and sustaining shared values, fairness
and ethical business models at all levels of marine
insurance; and, a focus on providing clients with the
required resources, training and insurance solutions
aimed to improve safety, commercial operations
and bottom line.

The CEFOR market represents a high degree of
specialization within Hull, P&I and Cargo covers,
and Risk Management. CEFOR members provide
the basis for an extended infrastructure of marine
insurance knowledge that is attractive to global
shipping companies. Marine insurance post
education, brokers, underwriters, and lawyers, all
levels support the infrastructure of CEFOR’s highly
professional marine insurance cluster.

World-class
marine insurance

Shipping companies across the world are becoming progressively more
sophisticated and professional. In today’s market, the need to
apply underwriting skills more effectively combined with increased demand
for innovative and higher quality marine insurance products and services, have
never been greater. Never before has ‘focus’ been so important.

CEFOR’s focus is to help clients choose among the global alternatives
by facilitating their understanding of which alternative best matches
their business demand. Shipping clients doing business in the CEFOR
market can expect to receive high-level, on-going support and a
market that accepts ownership of marine insurance problems and a
responsibility to solve them.

Our Future
Strong maritime traditions facilitate the future of the ship industry.
This is especially true of Scandinavia. Like the Vikings, the CEFOR
market continues to explore new environments and overcome
difficult challenges. Global shipping is being reshaped by changes
in regulation, capital structures and globalization. This has led to
increased competition in the insurance segment where CEFOR will
continue to excel through product differentiation and customized
services.
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A new vision for
a developing market
According to Wikipedia (www.wikipedia.org),
a market is a social arrangement that allows buyers
and sellers to discover information and carry out a
voluntary exchange. A market, along with a right
to own property, is one of the two key institutions
that organize trade. Markets can also be viewed as
being only physical marketplaces allowing face-toface meetings between buyers and sellers.
However, markets may also exist in any medium
that allows social interaction, such as through
mail or over the Internet. Both general markets
where many commodities or services are traded
and specialised markets (where one commodity
or service is traded) exist. Markets work by placing
many interested sellers in one “place”, thus making
them easier to find for prospective buyers.
For almost a century, the CEFOR market has
allowed providers of marine insurance to
come together and organize the products and
services on offer in a coherent structured, and
competitive manner. Even though CEFOR was
orginally conceived to organize Norwegian
insurers or insurance agents located in Norway,
the approach to marine insurance has been more
or less identical throughout the Nordic region.
A strong focus on the maritime competence
inherent from our common maritime tradition
has resulted in a structured approach to insurance
clauses and all risk policies, in-house claims
handling and claims lead practices, client service,
product development, loss prevention and risk
management -- all based on a solid financial
platform and with financial guarantees by leaders
on behalf of other followers in the market.

Over the past few decades, marine insurance, together with most
other financial product lines, have gone through a substantial
restructuring, consolidation and streamlining of activities and
operations. Brokers in the CEFOR market are naturally and primarily
representing the interests of their clients, but they also have a role
to play in promoting and visualising the competitive advantage and
symbiosis of buyers and sellers in the market.
From the traditional Norwegian-based market, we are now seeing a
gradual shift to a more regional approach by CEFOR and the market
players. Insurers are increasingly pan-Nordic or have Nordic or
international strategies, both in terms of presence and operation as
well as client portfolios. There are more features which unite than
divide the way we carry out our business, whether we are located in
Denmark, Norway, Sweden or Finland. The variety of ways insurers
are organized, the various products they offer and the diversity of
their approach to business is in my opinion only a sign strength,
and from a client perspective, offers something for everyone.
That brings me back to the initial market definition from Wikipedia,
where a market can be construed as a social arrangement and not
necessarily a physical or geographical common location.
With a strong focus on maritime competence and common business
practices, the Nordic approach to marine insurance is becoming a
concept recognised and appreciated by clients all over the world.
CEFOR will continue to play a role in this development, contributing
to and strengthening our shared platform of marine insurance and
representing a common repository of market competence, practice
and memory. We deliver these strengths in a highly competitive
environment to the common good of our clients – at home and
throughout the world.

Bjørn Hildan
Chairman
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Managing Director, CEFOR

Marine Insurance Transparency
Sharing is caring….

We live in the Information Age, a time when the
concept of “transparency” has come to define how
businesses interact with each other, organizations
and society. Increasingly, the public is demanding
access to crucial information related to health,
safety and the environment, demonstrating a
concern for the well-being and fundamental rights
of all living creatures.
The public’s interest in these issues extends to
the maritime industry. In 2004, the Organisation
for Economic Co-Operation and Development
(OECD) published the Coghlin-report on Removal
of Insurance from Sub-standard Shipping. One of
the many recommendations of this report was
to encourage the flow of risk-related information
between underwriters and also with other relevant
maritime organizations, a concept driven primarily
by the idea that underwriters will not insure a
sub-standard vessel if it is clearly established that
the ship is of dubious quality. Any underwriter
still electing to insure such a sub-standard vessel
against better judgement should expect public
scrutiny (and perhaps legal sanctions) should the
vessel be involved in an accident or an incident
which reaches the public attention
In the two years since the OECD report was
released, a number of changes have taken place.
Indeed, it is interesting to note that many of the
calls for increased transparency have come from
within the marine insurance industry itself,- not as
a result of public legislation, law suits or consumer
action. In fact, the International Group of P&I
Clubs (IG) has launched a number of initiatives
ranging from increased club retentions through
tighter common survey schemes to a common IG
computer database sharing ship survey data.
In the CEFOR market in general and in Norway
in particular, professional secrecy legislation
concerning insurance contracts has traditionally
been an impediment to marine insurers sharing



risk information. Last year, CEFOR and the marine insurance market
worked relentlessly to ensure a legal basis for the right to share and
exchange information about the condition of ships and how they
are being managed, maintained and operated in order to avoid
insuring sub-standard vessels.
The CEFOR initiative on greater transparency has received
widespread support from both the Norwegian Ministry of Trade
and Industry as well as the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association
and the Norwegian Financial Supervisory Authority. The result of
this comprehensive action came late last year when the Norwegian
Ministry of Trade and Industry proposed new legislation on marine
insurance transparency.
The new proposal will provide a limited exemption for insurance
companies from the current Norwegian Insurance Activity Act,
allowing marine underwriters to exchange certain information
about vessel safety and to forward such information to relevant
public authorities and classification societies without the prior
consent of their customer. This small but highly significant piece of
legislation is expected to be adopted by the Norwegian Parliament
during the course of 2006 and implemented in the Norwegian
Maritime Code or the new Norwegian Ship Safety Act.
Marine insurers do not have (and are not expected to have) a
policing role in the battle against sub-standard shipping. However,
we recognise that we have a shared responsibility for ensuring that
people and cargo reach their destinations in a safe and sustainable
manner.
The CEFOR market vision has always stressed quality rather than
volume. In my view, transparency is closely related to values such
as decency, honesty and responsibility, all of which form a defining
characteristic of the CEFOR market. In the end, sharing information
is just as much about good business and good business ethics as it is
about caring for your customers’ interests.

Tore Forsmo
Managing Director



The CEFOR Marine Insurance Market 2005

2005: A Strengthened Market
Gross premium income for direct marine insurance
in the CEFOR market in 2005 totalled USD 1259.7
million (NOK 8123 million), compared to USD 959.1
million (NOK 6484.3 million) in 2004. (Note: The
2005 figures are not directly comparable with the
2004 figures as explained in the “Ocean Hull” and
“Coastal and Fishing Vessels” sections.) Premiums
for ocean hull and P&I insurance are mostly paid in
US dollars.
Throughout 2005, CEFOR continued to work with
the Norwegian government to ensure a legal basis
for the right to share and exchange information
about the condition of ships and how they are
being managed, maintained and operated in
order to avoid insuring sub-standard vessels. At
present, Norwegian professional secrecy legislation
concerning insurance contracts impedes such
efforts. The Ministry of Finance turned down the
industry’s request for an exemption on the grounds
that no exemption from the professional secrecy
rules under the Norwegian Insurance Activity
Act can be given nor would the Act be amended.
Therefore, CEFOR approached Norway’s Ministry of
Trade & Industry, which responded positively and
sent a proposal for such legislation on a hearing to
the shipping industry and other interested parties.
The deadline for comments was set to 9 December.
It is expected that this legislation will be included
in the proposed act on ship safety, and that the
government will submit the proposal to the
Storting (Parliament) in the spring session of 2006.
A government committee was appointed by a Royal
Decree of 24 October 2003 to propose a new act on
seaworthiness. Although the current Seaworthiness
Act of 9 June 1903 has been amended on a number
of occasions (often following Norway’s ratification
of international conventions concerning safety at
sea), the act is regarded as too detailed and out of
date as a supervisory act.



The committee’s main objective was to propose an act on
seaworthiness based on modern supervisory principles. The
Committee Chairman is Professor Hans Jacob Bull at the
Scandinavian Institute of Maritime Law of the University of Oslo. The
CEFOR representative in the committee was lawyer Marit Helleberg
of Gjensidige Forsikring. The proposal for a new act on ship safety
was handed over to the Ministry of Trade & Industry in August 2005.
The key feature of the proposed act is the shipowners’ obligation to
establish, implement and enhance safety management systems. The
Ministry of Trade & Industry will distribute the proposal for hearing,
whereupon the government will submit a proposal for a new act to
the Storting (Parliament) in the spring session of 2006.
In the aftermath of the first International Marine Claims Conference
held in 2004 in Portmarnock, Ireland, the CEFOR Claims Forum
formed a working group to draft a hull claims handling protocol for
the purpose of establishing claims handling principles designed
to find international acceptance at some later date. This would
be in the spirit of the yearly Portmarnock conference which aims
to create a better understanding of ways the different markets
handle claims. The claims handling protocol was presented to the
second International Marine Claims Conference which was held in
Portmarnock in October 2005. The draft protocol was received by the
conference delegates as a good starting point for further work.
Ocean Hull
Premium income in the CEFOR market for 2005 amounted to USD
576.9 million (NOK 3720 million). The 2004 figures were USD 374.6
million (NOK 2524.7 million) but are not comparable to the 2005
figures, due to the fact that the 2005 figures include The Swedish
Club and some business regarding builders’ risks and mobile offshore
units which was not reported in previous years.
Although shipping markets have declined somewhat from the peak
early in the year, the industry continued to be very profitable

throughout 2005. However, success in shipping
does not necessarily translate into profitability
for marine insurance. To remain profitable during
a period of high shipping activity, owners and
operators tend to postpone maintenance
programmes, which can lead to more incidents.
Time is of the essence – a characteristic of today’s
industry which often comes at the cost of quality in
operation.

