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INTERNATIONAL NAUTICAL SIGNAL FLAGS
International alphabet and number pennants

ALPHA
Diver down. Keep 
clear at slow speed.

BRAVO
Taking on or discharging 
dangerous goods.

CHARLIE
Yes. (Affirmative). 

DELTA
Keep clear.  
Maneuvering with 
difficulty.

ECHO
Altering course to  
starboard.

A B C D E

FOXTROT
Disabled.  
Communicate with 
vessel.

GOLF
Require a pilot.

HOTEL
Have a pilot on 
board.

INDIA
Altering course  
to port.

JULIET
On fire and have  
dangerous cargo on 
board.

F G H I J

KILO
Wish to communicate.

LIMA
In harbour:  The ship  
is quarrantined.  
At sea: Stop your vessel.

MIKE
Vessel is stopped.

NOVEMBER
No. (Negative).

OSCAR
Man overboard.

K L M N O

PAPA
In harbour: All persons 
report on board.

QUEBEC
Vessel is healthy 
and requests free 
pratique.

P Q

ROMEO
The way is off  
my ship. 

R

SIERRA
Engines are going full.

S

TANGO
Keep clear.  
Engaged in pair 
trawling.

T

VICTOR
Require assistance.

UNIFORM
Running into danger.

WHISKEY
Require medical.

X-RAY
Stop carrying out 
intentions and watch 
for my signals.

VU W X

YANKEE
Dragging an anchor.

Y

ZULU
Require a tug.

Z 0 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9
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Cefor in brief...

The members of Cefor engage in:
• hull and machinery insurance (ocean and coastal)
• protection and indemnity insurance
• cargo insurance
• loss of hire insurance
• war risks insurance
• offshore energy insurance
• offshore liability insurance
• legal defence insurance
• builders’ risks insurance
• ship repairers’ liability insurance
• charterers’ liability insurance
• mortgagee interest 

Our objective is to further enhance the lead Nordic 
marine insurance market, promote our members’ 
common interests on key issues for the marine  
insurance industry, and contribute to a sustainable 
ocean industry. 

Our mission is to serve the interests of our Nordic 
members by promoting quality marine insurance and 
knowledge sharing through:
• agreed all risks insurance conditions
• comprehensive statistics
• a common public voice
• competence building

To this end, the Association endeavours to:

1. Facilitate continuous evolution of competitive 
Nordic marine insurance conditions in collabo- 
ration with customers, brokers, legal experts, 
trade associations and other relevant parties. 

2. Provide appropriate statistics from the Nordic 
Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database to 
support the activities of the individual members 
and the general objectives of the Association. 

3.	 Influence	the	industry’s	framework	conditions.

4. Contribute to the provision of educational 
programmes, ensuring adequate competence 
development and expertise among our members.

The Association does not engage in independent 
economic activity, nor does it promote practices that 
could be detrimental to competition in any way.

The Nordic Association of Marine Insurers (Cefor) represents 
marine insurers in the Nordic countries. 
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The 2020 Cefor  
year in review

Modern and up-to-date insurance  
conditions

The Nordic Marine Insurance Plan (‘the Plan’) is regularly 
updated to offer clarity and certainty. The latest  
update, Version 2019, took effect from 1 January 2019. 
All amendments are drafted and agreed by a committee 
with strong representation from Nordic shipowners, 
often supported by their Nordic brokers. This ensures 
a fair and balanced approach, focusing on the practical 
needs of the insured and avoiding any gaps in cover.

Based on the all-risks principle, the Plan is recognised by  
all parties as a fair and balanced set of conditions for 
protecting shipowners’ interests through a comprehensive  
and coordinated solution for all standard non-P&I 
marine and offshore insurances. The Plan is tailor-made 
for the well-known Nordic claims handling model. Many 
clients around the world favour this service model  
because of the active support and cooperation a  
Nordic claims leader offers to shipowners.

Version 2023 amendments
The next version of the Plan will be Version 2023. 
Discussions on possible new amendments took place 
both individually and jointly between the parties 
throughout the reporting year. All proposals have to be 
submitted to the Plan’s Standing Revision Committee 
for further consideration and drafting by June 2021. 
Other stakeholders may submit their suggestions for 
amendments	to	any	of	the	five	signatory	parties	for	
consideration by this deadline.