Yearly tonnage growth in the region of 6 - 7 per cent will further
increase the challenge of providing qualified crew.

It may be too early to draw definitive conclusions,
but the tendency toward an increasing proportion
of claims relating to navigational errors seems likely
to continue. Today, finding a sufficient number of
competent crew members is the primary challenge
to the shipping industry. In spite of initiatives to
start advanced training for “specialist” tonnage like
LNG (and taking on more cadets), this issue is far
from being resolved.

For international business, the situation is similar in many countries,
with local companies fighting for their share of domestic business at
any cost, often on the back of international reinsurance. During most
of 2005, the trend has been to renew fleets with good or acceptable
record at a small cash increase or even “as before”, if the rating level
was acceptable, while there seemed to be few cash reductions on
existing accounts.

In spite of marginal results on marine hull business, there is still a
large imbalance between supply and demand of insurance capacity.
This applies to Nordic insurance companies for domestic business,
as well as globally for international business. In the Nordic countries,
there are companies who solely concentrate on Nordic/domestic
business. With fewer clients to fight over, competition remains fierce.



The CEFOR Marine Insurance Market 2005

The CEFOR Marine Insurance Market 2005

Gross premium income, direct insurance 2005: 1259,7 USD m

In 2005 in general, the only possibility to obtain
increased premium levels seemed to be via bad
statistics but in retrospect, the markets remained
relatively flat last year.
Contrary to what most analysts believed, the
expected general increase of 10-15 per cent passed
on from direct underwriters as a consequence of
increased reinsurance costs never occurred.
The year closed as flat as it started.
War Risks
The Norwegian Shipowners’ Mutual War Risks
Insurance Association (DNK) insures Norwegian
vessels, drilling rigs and similar movable units
against risks of war. (DNK’s war cover includes total
loss, damage, collision liability, hull interest/freight
interest, loss of hire, owner’s liability [P&I] and
occupational injuries etc.) DNK’s wide scope of
cover is combined with competitive pricing and
a practical approach developed in response to
members’ war risk insurance requirements.
Gross premium income in 2005 amounted to
USD 29.8 million (NOK 192.2 million).
During 2005, DNK introduced a limited cover for
perils otherwise excluded by the RACE II clause and
launched a practical solution to the Malacca transit
problem, which arose after a new methodology
for assessing war risks was completed. War and
terrorism events affecting shipping are relatively
infrequent, but such events contain the potential
to result in great losses. The risk of war and terrorist
attacks varies over time and between regions.
But, in the last few years, it is commonly recognised
that the terror threat against shipping has
increased. Despite a decrease in the overall number
of incidents, piracy is unfortunately still frequent
as evidenced by a substantial number of attacks
outside Somalia during 2005.
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P&I
The CEFOR P&I Clubs Gard, Skuld and Swedish Club booked USD
487.2 million (NOK 3,142.4 million) for the 2005/2006 policy year.
2005 was a year in which challenges to the industry came from an
almost unprecedented number of directions. From the tsunami
in December 2004 to the worst hurricane season ever, nature has
exercised her considerable destructive power. In the man-made
world, the shipping market and its associated insurers have had to
deal with the combination of costlier liability regimes, more punitive
legal environments, tighter financial regulations and claims inflation,
fuelled by a buoyant shipping market. It is of course impossible
to predict when and where natural catastrophes may strike – and
judging by insurers’ experience last year, modelling precisely how
these events will play out is an inexact science. However, these
external factors will continue to affect the businesses in which we
operate for many years to come.
Together with other P&I insurers, the Nordic P&I clubs faced
increased levels of compensation. Some obvious examples are the
Supplementary Fund Protocol 2003, STOPIA 2006, TOPIA and the
1996 Protocol to the 1976 Convention for the Limitation of Maritime
Claims. Other new regimes, such as the HNS Convention regarding
carriage of dangerous goods, and the 2002 Protocol to the Athens
Conventions regarding passenger liability are all part of the mix.
STOPIA took effect on March 3 2005, recognising the additional
compensation obligation placed on oil receivers by the
2003 Supplementary Fund and demonstrating the support of
shipowners for the successful compensation scheme established by
the 1992 CLC and Fund Convention.
Coastal and Fishing Vessels
In 2005, gross premium income amounted to USD 102.7 million (NOK
661.9 million) compared to USD 83.5 million (NOK 563 million) in
2004. However, it should be noted that the 2005 figures include the
Nordic hull account of Gard and thus are not comparable with the
2004 figures.

Hull (and hull-related) covers amounted to USD
100 million (NOK 644.7 million) and P&I amounted
to USD 2.7 million (NOK 17.2 million). Premiums
for coastal and fishing vessels are mostly paid in
Norwegian Kroner.
Strong competition in the coastal and fishing vessel
market continues to hold premiums down in most
segments, leaving margins insufficient to cope with
large losses. This is especially evident in the supply
and offshore vessel segment where insurance
values are increasing steadily. There were several
newbuildings in the supply and offshore vessel
segment covered by Norwegian underwriters.
Cargo
The premium income for the Norwegian cargo
insurance market (excluding war risks), totalled USD
63.1 million (NOK 406.7 million) in 2005, compared
to USD 57.7 million (NOK 388.9 million) in 2004.
Premiums for cargo insurance are mostly paid in
Norwegian Kroner.
Vigorous competition in most market segments
continued throughout 2005, both among CEFOR
members and in international markets, creating
little room for premium increases in 2005. However,
increased competition did not prevent newcomers
from entering the market, which will result in even
harder competition. With the exception of 2005,
the total premium volume has gone down each
year since 2001. This decline is mostly due to the
restructuring of Norwegian industry by mergers
and foreign acquisitions – activities which often
result in the replacement of domestic cargo cover
with the word-wide cover of the main company.
However, cover of offshore transports has increased,
due to the fact that brokers have begun to tender
for cargo insurance as a separate element in
offshore contracts. There were no large losses
in 2005 and CEFOR members noted satisfactory
results yet another year.

The CEFOR Marine Insurance Market 2005
Market shares, all sectors
Gross premium income, direct insurance 2005: 1259,7 USD m
USD 1= NOK 6.45

NOK mill.

USD mill.

%

Hull

4556.9

706.7

56.1 %

P&I

38.9 %

3159.6

489.9

Cargo

406.7

63.1

5.0 %

Total

8123.2

1259.7

100.0 %

Ocean Hull*
Gard

1317.7

204.3

35.4 %

Norwegian Hull Club

909.1

141.1

24.5 %

Swedish Club

404.4

62.7

10.9 %

Bluewater

395.1

61.3

10.6 %

Gerling

361.8

56.1

9.7 %

NEMI

210.0

32.6

5.6 %

Codan

87.7

13.6

2.4 %

Vesta

34.1

5.3

0.9 %

Total

3720.0

576.9

100.0 %

192.2

29.8

160.9

25.0

25.0 %

If

98.0

15.2

15.2 %

Norwegian Hull Club

91.5

14.2

14.2 %

Vesta

39.5

6.1

6.1 %

Gard

25.8

4.0

4.0 %

NEMI

33.0

5.1

5.1 %

Coastal Marine Clubs

196.0

30.4

30.4 %

Total hull

644.7

100.0

100.0 %

Gard

1867.9

289.6

59.1 %

Skuld

986.9

153.0

31.3 %

Swedish Club

287.7

44.6

9.1 %

17.2

2.7

0.5 %

3159.6

489.9

100.0 %

406.7

63.1

100.0 %

DNK (war risks)
Coastal and fishing*
Gjensidige

* hull, hull interest,
freight interest, loss of hire,
builders’ risks and mobile
offshore units

* hull, hull interest, freight
interest, loss of hire, builders’
risks and fishing
(catch & gear)

P&I

P&I coastal & fishing
Total
Cargo (all insurers)

11

CEFOR Marine Insurance Market 2005

CEFOR Marine The
Insurance
chairman’s
Market
address
2005

Structural change adds to
upward pressure on rates
No provider of marine insurance – hull or P&I – is now immune from
the persistent upward pressure on rates.

Given current conditions, the hull market continues
to look underpriced. Average claims values continue
to increase, a trend which shows no sign of abating.
Structural changes are underway in the hull market.
This was confirmed by claims experience in 2005.
There is a lower claims frequency, taken overall, but
there are more major claims at the higher end of
the value scale (i.e. In excess of USD 2 million). In
response, many providers are testing their existing
models and finding them wanting.
The structural change is largely the result of the
protracted freight market boom. Claims values are
now inflated by increased repair costs (up by at
least one-third over the past three years), higher
steel prices, bigger loss of earnings claims and
other influences related to the boom. Furthermore,
vessels continue to grow in size and complexity;
higher asset values contribute to accelerating
structural change. As a result, an “exposure gap” has
been created. This must be bridged, sooner or later,
by further increases in premiums. Current premium
levels cover attritional claims but are inadequate
when set against the greater exposure to major
hull claims – particularly serious collisions and
groundings.
Premiums in the hull market would have to rise by
as much as 20-25 per cent if the prevailing increase
in claims volatility is to be fully recognised.
In these circumstances, the obvious response is to
apply advanced technical underwriting techniques.
In essence, this process enables the appropriate
pricing of exposure. An individual fleet’s operational
risk may remain constant, but its financial exposure
grows year by year. In today’s market, exposure
rating is all-important.

12

Lars Rhodin
Deputy Managing Director,
The Swedish Club

The current challenges in the hull market are aggravated by the
increase in the numbers of severe navigational accidents, almost all
of which can be attributed to human error.
These challenges demand responsible behaviour from claims leaders.
Their responsibilities are far wider than those of parties with a
contribution essentially limited to the provision of capacity.
In the P&I sector today, the focus is on the technical result. Within
a mutual framework, the goal is to balance premium income and
claims costs. Most P&I Clubs are still expected to report unsatisfactory
technical results for the 2005-06 policy year. Investment income,
overall, is at a low level and can have little influence on outcomes.
Premium increases in recent years have failed to keep pace with the
steady growth in shipowner liabilities.
In the P&I market, the pressures on rates are largely a product of
political issues. The shipping industry has a negative profile and the
remorseless increase in shipowner liabilities reflects a hostile political
climate (itself a reflection of a society with a zero tolerance of marine
pollution). Higher exposures under the CLC, Bunker Spills, LLMC
and Athens Conventions are expressions of this increasingly hostile
political climate.