The Plan is published on nordicplan.org with the 
latest version uploaded to the Nordic Plan App for 
smartphones and tablets. Translations into four Nordic 
languages, printed versions, guidance notes, and an 
introductory brochure are also available. A comparison 
between the Plan and the Institute Time Clauses – 
Hulls (ITCH 83) is published on the Cefor website1.
 
 

The Covid-19 pandemic had an impact on the Association in the reporting year. 
Activities within the nine member forums increased with the successful use of digital 
platforms, while travel restrictions and mandatory social distancing restricted classroom 
training. To secure the safe transportation of goods, the new challenges were dealt with 
through the issuance of new model clauses, dialogue with stakeholders, and knowledge 
sharing in a collaborative effort between Cefor members.

In-depth discussions on the role of the Nordic marine insurance market and how it 
can contribute to a more sustainable ocean industry continued in 2020 with a goal of 
integrating this into all Cefor forums and activities (see separate article on page 12).

1  https://cefor.no/clauses/comparison/
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Communicable Disease Exclusion clauses 
Loss of Hire Pandemic Delay clauses for policies subject 
to the Nordic Plan were agreed with owners and 
published in July 2020. The clauses were replaced by 
Communicable Disease Exclusion clauses in December. 
A similar Clause was also issued for hull cover policies. 

Safety regulation for floating repair docks
A	new	safety	regulation	for	the	insurance	of	floating	
repair docks under the Nordic Plan was published in 
October 2020. The Cefor regulation is intended to 
ensure satisfactory maintenance and quality in the 
absence of legislation and administrative supervision 
of these units. In January 2020, a letter of concern was 
sent to the Norwegian Maritime Authority, urging the 
authorities to commence drafting public regulation for 
these docks.  

An updated version of the Cefor Repair Yard Clause 
was also published in October 2020.

Offshore Energy Protocol
An Offshore Energy Claims Leader Fee Protocol, 
agreed between Cefor and the London market, was 
published in November 2020. The Protocol is intended 
for use with insurance policies covered by Chapter 18 
of the Nordic Marine Insurance Plan of 2013, to clarify 
and assist in the calculation of costs charged by the 
claims leader to the co-insurers.

Leading provider of statistics

Cefor and its members are constantly striving to  
further enhance the quality of the comprehensive and 
up-to-date ocean and coastal hull data held in the 
Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database. 

Extensive NoMIS reports for ocean and coastal hull 
claims and portfolio trends are published bi-annually 
on the Cefor website. 

In 2020, these included three special analyses focussing 
on identifying claims trends by geography, visualising 
the parallel downward trend of claims frequency and 

average vessel speed for certain vessel types, and an 
update	on	fire	trends	on	vessels.	These	trends	were	
further explained by Cefor’s actuary in a webinar in 
April 20202, while the half-year trend report focused 
on identifying the impact of Covid-19. 

The latest NoMIS hull claims and portfolio trends as of 
December 2020 are presented in a separate section 
starting on page 18.

Other special projects related to condition-based 
engine maintenance and complex vessels/special class 
notations were discussed with suitable partners. The 
latter will be followed up in 2021.

To maintain the high level of data quality, all NoMIS 
members perform annual checks on their own  
reported data. 

Cefor also plays a vital role on the Facts and Figures 
Committee of the International Union of Marine 
Insurance (IUMI). This includes the Cefor actuary’s  
traditional responsibility for compiling data, with the 
‘Global Marine Insurance Report’ presented at the 2020 
IUMI Stockholm Online Conference in September.

Building competence

The marine insurance industry is highly specialised. 
Relevant, practical learning is offered by and for the 
industry through Cefor. The administration plays a vital 
role in delivering high-quality marine insurance training, 
which is in high demand from the industry. Course 
contents are designed in cooperation with the  
Association’s members, who contribute lecturers,  
examiners and other know-how to make this  
education the most highly rated of its kind in the 
Nordic region.

In-demand training - one-year programme
The comprehensive Nordic Marine Insurance  
Education Programme is designed to give students a 
good general understanding of all relevant aspects of 
marine insurance. The part-time Cefor Academy  

2 	https://iumi.com/education/webinars/webinar-recordings-and-slides/vessel-casualty-trends-the-fire-challenge
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programme is an integral part of the training for  
marine insurance professionals in the Nordic market. 
On	completion,	a	certificate	is	issued	to	document	
the student’s understanding of relevant terms and 
conditions as well as the basic principles behind them. 
Experts from Cefor member companies and  
Norwegian	law	firms	serve	as	lecturers	during	the	 
six sessions that take place in three Scandinavian 
countries. 