During 2005, shipowner liabilities continued to
increase. During October the IOPC Fund Assembly
decided against a wholesale revision of the CLC
and Fund Conventions, which govern liability for
pollution costs. The International Group of P&I
Clubs had put forward an alternative. This involves
an enhancement of voluntary schemes known
as STOPIA (limits for smaller tankers) and TOPIA,
aiming at sharing on a 50:50 basis with cargo
interests.
Agreement was reached and the threat of a full
review of the existing compensation regime
was lifted (for the time being, at least). The price,
however, amounts to a further substantial increase
in shipowner liability.
Once again, the main challenge is to price exposure
in an appropriate manner. In this situation the
insurer must not shrink from explaining the realities
of the marine insurance market in the clearest
possible terms.
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Anders Mjaaland
Head of marine and energy insurance for Marsh Norway

Marsh Norway

Market snapshot:

The price of financial security
Anders Mjaaland, the head of marine and energy insurance for Marsh Norway, talks about
relationship-building and communication in the marine insurance industry.

What value do you put on security? How much
would you pay to work with someone you trust?
How much is a night’s sleep worth in dollars?
In the days when the average shipowner had only
one vessel, he was going to think long and hard
about who he chose to insure that vessel. Now,
corporations managing billions of dollars worth of
resources put insurance under the purview of the
finance department. For them, security needs to be
a measurable quantity.
Anders Mjaaland, who leads Marsh Norway’s
division for marine and energy insurance, sees how
all parties to insurance now need to communicate
the value of security up the corporate ladder. Good
relationships across the industry will help that
process.
Relationship-building
“Relationships help our business because they
improve communication. When you speak to
someone you know, you will understand what they
mean, even if their words could be interpreted in
many different ways,” says Mjaaland.
Mjaaland got his start in marine insurance as an
underwriter for Zurich Protector. After Zurich left
the marine insurance business, Mjaaland moved
over to brokering, finding the best insurance
packages for some of the same clients.
“Different cultures and companies put a different
value on personal relationships. A client who
sees insurance as a financial transaction will act
differently than a client who sees insurance as
a part of operations, and who works with the
insurance industry to decrease costs and improve
operations,” says Mjaaland.
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In the end, good relationships will help corporate decision-makers
who look at the numbers to see the value of his stock-listed logistics
company’s marine insurance.
The CEFOR difference
CEFOR’s underwriters are characterised by a few crucial differences.
First of all, many of these companies concentrate exclusively
on marine and energy insurance. For Mjaaland, who saw Zurich
Protector’s marine business cut because it was a small and
unprofitable part of operations, CEFOR companies’ focus on marine
insurance provides peace of mind.
Secondly, Mjaaland praises the claims departments of the Norwegian
insurers. Particularly in instances where a CEFOR company is the
claims leader, he and his shipowning clients have noticed a marked
difference. A strong claims department will be active, on the scene
and preserving value in a way a pure capacity provider cannot.
“When your 60 million dollar ship has grounded, you appreciate the
good advice. When you’re dealing with an event that happens only
once every ten years, it helps to have a partner that dealt with the
same event ten times just last year,” says Mjaaland.
Trust in every direction
Marsh’s CEO for Europe and the Middle East recently advised his
peers in Lloyd’s List: “Brokers will increasingly move into the advice
and consulting space, which is how they will increase their value to
clients.”
Mjaaland stresses that this role is dependent upon trust between all
three parties in the business: Brokers, underwriters and shipowners.
And establishing trust in a global market where shipowners get
marine insurance from local providers in a global network demands
communication.
“We need to help our partners in other markets to understand and
believe in and build trust toward this market. CEFOR has done a good
job at this. And it needs to continue,” says Mjaaland.
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Ocean Hull

Ocean Hull
Ocean Hull (%)
5.6

Managing the ”Human Factor”

2.4

0.9

9.7

35.4

Gard (204.3 USDm)
Norwegian Hull Club (141.1 USDm)
Swedish Club (62.7 USDm)
Bluewater (61.3 USDm)

10.6

Gerling (56.1 USDm)
NEMI (32.6 USDm)
Codan (13.6 USDm)

10.9

Vesta (5.3 USDm)

24.5

The insurance industry loves statistics and trends.
Actuaries sit in dark rooms, year in year out,
producing figures, ratios and calculations telling
us what we have done and where we have been.
Of course, their ultimate objective is to predict the
future with a certain degree of confidence, based
on past experience.
CEFOR members produce statistics, which are
pooled to give the figures you will find in this
annual report. One statistic that you will not
find in the report, but nevertheless is a recurring
theme supported by statistical data, is the role that
individuals play in causing incidents – the human
factor. Whether the data is official or not, the figures
most often quoted indicate that between 70-90 per
cent of all accidents are related to human error. In
cases related to navigation – contact, groundings
and collisions – the number of claims is increasing
and together accounts for over 50 per cent of all
claims payments.
Although the exact percentage is not of vital
importance, we can draw the following conclusion:
When we review a crisis situation or incident, we
find that the development of such an incident can
almost always be influenced by how people at the
scene (together with their support network), react.
If an event is so catastrophic that immediate action
is either impossible or futile, then the reaction of
these individuals and what they learn will hopefully
shape future procedures and action.
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These concepts form the basis of much loss prevention and control
work carried out at officers’ conferences and seminars. These events
allow us to meet everyone, from the owners themselves to their top
shore-based personnel and of course, senior and junior officers.
Actuaries also consider nationality when gathering statistical data
on the role of human error in accidents. Does the nationality of the
crew and/or the officers onboard affect the likelihood of a claim
occurring? Is it possible to identify the region most likely to produce
“good” crews? Are certain nationalities more prone to ground or
collide, while others are more likely to produce claims when the
vessel is at full-stop or in port? What if there is a mixture of different
nationalities onboard?
According to most sources, the nationality of a crew is not a
determining factor in assessing risk. While some have suggested
that these conclusions may be influenced by political or specific
company issues, we must be wary of poor analysis of claims
information leading to incorrect conclusions. “Stereotyping” crews
based on nationality may lead to the inappropriate development of
underwriting guidelines.
However, what if we substitute the word “nationality” for the word
“culture”? Not culture related to any particular ethnic group, but
rather company culture or a culture specific to an individual vessel.
We must ask: What makes a good crew? If we could answer this
question, then it would make risk selection and pricing much easier
for underwriters. Even though we recognise the complexity of risk
management, crew quality should be considered as a valuable
parameter for analysis. For example, we can look at how a company
approaches it’s crewing. Is there a clear crewing strategy and
philosophy? What is the crew’s loyalty to its employers?

Gathering data to pinpoint precisely where
incidents occur will also influence any given
situation and language differences surely play a
significant role. For example, no matter how fluently
Norwegians speak English, it is far easier and more
convenient for them to communicate in Norwegian
in a crisis situation (especially in Norwegian
waters). But imagine a vessel in need of assistance
in unfamiliar waters, crewed by individuals unable
to effectively communicate their distress in fluent
English. And what if an English–speaking senior
officer has been knocked unconscious? While
some may question the value of examining such
theoretical situations, there are many possible
scenarios worth consideration because effective
communication is critical in a crisis situation. At the
very best, poor communication will only make a
bad situation worse.

No amount of training and loss prevention will ever replicate a reallife situation, but systems must be developed to help manage any
kind of risk.
Reading back through this article, you may note that there are
many question marks. This should be no surprise, considering that
no conclusive evidence is available in relation to the topic, despite
the statistics we cited above. Hopefully, by sharing claims experience
and information with an increasingly open shipping community,
we will eventually see a reduction in the number of incidents related
to human error; not necessarily in terms of percentages but rather
by frequency of event.
Despite the fact that CEFOR members insure objects and not people,
their approach to loss prevention has increasingly focused on
experience transfer activities between individuals. Indeed, at the end
of the day, the best risks for a hull & machinery underwriter will be
properly priced vessels operated by quality officers and crews.

In a maritime industry where the working language
is English, the industry’s minimum expectation is
that vessels can communicate effectively with port
authorities, pilots, other vessels, charterers, agents
and so on. If so, shipping companies and ship
operators must address these language challenges
and how they might influence crew selection.
But what about those crucial hours and minutes
leading up to a serious event? Assuming that
nobody deliberately grounds or collides, how
do accidents occur if there are no technical
explanations? There is clearly a mismatch between
perception of reality and the actual situation itself.
How can we improve that situational awareness?
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Stena bulk

Ulf Ryder
President & CEO, Stena Bulk

Hands-on approach:

A customer’s perspective
Industry analysts agree that in terms of experience, competence and a global perspective, the
quality Scandinavian marine insurance market is unique. But in today’s fiercely competitive
insurance industry, there is only one question that matters:
What does the customer think?

20 years ago, most shipowners reached agreements
with insurance providers based on long-term
personal relationships. Indeed, shipowners and
insurance executives would often renew contracts
over a friendly lunch, leaving the details to be
negotiated by their subordinates.
Focus on results
But according to Ulf Ryder, President & CEO of
Stena Bulk, the Swedish-based tanker company, the
relationship between insurers and shipowners has
changed. Indeed, when asked what he regarded as
the most important qualities the company looks
for in an insurance provider, he focused squarely on
business issues. “We want to know the insurers not
only understand our industry, but can demonstrate
detailed knowledge of our company’s needs,” he
says. “We look for ethical, trustworthy insurance
partners who have stable finances, technical
expertise, and can offer quality services at a fair
price.”
In other words, customers have become
increasingly demanding, and thanks in part to
additional competitive pressure, Scandinavian
insurers have significantly raised the quality and
sophistication of their services. Stena Bulk, which
has a long-term relationship with CEFOR-member
Skuld, has noticed the difference. “In the past five
years, our insurance partners have stepped up their
service level and have worked harder to understand
our business,” Ryder says.

supportive of transparency initiatives and are a bit more market
savvy than their more senior colleagues,” he says. Ryder notes that
Scandinavian insurers are also far more likely to participate in events,
conferences and seminars than in the past.
Ryder explains that part of the reason the Scandinavian insurance
cluster has been so effective is due in part to the relatively flat
management structure common to the region, and the willingness
of marine insurers in the region to manage problems through
co-operation, not litigation. And while the industry is changing,
Scandinavian marine insurers can draw the accumulated knowledge
built up over decades serving the global maritime industry.
Yet while these changes are important, the Scandinavian insurance
market has retained its core asset: competence. “There is perhaps
no other regional insurance cluster in the world that offers the same
knowledge, professionalism and expertise found in Scandinavia,”
says Ryder. “In the end, we expect our insurance partners to earn our
trust every day,” he concludes.

“There is perhaps no other regional
insurance cluster in the world that offers
the same knowledge, professionalism and
expertise found in Scandinavia.”
Ulf Ryder, President & CEO, Stena Bulk

Generational change
While Ryder acknowledges that market forces
have driven this change, he also believes that a
generational change has played a role. “Younger
generations have demonstrated a keener
awareness of customer needs, are generally more
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Facing the future with optimism
2005 was a year in which challenges to the industry came from an almost unprecedented number
of directions. From the tsunami in December 2004 to the worst hurricane season ever, nature has
conspired to do her worst.

Meanwhile, the shipping market and its
associated insurers have been forced to manage
the combination of costlier liability regimes,
more punitive legal environments, tighter
financial regulations and claims inflation fuelled
by a buoyant shipping market. Of course, it is
impossible to predict when and where natural
catastrophes may strike -- and judging by
insurers’ experience last year, modelling precisely
how these events will play out remains an
inexact science. However, these external factors
will continue to affect the businesses in which
we operate for many years to come.
Costlier liability regimes
With the shipping industry at the upper end
of its most recent cycle, shipowners have seen
significant benefits in terms of record freight
rates and return on capital. At the same time,
liability regimes are demanding increased levels
of compensation. Some obvious examples are
the Supplementary Fund Protocol 2003, STOPIA
2006, TOPIA and the 1996 Protocol to the 1976
Convention for the Limitation of Maritime Claims.
Other new regimes, such as the HNS Convention
regarding carriage of dangerous goods and
the 2002 Protocol to the Athens Conventions
regarding passenger liability, are in the melting
pot.
STOPIA took effect on March 3 2005, recognising
the additional compensation obligation
placed on oil receivers by the Supplementary
Fund, 2003 and demonstrating the support of
shipowners for the successful compensation
scheme established by the 1992 CLC and Fund
Convention.
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However the Working Group which was established by the 1992
IOPC Fund Assembly in 2001 to examine the possible need for
revision of the 1992 CLC and Fund Convention had not been able
to reach any clear consensus by March 2005, forcing the issue
back to the Assembly. The Assembly met in October 2005 and
decided to disband the Working Group and remove the revision
process from the Assembly’s agenda. In addition, a package of
voluntary agreements for shipowners was to be put forward for
consideration by the Assembly at its next meeting in February or
March 2006.
Since October, a number of meetings have taken place with
the Fund secretariat and OCIMF in order to find an acceptable
mechanism for the shipowners’ offer, with regular consultations
with ICS and Intertanko to ensure that the new agreements are
acceptable to as wide a cross-section of the shipowning industry
as possible.
These discussions have resulted in two draft agreements,
known as TOPIA 2006 (Tanker Oil Pollution Indemnification
Agreement 2006) and STOPIA 2006 (Small Tanker Oil Pollution
Indemnification Agreement 2006). Over time, these agreements
are intended to ensure that the total cost of oil pollution claims
falling within the 1992 Civil Liability Convention, the 1992 Fund
Convention and the 2003 Supplementary Fund Protocol are
shared equally between shipowners and the oil receivers who
contribute to the 1992 Fund.
Liability funds concerned with loss of life or personal injury
have seen compensation limits head skywards, and owners of
passenger ships will face enormous liabilities as a result of the
2002 Protocol to the Athens Convention of 1974. At SDR 400,000
(about US $580,000) per passenger, a ship with 3,500 passengers
could end up with a bill of $2bn. The question remains as to
whether or not it is feasible for the P&I community to cover the
full extent of potential exposure in the case of the loss of a very
large cruise vessel. There has been active lobbying on behalf of

the industry to ensure that their voice is heard,
and possible solutions are being considered by
the International Maritime Organisation.
Punitive legal environments
The president of the International Salvage Union
has said that the drift towards the criminalisation
of marine accidents has become a “riptide”. His
views were echoed by the secretary-general of
the IMO, who recently highlighted the dangers
of criminalisation. However, despite a long and
vigorous dissent from the shipping industry,
legislation introducing criminal penalties for
negligent (as opposed to deliberate) pollution
will come into force in early 2007. The Directive
for this initiative came into force in July 2005 and
it requires EU member countries to bring their
legislation into compliance with the directive
within 18 months from the date the Directive
was published in the official journal of the EU.
The use of the term “Serious Negligence” in the
Directive has been vigorously opposed by the
shipping and marine insurance industries. Unlike
more familiar terms, such as “gross negligence”,
this new term has no established case law to
support it. While the Directive will represent
substantive law in the EU States that have
implemented it, the interpreting its terms will be
left to the courts.
The shipping and marine insurance industries
have expressed their deep concerns that if the
directive is applied to a major accident, a local
court may be tempted (or be pressured) to
label an act or omission as “seriously negligent”,
especially if the environmental damage results

in extensive public and political upheaval. The extent of the
industry’s objections to this part of the directive can be gauged
by a recent lawsuit brought before the High Court in London
which seeks to challenge the Directive on the basis that it
conflicts with the provision of Marpol and the Law of the Sea
Convention.
Among the industry’s concerns is how the Directive will affect
crews. If State authorities continue to target seafarers, shipowners
may well find that quality staff will seek alternate jobs onshore,
exacerbating the problem of sufficient qualified onboard crew
and creating more potential risk for accidents.
Claims costs
Attracting and maintaining skilled crews remains the industry’s
greatest challenge. If the market continues to expand, many are
concerned that there will not be a sufficient number of qualified
officers and crew to safely operate vessels. Considering both the
value of ships and the cargoes they transport under increasingly
complex and stringent conditions, the quality of crew is likely
to be a key factor affecting claims costs in the years to come.
Analyses of recent marine claims suggests that claims related
to navigation issues are closely linked to human error. Causes
include senior officers who may lack experience, or are trained
more on theory than practice. In addition, officers’ over-reliance
on sophisticated bridge technology may contribute to reduced
safety margins and - if an incident should occur,- less room for
error.
Claims are also affected by owners and operators who seek
to maximise profits by working their ships harder, postponing
maintenance docking of their vessels and chartering additional
vessels to increase fleet capacity. Operational decisions may be
taken quickly based on fairly limited information, leaving less
time for risk and loss prevention considerations.
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”Understanding the cause of new risks, whether they involve people, technology, or
new regulations -- is a fundamental part of the service provided by the industry”

These pressures, coupled with increased density
of traffic and more vessels competing for
berthing time, may increase the likelihood of
navigation-related incidents such as groundings,
collisions, other contact damages and heavy
weather losses.
The soaring cost of raw materials, particularly
steel, has a significant impact on ship repair
costs. This has a direct effect on hull and
machinery claim costs, but also an indirect
effect on P&I claim costs in collision cases,
where cover is provided for liability to the other,
damaged vessel. The relative scarcity of repair
yards has been influenced in part by booming
newbuilding activity. This may cause owners to
delay repair work, create less favourable tenders
from fewer yards competing for business and
result in higher towage costs to available yards.
These issues have had a direct effect on both hull
and machinery and loss of hire claims, as well as
an indirect effect on P&I claims costs in collision
cases, where claims are likely to include off-hire
and other “loss of use” elements.
Favourable shipping markets can cause both
an increase in the frequency and severity of
cargo claims; the former because of increased
volumes shipped and pressure to complete
port turnarounds for loading and discharging
more rapidly; the latter because of higher values
involved.
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Tighter financial regulation
The European Solvency II requirements have established
a framework for operational, market, financial and risk
management and reporting across the insurance industry,
primarily determining an appropriate level of capital needed
for the protection of policyholders. In addition, there are
local regulations such as Individual Capital Assessment and
the Enhanced Capital Requirement introduced by the British
Financial Services Authority that anticipate the Solvency II
regulations and in some cases take them further. Managing
this increased legislation means that all insurers will need to be
making active use of risk assessment and management tools. As
events in the last 12 months have proven, no business can stand
still in an environment of continuous change. The problem is that
the inter relationships between businesses, and even between
different parts of the same business, means that an issue in
one area often has a disproportionate effect in another. These
complications give rise to new risks, greater vulnerabilities and
inevitably higher costs.
Understanding the cause of new risks, whether they involve
people, technology, or new regulations -- is a fundamental part
of the service the insurance industry provides. But it is important
to note that offering solutions that meet the needs of the client
establishes a philosophy of genuine partnership between
underwriters and clients. This partnership, wherein the insurer
provides a wealth of experience and knowledge, secure financial
backing and the understanding that if a casualty occurs, it is vital
that the client’s business returns to normal as soon as possible,
is an essential component of the insurers client relationship.
CEFOR members provide all the professionalism required for that
partnership.
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The chairman’s
Marianne
address
Lie
Director General of the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association

Looking forward
Norwegian shipowners and marine insurers have long enjoyed a unique relationship
built on trust, shared purpose and close, personal ties. But in a rapidly changing industry,
can this relationship survive?

For 150 years, Norway has been a major player in
the global shipping industry, today representing
about five per cent of the world’s merchant fleet.
This global maritime tradition has also created
some of the world’s leading marine insurers, which
represent about 20 percent of the global shipping
insurance market serving customers around
the world. For two industries working so closely
together and often far from home, it is perhaps no
surprise that Norwegian shipowners and marine
insurers have such strong ties.
According to Marianne Lie, Director General of the
Norwegian Shipowners Association, this relationship
is unique.“There are no other maritime regions in
the world that can match the competence, capital
resources and global reach found in Norwegian
shipping and marine insurance,” she says.“And the
fact that this blend of expertise can be found in
a relatively small geographical area has naturally
encouraged close ties.”
A changing industry
However, Lie cautions that rapid changes in both
the global shipping and marine insurance markets
are likely to place pressure on both parties to
find new ways of working together. “The shipping
industry is increasingly dominated by fewer, larger
players which are more sensitive to HSE issues and
share a global perspective. At the same time, marine
insurers are facing increased competition, more
demanding customers and a need to develop more
and improved products,” she says.
One way to manage these changes is for both
parties to work more closely together to manage
common issues, and Lie believes that will require
more willingness to share information. “While we
respect the privacy of our members with regard
to sharing information on accidents, we view the
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global trend toward transparency as a positive for the industry,”
she says. To further encourage more knowledge sharing, the NSA
maintains close ties to CEFOR, sponsors various seminars and
conferences which include both shipowners and marine insurers,
and urges its members to share data.
A framework for co-operation
But Lie is quick to note that a framework for improved co-operation
already exists. “Shipowners and Marine insurers have always
recognized that by working together, the cluster can continue to be
greater than the sum of its parts,” she says. Proof of this cooperative
spirit can be found when Norwegian shipowners and insurers meet
to settle claims. “When accidents occur, the two parties meet not
necessarily to assign blame, but to manage the issue and discuss
preventative, risk management strategies for the future,” she says.
“The focus is on co-operation, not litigation.”
Unique shipping cluster
While Lie acknowledges the strengths of other regional maritime
clusters, she insists that the combined strength of Norwegian
shipping and marine insurance will help it to manage future
challenges. For example, while UK remains a global player in
insurance and Greece remains a shipping powerhouse, Norwegian
shipowners do a lot of business in the UK and many Greek
shipowners have partnered with Norwegian marine insurers. “It
is interesting to consider that more than 90 per cent of Norway’s
merchant fleet never call at a Norwegian port and a significant
portion Norwegian marine insurers’ revenues are generated
overseas,” she says. “This global perspective helps both shipowners
and marine insurers stay ahead of the curve.”
.