31 new students were accepted into the 2020-2021 
programme which was due to start in August 2020. 
However, because of Covid-19 the programme was 
postponed until 2021. The 2019-2020 programme 
was suspended in the middle of Session 5 because of 
Norwegian Covid-19 restrictions which took effect on 
12 March 2020. The Session was completed via a digital 
platform in November, while Session 6 has been  
postponed until travel restrictions are lifted in 2021. 
Three students from the 2018-2019 programme  
received	their	final	certificate	of	completion	in	2020.	

Member webinars
In 2020, the Cefor forums took advantage of digital 
platforms and arranged several webinars for Cefor 
members. Topics ranged from battery safety, new and 
low-sulphur fuels and scrubbers, to remote surveys,  
autonomous	vessels	and	liability	for	the	transport	of	fish.

Influencing framework conditions

The overall objective of Cefor’s framework-related 
activities is to promote legislation and industrial  
policies that are conducive to a sustainable and  
prosperous Nordic marine insurance market. 

To maintain their position as a leading marine  
insurance market, Nordic marine insurers need 
predictable framework conditions. Marine insurers 
compete in a global market, and it is essential for 
our members that framework conditions should be 
comparable with those of their foreign competitors. 

To	operate	efficiently	and	provide	a	level	playing	field,	
international marine insurance and shipping industries 
depend on a global regulatory framework. Cefor is a 
strong supporter of international regulation of what 
is essentially a global industry, as opposed to regional 
or domestic regulation. 

At an international level, most of the industry-related 
issues are dealt with through Cefor’s membership of 
the International Union of Marine Insurance (IUMI). A 
list of current issues from IUMI’s Policy Forum, chaired 
by Cefor’s Managing Director, is regularly updated and 
published by IUMI and on the Cefor website3.

The following were some of the most important issues 
for Cefor in the reporting year :

Fires on container vessels
Following	a	spike	in	the	number	of	fire	incidents	at	the	
start	of	2019,	fires	in	the	cargo	on	board	container	
vessels continued to be a top priority for the marine 
insurance industry in the reporting year.  The challenge 
was addressed by a special analysis of NoMIS data 
in April 2020, also illustrating the potential for costly 
claims in light of the increasing size of container vessels 
and an increasing number of high-value vessels. One 
concern	is	misdeclaration	of	goods	and	fire-fighting	
capabilities on large container vessels, and a holistic 
approach is needed to manage this risk. 

In February 2020, IUMI co-sponsored a proposal for a 
new publication from the International Maritime  
Organization (IMO) to review SOLAS4 Chapter II-2. 
Cefor data was used to support the paper. The  
proposal was due for discussion by the IMO’s Maritime 
Safety Committee in May 2020. However, because 
of the Covid-19 pandemic, all IMO meetings were 
suspended and later resumed as remote meetings with 
only limited agendas. A decision on the new output has 
therefore been deferred by one year until May 2021. 
 
MARPOL 2020
The MARPOL5 regulation limiting sulphur oxide  
emissions from ships with a global cap of 0.5%  

3  https://cefor.no/industry-policy/iumi-policy-agenda/
4  International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea
5 International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships
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became mandatory from 1 January 2020. This has 
posed a challenge to fuel management and necessitates 
proper testing of the supplied fuel before taking it on 
board. Safety issues related to low-sulphur fuels are 
still under consideration by the IMO. Several guidelines 
have been released, and both Cefor and others have 
contributed to raising awareness and sharing best 
practice. Overall, the number and size of claims related 
to low-sulphur fuels and scrubbers indicate that these 
have been adhered to, although some teething  
problems have arisen. See more information about this 
in a separate article on page 14. 

Covid-19
In January 2020, the World Health Organization 
(WHO) declared the novel coronavirus outbreak a 
public health emergency of international concern. To 
contain, avoid and/or slow down the further spread of 
the virus, many countries have introduced lockdowns, 
border controls and travel restrictions as preventive 
measures. These have had an impact not only on world 
trade and the shipping markets, but also on crew 
change, surveys, salvage operations and repairs. The 
subsequent potential safety implications have been 
a main focus of the Association. Cefor has facilitated 
discussions on the use of remote surveys, and, together 
with other stakeholders, voiced concerns about the  
situation for seafarers. Particular attention has also 
been	given	to	the	importance	of	a	flexible	approach	
which secures the availability of necessary expertise in 
the event of a casualty, to prevent further escalation. 