“While we respect the privacy of our members
with regard to sharing information on accidents,
we view the global trend toward transparency as
positive for the industry.”
Marianne Lie, Director General of the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association
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CEFOR: By the numbers

Since 1985, leading members of CEFOR have
compiled and analysed statistical information
relevant to their hull & machinery insurance
portfolio. By the end of 2005, the Norwegian Marine
Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database comprised
90,211 vessel years and 27,645 claims. These figures
encompass the underwriting years 1985 through
2005.
Portfolio Characteristics
The CEFOR members underwrite a wide range of
tonnage. In addition to the conventional segments,
the portfolio contains specialized tonnage, such
as car-carriers and energy-related units. In terms
of number of vessels, the portfolio reached a new
“all-time-high” with 8751 vessels registered on
underwriting year 2005, compared to 7815 vessels
reported last year. Excluding vessels below 300 GT,
and vessels in the “Other “ and “Supply/Offshore”
group leaves 8034 vessels, 273 mGT and 406 mDWT.
This represents 20% of the world fleet in terms of
number of vessels and 45% in terms of DWT and GT.
Quality Indicators
Two years ago, we started reporting portfolio
“quality indicators”. As noted when introducing
Number of vessels per type of vessel 2005
3.8
5.1

the concept, it is generally hard to find correlations between “vessel
quality” and underwriting profitability in a sound insurance portfolio.
Sound underwriting will ensure that only the best vessels with exotic
flags and classes will be written, whereas vessels from reputable flags
and classes will be accepted with less scrutiny. The resulting portfolio
of “exotic vessels” might thus be of higher “quality” than the average
vessel in the portfolio.
The average age of registered vessels in 2005 was 13 years. This
marks a slight increase from 12.8 years in 2004, but remains lower
than the prior years’ average of 13.5 to 14.0 years. The only segments
with some increase from 2004 to 2005 are cargo (14 to 15), OBO (15
to 16) and passenger (13 to 14). The youngest ships in the fleet are
container and tanker vessels, with an average age of 9 years. For
tankers this represents a sharp decline, from an average age of 13
years a few years ago.
Regarding classification societies, DNV, Lloyds’ and ABS have classed
the major share of the NoMIS fleet. Their share in 2005 is 56% in
terms of numbers and 69% in terms of DWT. In terms of number
of vessels, GL’s share of the portfolio increased steadily since 2001,
overtaking ABS in 2003 and now representing 16% of the fleet in
2005. GL represent modern, but smaller – and thus somewhat claimprone – tonnage in the NoMIS portfolio.
Concerning flag states, there are no universally accepted criteria to
define quality. Based on analysis of European detention statistics,
Vessels by flag

Based on Paris MOU classification 2004

3.2
15.8

Container (15.8%)
Cargo (14.8%)

4.6

Other
3.7%

Bulk (23.1%)

4.1

OBO (0.8%)

14.8

Tank (10.7%)
Chem. Prod (13.9%)

White
68.8%

Medium risk
Black
9.1%

Black
11.2%

LNG/LPG (4.1%)

13.9

Supply/Off. (4.6%)
Car/RoRo (5.1%)
Passenger (3.8%)

10.7

23.1
0.8

Other (3.2%)

Grey
16.3%

High risk
Black
2.1%

World Merchant Fleet above 300 GT by June 2005: 39,932 vessels with 602 mGT and 888 mDWT. Source: ISL Bremen. The NoMIS portfolio does contain some US and Canadian Lakers, not
included in the world fleet. On the other hand, the world figures include some of the specialized tonnage excluded in the above comparison.
1
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increase in the claims per vessel going forward. This was clearly
the Paris MOU annually issues updated blacklists
demonstrated in the claims for 2004. By using the claim per vessel
of poor performers. This blacklist has growing
approach to estimate partial losses and the claim per sum insured
importance regarding vessel inspection and
approach to estimate total losses, one can derive a simple combined
banning practices in European waters. Based on
model. This model returns the following estimate of expected loss
the classifications in the 2004 edition of this list,
ratio at the 2005 premium level:
the NoMIS portfolio has 11% of its vessels with
blacklisted flags. This is a substantial reduction in
Contribution
Calculation
Normalized Loss Ratio
“black” exposure in the NoMIS portfolio compared
00-04 PA claims per vessel
to 25% last year. The improvement is mainly due
Partial Losses
05 premium per vessel
48’ / 80’ = 60%
to the fact that both Cyprus and Malta improved
00-04 Tlo claim rate
their performance in 2004 and thus moved from
+ Total Losses
0.08%/0.29% = 27%
05 premium rate
the “black-medium” to the “grey” risk sector in 2005.
The majority of the remaining “black-medium” risk
= Overall Loss
Partial + Total Losses
87%
vessels are registered under the Panama flag. Flags
posing high risk constitute 2.1% of the portfolio,
As described above, this model is likely to underestimate the partial
compared to
1.2% the year
of theseper underwriting
Premiums
and before.
claims Most
per vessel
year
claims somewhat. As with all statistical expectations, deviations will
new vessels are registered with St. Vincent &
occur when it comes to the actual incurred loss ratio for individual
Grenadines flag.
years. In 2004, the actual loss ratio was significantly higher than
Premiums
claims
per vessel
underwriting
indicated
by and
the above
model.
It is tooper
early
to reach anyyear
definitive
Long term claim costs
conclusions regarding the 2005 underwriting year. Results based on
The table “Key Figures” includes annual and longthe actual claims figures for 2005, including IBNR estimates, indicate a
term claim costs per vessel, per sum insured and
loss ratio of 89%, which is in line with the normalized estimate given
120
per DWT. These
ratios can be applied to forecast
above.
future profitability. In general, the appropriateness
100 ratios depends on the type of vessels
of the various
Premiums and claims per vessel per underwriting year in USD 1000
comprising the portfolio and the development of
120
CBNI
80
this composition.
Neither the results nor conclusion
IBNR
regarding stability can be directly transferred to
Outstanding claims
100
60
other portfolios.
Changes in the long-term portfolio
Paid claims
Net premium
composition pose challenges when using these
80
indices. The 40
increase in average values would
normally suggest a reduction in the claims per sum
60
insured. The20downward trend in this ratio supports
this assertion up until 2003. The 2004 underwriting
40
year deviates0from this development, with the
1995
1997 in1998
1999
2000
2001 2002
2003 2004
2005
highest claims per
sum1996
insured
the ten-year
20
period. Claims per vessel showed remarkable
stability over a long period of time. In the current
0
environment however, characterised by a general
1995
1996 1997
1998 1999
2000
2001 2002
2003 2004
2005
CBNI: Covered but not incurred, IBNR: Incurred but not reported, Outstanding: reported, but not yet paid
increase in vessel values, it is fair to assume an

CBNI
IBNR
Outstanding claims
Paid claims
Net premium
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Norwegian Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)
Premium Indices, 1990 = 100%
Premium indicies
1990=100%

Premium rates
Developments in premium rates can be monitored
in a number of different ways. Earlier reports
focused on changes in premium on renewed
vessels with a stable sum insured. In 2004 and 2005,
we experienced a systematic increase in the insured
values within certain segments. The average CEFOR
vessel increased its value by 8% in 2004 and 12%
in 2005. Some segments and individual vessels
show a significantly larger increase. The sample
of renewed vessels with a stable sum insured is
thus not representative, and the traditional way
of calculating rate increases is not feasible.
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Marine Hull Total claims per vessel per U/W year Marine Hull Total
claims per vessel per U/W year
accumulated quarterly development
accumulated quarterly development

Marine HullMarine
TotalHull
claims
sum
perper
U/W
Totalper
claims
perinsured
sum insured
U/Wyear
year accumulated
quarterly development
accumulated quarterly
development

250%

90,000

1995
1996

200%

80,000

1999

60,000

2002

40,000

2003

Premium per vessel

Premium per Sum Insured

The indices show a rate decrease of 3% in terms
of premium per sum insured and an increase of 9%
in terms of premium per vessel. The difference in
the estimates is significant; more elaborate models
would have to be applied to get a reliable estimate.
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The Fleet Insured with NoMIS members
Key figures

Regrettably, 2004 was plagued instead by a high frequency of
medium-size claims, bringing the year to an all time high both in
terms of claim per vessel and claim per sum insured. The high figure
recorded for claims per sum insured is quite remarkable, given the
high values of vessels and the absence of major claims to “explain”
the result.

Underwriting Year

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

4 941

5 555

6 634

6 692

6 171

5 590

6 275

6 381

7 515

8 751

8 751

dwt (millions)

236.8

256.8

290.7

293.0

295.5

90,000

312.3

319.2

361.1

407.0

412.8

Net Premium per vessel
Net Premium per sum insured (%)

2000-2004
4)

6 902
336.3

84 127

59 832

48 865

42 272

2.31

1.82

1.37

1.12

0.88

0.574

0.460

0.331

0.230

0.205

70,000

42 519

1995-2004
6 451
1995

305.4

1996
1997
1998

44 309

53 020

65 612

73 402

80 126

2)

60,000
0.84

0.89

1.06

1.37

1.58

1.70

2)

2000

0.183
50,000

0.195

0.234

0.292

0.299

0.292

2)

2001

1999

2002

40,000

2003
2004

Number of claims

1 378

1 484

1 884

2 015

1 667

1 442
30,000

1 526

1 428

1 873

2 042

1 662

Claims frequency

0.28

0.27

0.28

0.30

0.27

0.26

0.24

0.22

0.25

0.23

0.24

55

70

97

137

143

138

118

123

99

113

115

103

61 235

58 716

58 294

67 130

60 385

10,000
58 666
52 427

65 273

64 627

83 155

66 261

63 935

Loss ratio (%)
Claim per vessel
Claim cost per dwt

20,000

1.28

1.27

1.33

1.53

1.26

1.05

1.30

1.34

1.79

0.318

0.321

0.322

0.316

0.293

0.252

1
0.231

0.288

5
0.287

0.339

Number of partial losses

1 370

1 474

1 871

1 998

1 659

1 427

1 516

1 415

1 861

Partial losses frequency

0.28

0.27

0.28

0.30

0.27

0.26

0.24

0.22

0.25

Partial losses per vessel

43 937

49 391

42 091

55 174

52 543

41 469

38 847

37 172

46 656

Claim cost per sum insured (%)

1.16 0

1 674

2005

0.26

1.36

1.35

13
0.286

0.297

2 028

1 649

1 662

0.23

0.24

0.26

67 939

48 039

48 401

9

Partial losses

Partial losses per dwt
Partial losses per SI (%)

0.92

1.07

0.96

1.26

1.01

0.82

0.78

0.74

0.97

1.46

0.99

1.02

0.228

0.270

0.233

0.260

0.255

0.178

0.171

0.164

0.207

0.277

0.207

0.225

Total losses 3)
Number of total losses

224%

Total losses frequency (%)

200%

100%

110 571

Claims

Loss ratio in a long-term perspective

Total losses per sum insured (%)
151%
150%
134%

281.7

Premiums

Loss ratio in a long-term perspective

150%

accumulated quarterly development

Number of vessels

1)

80,000

The 2005 underwriting year has a somewhat more favourable
development pattern. The graphs showing the quarterly
development of claims per sum insured and claims per vessel
indicate that the first three quarters of 2005 developed very much in
line with 2004, but by the fourth quarter, the situation improved. In
terms of claim per sum insured, 2005 is currently at an “all-time-low”,
whereas the claim per vessel is fairly high (only exceeded by 2004
and 1999). The low claim per sum insured is however to be expected,
given the increase in the insured values and the absence of costly
Total Losses. Currently, the 2005 underwriting year shows a profitable
result. The profitability is rather fragile however, given the absence of
large losses and the negative loss experience from 2004.

207%

Average

Marine Hull Total claims per vessel per U/W year -

Net Premium per dwt

Loss ratio in a long-term perspective
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2001

0.200%

10,000

250%

The graph labelled “Loss ratio in a long-term
perspective” illustrates that the NoMIS H&M
portfolio has shown a technical loss continuously
from 1997 to 2004. In the period 2001to 2003, high
profile events had a significant impact on results
reported by CEFOR. In these years, the largest claim
accounted for 10-12% of the total and each year,
the largest claims exceeded all earlier claims. The
2004 and 2005 underwriting years share none of
the characteristics of the years before. The largest
2004 claim only accounts for 4% of the total.

2000

0.100%

0

The main purpose of monitoring average premium
rates is to derive consequences for expected
profitability. Any feasible rate index should
therefore not only consider the premium, but also
consider any changes that can impact the claims
cost. In terms of both age, vessel size, deductibles
and vessel types the composition of the portfolio is
fairly stable going from 2004 to 2005. Therefore, the
only fundamental change is the increased values. In
addition, the market sees an increasing number of
“performance bonuses” and other cunning plans to
outsmart market psychology and the basic laws of
probability. As a result, the 2005 premium rates are
somewhat overestimated, even if the exact effect is
difficult to assess. This issue set aside, the stability in
terms of age, size, deductible and types of vessels
suggests that simple indicators such as premium
per vessel and premium per sum insured could be
used to monitor the premium rate development.

1999

2005

20,000

Cash index all renewals

100%

1998

2004

30,000
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

1997

0.300%

2001

50,000

0%

1996

2000

100%

50%

1995

1998

70,000

150%

0.400%

1997

Size DWT

138%
123%

137%

120%

118%
97%

98%
73%

10

13

17

8

15

10

13

12

14

13

12

0.18

0.20

0.25

0.13

0.27

0.16

0.20

0.16

0.16

0.19

0.19

0.090

0.051

0.090

0.056

0.038

0.074

0.060

0.124

0.080

0.062

0.079

0.072

Average vessel

143%
123%

8
0.16

99%

89%

70%

(87%)
(79%)

48 332

46 512

44 479

44 842

49 184

51 680

50 833

51 396

49 112

47 696

48 258

50 143

48 407

Age (years)

13.1

13.3

13.8

14.0

13.9

13.7

13.6

13.6

13.0

12.8

13.0

13.3

13.5

Value USDm

19.3

18.3

18.1

21.2

20.6

23.3

22.7

22.6

22.5

24.5

27.5

23.2

21.5

174 648

151 489

144 845

134 273

133 730

145 761

152 589 147 544

138 323

142 012 143 400

145 246

146 521

Standard Deductible USD

55%

50%

47% 48%

1)

0%
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

L/R est. final (2004, 2005 incl. IBNR)
Loss ratio est. 2006 (10% premium increase)

Loss ratio est. 2006 (0% premium increase)
100%

2)

The figures in the table are 100% figures, per vessel underwritten by CEFOR companies.
They do reflect the CEFOR portfolio as a whole but NOT the shares or results of the
CEFOR members. The 2005 underwriting year is still at risk. Approximately 60% of the
premium is earned as of 31.12.05.
Premium and claim figures per vessel, DWT and sum insured can be used to calculate
“expected loss ratios” at the current premium level. As a simple example, an estimate

based on claims and premium per sum insured is derived as follows: Average claim per
SI / 2005 premium per SI = 0.286/0.292 = 98%
3)

Total losses are defined as claims in excess of 75% of the sum insured of the vessel.

4)

The 2005 number of vessels is correct! (Even though it is identical to the 2004 figure).
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Distribution of claims by type of casualty

Machinery damage

18%

7%

35%

1%
4%

37%

Collision

Grounding

20%

11%

2%

25%

Machinery damage
Fire and explosion

27%

2%
11%

Grounding

15%
7%

Ice damage

30.000
25.000

Ice damage

11%

14%

Other types of damage

20.000
15.000
10.000

5%

Other types of damage

Costs (%)

Inner ring: 2000-2004
Outer ring: 2004

Inner ring: 2000-2004
Outer ring: 2004

Nautical claims on the rise
The growing cost of nautical claims (collision,
contact, grounding, ice) raises increasing concern in
the marine insurance industry. The high claim per
sum insured in 2004 is to a large extent attributable
to nautical claims and marks a culmination of a
gradual deterioration since 2001. The issue was
discussed in detail at a seminar hosted by the
CEFOR Statistics Forum in November 2005. The
statistics show that underwriting year 2004 is
unparalleled by any other year in terms of claim

35.000

Heavy weather damage

Numbers (%)

In terms of frequency, the 2004 underwriting year
shows only minor changes in the distribution of
claims between types. With 35% of the overall
number, machinery-related claims are still the
single most frequent claim type. Nautical-related
claims (grounding, collision, striking, ice) account
for another 42% of the number of claims. In terms
of claim cost, the split between types is more
volatile. In general, fire, explosions and groundings
represent few but costly claims. Machinery related
claims, on the other hand, include many minor
claims. In 2004 there is a further decrease in the
cost of fire/explosions, and an increase in the cost
of collisions.

40.000

Collision

25%

Heavy weather damage

Update of distribution of claims by type of
casualty

30

26%

Striking

11%

18%

45.000

7%

0% 8%
4%

Striking

10%

0%

Fire and explosion

16%

0%
4%

type development
- USD Claim per vessel
Claim type development -Claim
USD Claim
per vessel

19%

frequency of small and medium sized claims (1-30 MUSD). Regarding
claim per vessel, the cost of nautical claims has almost doubled from
a fairly stable level of 25’ USD per vessel in 1997-2002 to above 40’
USD per vessel in 2004. This trend is clearly demonstrated in the
graph “USD Claim per Vessel”. Rising steel prices and repair cost, a
weaker USD and increasing vessel-values are all risk factors that have
a natural adverse impact on the claim cost. In addition, the booming
shipping market, congested waters and crew issues might drive the
claims in the same direction.
Data
When comparing the current report with prior editions, it should
be noted that a few changes have been made to the historic data.
To increase the reliability of the results, vessels without valid IMOnumbers were excluded. This excludes the risk of double counting
of some vessels, the risk of including irrelevant accounting data and
improves the quality of vessel specifications (age, tonnage etc.). In
addition, data from the Codan Group was included in 2005, including
business underwritten from Denmark (Codan Marine), Sweden
(Trygg-Hansa Marine) and Norway (Codan Marine Services AS).
This applies retrospectively to underwriting years 2001-2005. For the
2004 underwriting year, inclusion of this data leads to an increase
in the number of vessels from the 7.815 reported last year to 8.751
reported this year.
In the above tables and graphs, all claim and premium information is
based on 100% shares. This approach gives representative statistical
key figures, but can be somewhat misleading regarding the technical

5.000
0
1995

1996

1997

Collision, Striking,
Grounding, Ice

1998
Machinery

results of the contributing companies. For the
contributing companies, the written share on each
vessel can have a large impact on the results, and
thus (in theory) all contributing companies can
have a better result than the average given in this
report.
The figures are reported on an underwriting year
(“risk attaching”) basis. This implies that premium
and claims are reported on the year the policy was
written. The premium from a policy written at the
end of 2005 is thus included in the 2005 figures,
whereas the claims will be added when reported.
Premiums are reported net of commissions to
brokers.
NoMIS and the CEFOR Statistics Forum
Norwegian Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)
as shown in this report comprise data from
Bluewater Insurance ASA, Codan Group (Codan
Marine, Denmark; Codan Marines Services AS,
Norway; Trygg-Hansa Marine, Sweden), Gjensidige
Forsikring, Gard (including business acquired by
Non-Norwegian branch offices), NEMI ASA,
Norwegian Hull Club, and Zurich Protector
Forsikring AS. In recent years, NoMIS membership
underwent some changes reflecting recent

1999

2000
Fire/Explosion

2001

2002
Other

2003

2004

Heavy weather

developments in the Norwegian marine insurance market.
Zurich Protector Forsikring AS and Gjensidige Forsikring stopped
underwriting Ocean Hull business in late 2001 and early 2002,
respectively. However, both companies continue to report their
run-off data into the database. Norwegian Hull Club joined NoMIS
in 2003, and reported data retrospectively from Underwriting Year
1995. Bluewater and NEMI joined NoMIS in 2004 and reported data
retrospectively from Underwriting Year 2002. Codan joined NoMIS in
2005 and reported data retrospectively from Underwriting year 2001.
Traditionally, the database only contained vessels written from
Norway. As noted above, the current database contains an increasing
number of vessels written from other Nordic Countries.
Further statistics:
In addition to the statistics presented in this report, CEFOR publishes
an annual statistics report at www.cefor.no (“The 2005 CEFOR NoMIS
Report”). This report shows breakdowns of many of the above statistics
by vessel type and age group.
CEFOR Statistics Forum 2005
Christian Irgens , Norwegian Hull Club, Chairman
Reidun Haahje m/Ivar Rokne , Gard
Erik Lund , Bluewater Insurance ASA
Frode Lund , Codan
Bjø rn Ol av N orbye, NEMI ASA
Astrid Seltmann, CEFOR Analyst
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Miklos Konkoly-Thege

DNV

President & CEO, DNV

Taking the long view
One operates as a business, using historical data to assess risk, while the other
operates as an impartial organisation helping the industry to identify, assess and
manage future risks. Yet for these apparent differences, class societies and marine
insurers share the same, fundamental objective: A safer and cleaner shipping industry.
“We value the participation and
support we receive from the
underwriters and other stakeholders
on new risk management initiatives”
Miklos Konkoly-Thege, President and CEO, DNV

Founded in 1864, Det Norske Veritas (DNV) was
established with the objective of safeguarding life,
property, and the environment. Today, it is a leading
international provider of services for managing
risk. Recently, we met with Miklos Konkoly-Thege,
who served as DNV’s President and CEO for the
past four years, and his colleague, Terje Staalstrøm
DNV’s Senior Vice President, to talk about how the
relationship between class and marine insurance
has evolved over the years.
“It is important to remember that DNV was
originally founded by marine insurers to establish
certain quality standards for vessels and to get a
better picture of the risk the insurance premium
should cover,” says Konkoly-Thege. “Until the
1970s, it functioned as membership club under the
supervision of underwriters.” Konkoly-Thege notes
that it wasn’t until DNV was allowed to operate as
an independent organisation that it began
to show its true value. “The underwriters
showed real foresight in anticipating
the important role an independent
class society would play in making
shipping safer and cleaner.”
Growing pains
However, DNV’s emergence as
internationally recognised class
society was not without difficulties.
Staalstrøm notes that in the
1980s, all class societies, including
DNV, were frequently criticised by
underwriters, who questioned the
quality of their performance. Indeed,
marine insurers began to send out their
own inspection teams to evaluate vessels they
felt had been improperly inspected – even if the
class certificate was valid. “It was a wake up call for
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DNV,” Staalstrøm says. “We had lost the trust of our founders and it
led to necessary changes in how we operated. Quality became our
mantra.”
In the early 90s, the relationship had improved significantly. Class
worked hard to meet the expectations of underwriters by developing
its expertise, improving performance and finding new ways to cooperate with underwriters (and shipowners) on a broad range of
issues.
Konkoly-Thege notes that DNV was instrumental in developing the
Safety and Environmental Protection (SEP) guidelines which through
a Nordic co-operation at IMO would later form the basis for the ISM
Code. Recently DNV’s work on the Joint Tanker Project together with
other class societies is seen as a model for future efforts to develop
common rules for other vessel types. “We value the participation and
support we receive from the underwriters and other stakeholders on
new risk management initiatives,” says Konkoly-Thege.
Co-operative effort
Today, the relationship between class and marine insurers is stronger
than ever. This is a global trend with the different bodies sharing
responsibility for safety at sea all co-operate closer than before. DNV
thus has regular meetings both with international groups of marine
underwriters and shipowners associations around the world. In
Norway’s tightly knit maritime community, DNV works closely with
both CEFOR and the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association to share
information, test risk management tools and help to organise events,
seminars and meetings to develop new risk management strategies.
But Konkoly-Thege says there’s still a lot of work to be done. “DNV will
continue to work with underwriters to improve the ability to identify
sub-standard vessels, press for greater transparency, and find ways to
reduce accidents caused by human error,” says Konkoly-Thege.
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Competition continues

In 2005, gross premium income amounted to USD
102.7 million (NOK 661.9 million) compared to USD
83.5 million (NOK 563 million) in 2004. However,
it should be noted that the 2005 figures include
the Nordic hull account of Gard and thus are not
comparable with the 2004 figures.
Hull (and hull-related) covers amounted to USD
100 million (NOK 644.7 million), and P&I amounted
to USD 2.7 million (NOK 17.2 million). Premiums
for coastal and fishing vessels are mostly paid in
Norwegian Kroner.
The sector referred to as the “Coastal and Fishing
Vessel” insurance market includes fishing vessels of
all types and sizes, from small coastal fishing boats
to large industrial trawlers operating worldwide. In
addition, the market includes freighters, other coastal
vessels and ferries serving the Norwegian coast and
fjords, offshore supply vessels, tugs and lighters.

Insurance products
The vast majority of fishing vessels and small coastal
vessels are covered according to the conditions of
the Norwegian Marine Insurance Plan, especially
Chapter 17 which has several covers designed for
fishing vessels of all sizes. On the other hand, supply
and offshore vessels, ferries and other special vessels
enjoy full hull and machinery cover. The following
covers are available for vessels categorized as coastal
and fishing vessels:
• Hull and machinery insurance, including collision
liability to third parties.
• Loss of hire insurance.
• Shipowner’s insurance for third party liability (P&I).
• Liability for crews’ wages and loss of personal
effects.
• 	Fishing insurance - covering catch, outfit, nets,
gear, tools, instruments and dinghies.
• War risk insurance.
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Market conditions
Strong competition in the coastal and fishing vessel market continues
to hold premiums down in most segments, leaving margins
insufficient to cope with large losses. This is especially evident in
the supply and offshore vessel segment where insurance values are
increasing steadily. There were several newbuildings in the supply and
offshore vessel segment covered by Norwegian underwriters.
Competition in the fishing vessel segment is fierce due to structural
changes in the fishing fleet, including the liberalisation of the fishing
licence scheme. The scheme allows for “merged” fishing licences
shared among several boats, which has resulted in fewer but larger
fishing vessels.
Competition is also fierce in the supply and offshore vessel segment,
resulting in low premiums. This trend persists, despite the fact that
there has been an increase in machinery damages which in some
cases is the result of the machinery being driven too hard. The largest
claim for machinery damage was NOK 13 million.
In 2004, we reported a significant increase in number of fires in small
and medium-sized fishing vessels. The frequency of inexplicable fires
continued in 2005. Several of these claims are being scrutinized by
insurers.
A primary challenge for underwriters is to stress the importance of
manning the ships with quality crews. Some owners tend to lend too
much trust in electronic navigation and autopilots. However, research
suggests that such aids are no substitute for good seamanship,
especially in Norwegian coastal waters where weather and
navigational conditions tend to put crew and ship under duress.

5.1

4.0

6.1

30.4
Coastal Marine Clubs (30.4 USDm)
Gjensidige (25.0 USDm)

14,2

If (15.2 USDm)
Norwegian Hull Club (14.2 USDm)
Vesta (6.1 USDm)
Nemi (5.1 USDm)
15.2

Gard (4.0 USDm)

14.2
25.0
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Holding on to market shares

The premium income for the Norwegian cargo
insurance market (excluding war risks), totalled USD
63.1 million (NOK 406.7 million) in 2005, compared
to USD 57.7 million (NOK 388.9 million) in 2004.
Premiums for cargo insurance are mostly paid in
Norwegian Kroner.
Vigorous competition in most market segments
continued throughout 2005, both among CEFOR
members and in international markets, creating
little room for premium increases. However,
increased competition did not prevent newcomers
in the market which will result in even harder
competition. With exception of 2005, the total
premium volume has gone down each year since
2001. This decline is mostly due to the restructuring
of Norwegian industry by mergers and foreign
acquisitions, which often result in replacement
of domestic cargo cover with the word-wide
cover of the main company. However, cover of
offshore transports has shown an increase, due
to the fact that brokers have begun to tender for
cargo insurance as a separate element in offshore
contracts.
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There were no large losses in 2005 and CEFOR members noted
satisfactory results yet another year.
Several Norwegian cargo insurers participated in the largest cargo
cover ever placed in the Nordic marked with AIG Europe (Oslo)
as leading underwriter when two units for the Hammerfest LNG
Plant in North Norway were successfully carried seaways from the
Continent. The units were a process barge and a so-called “coldbox”
with insurance values of USD 930 and 155 millions respectively. The
process barge weighed 27,246 tons and was carried on the “Blue
Marlin” the world’s largest heavy transport carrier with a deck area
of 63 X 178.2 metres. The process barge was shipped from Cadiz to
Melkøya by Hammerfest during the summer of 2005 (see photo).
The transit took 12 days and the distance covered was 2600 nautical
miles. The coldbox weighed 3.300 tons and was carried on the “Swan
Class” with a cargo capacity of up to 25,000 tons and a deck area
of 31.6 X 126.8 metres. The cold box was shipped from Vlissingen
in Holland on 20 April and reached Melkøya on 11 May 2005. The
distance covered was 1500 nautical miles.
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Profile

Hans Jacob Bull
Professor University of Oslo
(Faculty of Law).

An eye for detail
In Norway’ s small, close-knit shipping community, the often conflicting interests of class
societies, ship-owners and underwriters occasionally require a neutral, independent voice
to help settle differences. And more often than not, that voice is Dr. Hans Jacob Bull.

Hans Jacob Bull has been a fixture in the Norwegian
shipping community for decades. As a tenured
professor at the University of Oslo (Faculty of
Law), Dr. Bull has led the Scandinavian Institute
of Maritime Law for a period of more than ten
years. In his capacity as one of Scandinavia’s
leading authorities on maritime law, he chaired
the committee which drafted the influential
Norwegian Marine Insurance Plan of 1996 and has
since chaired the Revision Committee for the Plan
(Version 2007, to be released in early 2007).
Dr. Bull has also chaired the Committee that
drafted the Norwegian Cargo Clauses of 1995 and
lead the 2004 revision, and served as chairman of
the committee preparing a new Ship Safety Act,
which is expected to be passed by the Norwegian
Parliament in autumn, 2006. He is often consulted
by the industry and senior government officials to
render his opinion on emerging legal issues.
Leading authority
Considered by many to be one of Scandinavia’s
leading authorities on both maritime law and
marine insurance law, Dr. Bull is also a welcome
participant in local and international seminars,
symposia, and conferences. Yet for a man who plays
such an important role in the industry, Dr. Bull’s
offices are curiously modest. Located at the end of
a long, dimly lit hallway, his workplace is crammed
with books and his desk is barely visible under
stacks of papers, documents and reports. But for
all its clutter, his office accurately reflects his true
nature: A teacher and academic.

insurance law is very complex, but I enjoy the process of working
with both stakeholders and my colleagues here at the Institute to
get it right.”
Co-operative spirit
Dr. Bull acknowledges that the Marine Insurance Plan is a
collaborative effort. ”One of the advantages the Scandinavian market
enjoys over other markets is a spirit of collaboration,” he says. ”We
actively encourage feedback on the Plan, and include revisions
suggested by various parties, where appropriate.”

”Drafting marine insurance law
is very complex, but I enjoy the process
of working with both stakeholders and my
colleagues here at the Institute to
get it right.”
Hans Jacob Bull, Professor University of Oslo (Faculty of Law).

Dr. Bull says this spirit of co-operation is typical of the Scandinavian
maritime industry. “Stakeholders recognise their common interests,
and work together to strengthen Scandinavia’s regional expertise,”
he says. He notes that marine insurers have adopted an efficient and
unique system for joint action. The system, which allows a claims
leader to represent multiple insurers, is recognised as one of defining
strengths of the Scandinavian marine insurance market.
Dr. Bull also credits the Norwegian government for taking a hands-off
approach to issues related to marine insurance. ”Ship-owners and
underwriters understandably reacted defensively when government
ministers suggested including marine insurance in the mandatory
part of the Insurance Contracts Act of 1989,” he says. “In the end, the
government agreed to allow marine insurers the freedom to draft
their own plan, and in my view, this was a wise decision.”
Creating a safer, cleaner industry
Dr. Bull is confident that the Scandinavian marine insurance market
will remain a vital force in shaping the industry, and he is encouraged
to note that ship-owners and marine insurers have started to
recognise the value of sharing information. “A safer, cleaner industry
is in everyone’s interest, which is why I support more transparency.
Also, from the Institute’s perspective, access to more and more
reliable information allows us to fine-tune revisions to the Plan.”

He certainly looks the part. A tall elegant man with
a carefully trimmed beard frosted with grey, Dr. Bull
speaks with genuine enthusiasm about a subject
he clearly loves. ”I am fascinated with the technical
aspects of my work,” he says. ”Drafting marine
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board of directors 2005

board of directors 2005
Ole Wikborg

Eric Jacobs
Tore Forsmo
Haakon Stang Lund

Svein Arne Aas
Harald Teige

Kari Svenke

Christen Guddal

Carsten Mortensen

H aakon stang lund
Secretary of the Board
Senior Partner, Wikborg Rein
TO R E F O R S M O
Managing Director
CEFOR

Bjørn Hildan

Board members

Cefor
Focus on sharing information
Established in 1911, CEFOR’s primary function is to
strengthen and develop the basic concepts of the
Scandinavian marine insurance market and unite and
coordinate its members around key issues for the marine
insurance industry. Yet as the leading organization for
marine insurance, CEFOR is also in a unique position to
gather, organize and share valuable information not only
to our members, but to other segments of the industry.
Like other business segments operating in the region,
CEFOR and its members recognize that to succeed in
todays highly competitive markets requires the will and
capacity to focus resources, competence and expertise.
But for issues that effect the entire industry – such as
new regulations, increased claims and higher risk for
accidents – CEFOR members are more willing than ever
to focus their combined competence to solve common
issues.

Bjø rn Hildan
Chairman
Managing Director / CEO
Bluewater Insurance ASA
Christen Guddal
Deputy Chairman
Senior Vice President
Gard
C arsten Mort ensen
Director,
Tryg Vesta Marine
Svein A rne A as
Nordic Manager
If Skadeforsikring

Hara ld Te ige
Director Marine, Fishing and Transport
Gjensidige Forsikring
K ari S venk e
Area Manager Norway
Codan Marine Services AS
Ole W ikborg
Director
Norwegian Hull Club
Eric Jacobs
Executive Vice President
Assuranseforeningen Skuld

CEFOR expanding role as a provider of vital data
reflects the emergence of an important theme which
will transform not only marine insurance markets, but
the industry in general: transparency. Like many of our
members, CEFOR believes that sharing information
between shipowners, insurers and class will benefit all
stakeholders, if managed properly.
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CEFOR Organization and staff

CEFOR members 2006

Blue water Insurance ASA
www.blue water.no

Gjensidige Forsikring
www.gjensidige.no

PO B ox 1413 V ik a,
N - 0115 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 23 30 87 00
Telefax:
+47 23 30 87 01
Visiting address: H aakon VIIs gate 1

PO B ox 276,
N - 1326 Lysak er, Nor way
Telephone: +47 22 96 80 00
Telefax:
+47 22 96 91 31 (Marine/Cargo)
Visiting address: D rammensveien 288

Codan Marine Services AS
www.co dan.dk/marine

If Skadeforsikring NUF
www.if.no

O lav Kyr res G ate 11,
N - 5014 B ergen, Nor way
Telephone: +47 55 55 08 02
Telefax:
+47 55 55 08 01
Visiting address: O la v Kyrres gate 11

PO B ox 240, N - 1326 Lysak er, Nor way
Telephone: +47 02 400
Telefax:
+47 67 84 03 20 (Marine/Cargo)
Visiting address: Lysaker torg 35

Gard
www.gard.no
P&I
S er viceb ox 600,
N - 4809 Arendal, Nor way
Telephone: +47 37 01 91 00
Telefax:
+47 37 02 48 10
Visiting address: K ittelsbukt veien 31,

Astrid Seltmann

Hilde Spro

Tor e Forsmo
Managing Director
tore.forsmo@cefor.no
Master of Science in Naval Architecture and Marine Engineering
V I G G O K R I S TE N SEN
Legal Counsel
viggo.kristensen@cefor.no

Viggo Kristensen

Annual General Meeting

Board of Directors

• Legal advice, clause drafting and revision.
• Secretary for the Underwriting Forum, the Claims Forum, the Coastal and
	Fishing Vessels Forum and the Cargo Forum.
• List of CEFOR Correspondents.
A S T R I D SELTM A N N
Analyst
astrid.seltmann@cefor.no
• Master of Science in Mathematics.
• Statistical analysis. Secretary for the Hull Statistics
	Forum (NoMIS).
H I LD E S P RO
Executive Secretary
hilde.spro@cefor.no
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Managing Director and Staff

Fora
- Underwriting Forum ��
- Cargo Forum
- Statistics Forum
- Claims Forum
- Coastal and Fishing Vessel Forum

M arine
Sk ipsbygger hallen, S olheimsgaten 11,
N - 5058 B ergen, Nor way
Telephone: +47 55 17 40 00
Telefax:
+47 55 17 40 01
Visiting address: S k ipsbyggerhallen, 5th
flo or, S olheimsgaten 11
Oslo O ffice (M arine & E nergy)
PO B ox 1374 V ik a,
N - 0114 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 24 13 22 00
Telefax:
+47 24 13 22 33
Visiting address: Støp erigata 2

Industriforsikring AS
N - 0240 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 22 53 81 00
Telefax:
+47 22 53 26 18
Visiting address: D rammensveien 264
NEMI - Norway Energy & M arine
Insurance ASA
www.nemiasa.no
PO B ox 1934, N-0125 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 21 52 67 00.
Telefax:
+47 21 52 67 02
Visiting address:
D ronning Mauds gate 10
Nordisk S kibsrederforening
(Nordisk D efence Club)
www.nordisk.no
PO B ox 3033 E lisenb erg,
N - 0207 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 22 13 56 00
Telefax:
+47 22 43 00 35
Visiting address: K ristinelundveien 22

Gerling N orge A/S Marin e Hull
www.gerling.com

Norw egian Hull Club
www.norclub.no

Hieronymus H eyerdahls gt.1,
N - 0160 Oslo, Nor way
Telephone: +47 23 21 36 50
Telefax:
+47 23 21 36 51
Visiting address: Hieronymus
H e yerdahls gt.1

(Norsk Sk ipsassuranseforening Gjensidig)
B ergen O ffice
PO B ox 75 S entrum,
N - 5803 B ergen, Nor way
Telephone: +47 55 55 95 00
Telefax:
+47 55 55 95 22
Visiting address: O la v Kyrresgate 11

O s l o O f f i ce
P. O. B ox 1 2 9 0 V i k a ,
N - 0 1 1 1 O s l o, No r way
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 7 2 2 4 7 7 2 3 0
Te l e f a x :
+47 22 41 50 43
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : R å d h u s g a te n 2 5
K ri s t i a n s a n d O f f i ce
P O B ox 4 8 9 ,
N - 4 6 6 4 K r i s t i a n s a n d, No r way
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 7 2 2 4 7 7 2 3 0
Te l e f a x :
+47 38 05 65 21
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : Ø s t re S t ra n d g a te 3
A ssurance f oreningen S kul d
w w w. s k u l d. co m
O s l o O f f i ce
P O B ox 1 3 7 6 V i k a ,
N - 0 1 1 4 O s l o, No r way
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 7 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0
Te l e f a x :
+47 22 42 42 22
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : Ru s e l ø k k ve i e n 2 6
B e rg e n O f f i ce
P O B ox 7 5 , N - 5 8 0 3 B e rg e n , No r way
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 7 5 5 3 0 1 8 6 0
Te l e f a x :
+47 55 30 18 70
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : Ne d re O l e B u l l s p l a s s 3
T he Sw edish C lub
(Sveriges Ångfartygs Assurans Förening)
w w w. s we d i s h c l u b. co m
G P O B ox 1 7 1 ,
S E - 4 0 1 2 2 G ö te b o rg, Swe d e n
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 6 3 1 6 3 8 4 0 0
Te l e f a x :
+46 31 156 711
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : G u l l b e rg s S t ra n d g a t a 6
V esta Forsikring A S
w w w. ve s t a . n o
N - 5 0 2 0 B e rg e n , No r way
Te l e p h o n e : + 4 7 5 5 1 7 1 0 0 0
Te l e f a x :
+47 55 17 18 98
Co a s t a l a n d Fi s h i n g Ve s s e l s :
Te l e f a x :
+47 55 17 13 28
Visiting address: Folke Bernadottes vei 50
Den Norske Krigsforsikring
for Skib w w w. wa r ri s k . n o
P O B ox 1 4 6 4 V i k a ,
N - 0 1 1 6 O s l o, No r way
Telephone: +47 22 93 68 00
Telefax:
+47 22 33 33 20 (underwriting)
+47 22 93 68 01 (management)
Vi s i t i n g a d d re s s : R å d h u s g a te n 2 5
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The Central Union of Marine Underwriters
P.O. Box 2550 Solli, N-0202 Oslo, Norway
Visiting address: Hansteens gate 2
Phone: + 47 23 08 65 50 Fax: + 47 22 56 10 77
www.cefor.no