In June 2020, Cefor also contributed input to a  
Norwegian export action plan which is intended to 
assist Norwegian enterprises through and after the 
pandemic.

See also text above concerning new communicable 
disease exclusion clauses.

Anti-money laundering
In March 2020, Cefor responded to a public consul-
tation on a new Norwegian regulation including a 
risk-based approach to customer due diligence  
requirements for marine insurers. Cefor is in favour of 

a competitive Norwegian regulation similar to what 
has been implemented in other European countries. 
Should the authorities opt for a stricter Norwegian 
regulation, it is imperative that this should be feasible 
and take due account of some special features of 
marine insurance, including the various categories of 
co-insured.

Sanctions
In May 2020, the U.S. authorities published a guidance to 
address illicit shipping and sanction evasion practices. 
The advice includes AIS manipulation, know your 
customer, supply chain risk, information sharing and the 
recommended use of insurance clauses. In July 2020, 
the	UK	sanctions	regulator,	OFSI,	issued	similar	financial	
sanctions guidance for entities and individuals. Both 
guidance documents presuppose that marine insurers 
perform a sanctions due diligence check. Pro-active 
management of the underwriting, compliance and 
regulatory risks arising from international sanctions is 
strongly recommended. 

Arctic sailings
The Polar Code entered into force 1 January 2017. 
No similar regulation is in place for non-SOLAS vessels 
operating in the polar waters, and the IMO is currently 
considering such an instrument. This is strongly  
supported by Cefor. With the output being a matter 
of urgency, guidelines were developed in the reporting 
year	for	fishing	vessels	and	pleasure	yachts	respectively,	
and are now pending approval in May 2021.  

In November 2020, the IMO approved a ban on the 
use of heavy fuel oil in the Arctic region from 1 July 
2024 (1 July 2029 for vessels with a double hull and 
vessels	flying	the	flag	of	a	state	with	an	Arctic	coastline	
and operating in its waters). The MARPOL amendments 
are expected to be adopted in June 2021.  

In November 2020, Norwegian authorities proposed a 
ban on heavy fuel oil in the Svalbard territorial waters. If 
approved, the ban will take effect from 1 January 2022. 

Low pressure fuel systems
To consider measures that would be effective in  

6	International	Association	of	Classification	Societies
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reducing	the	risk	of	fires	from	low	pressure	fuel	
systems and mitigate the consequences, IACS6 and 
IUMI have formed a correspondence group (CG) 
with technical experts from the membership of both 
associations. The CG, which held its inaugural meeting 
in March 2020, is chaired by Svenn Andersen of the 
Norwegian Hull Club and supported by Cefor.  
Identification	of	hot	spots,	use	of	thermography,	and	
proper installation of insulation are among the  
preventive	measures	identified	for	further	discussion.

Cefor forums

A considerable part of Cefor’s activities takes place 
within the nine member forums listed on page 65. 
While each forum has its own area of responsibility 
and focus, additional value is generated from cross-forum  
consultation and coordination. Sustainability is one 
such topic, and raising awareness and integrating  
selected UN Sustainable Development Goals into all 
forum activities became a main task for all nine forums 
in the reporting year.

Facilitated by digital meeting tools, the number of  
meetings and webinars increased in the reporting year.

To ensure compliance with all relevant competition 
law regulations within all Cefor forums, working groups 
and the Board, the Association’s Competition Law 
Statement and Guidelines are regularly discussed and 
communicated	to	all	appointed	officials.	
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Hull1

Gard 269.8 307.7 35 %
Norwegian Hull Club 213.2 243.1 27.6 %
Skuld 78.0 89.0 10.1 %
The Swedish Club 60.5 69.0 7.9 %
Alandia 57.2 65.2 7.4 %
If 29.8 33.9 3.9 %
Codan 25.6 29.2 3.3 %
Gjensidige2 21.7 24.7 2.8 %
Møretrygd 6.4 7.3 0.8 %
Fender Marine 5.2 6.0 0.7 %
Tromstrygd 3.6 4.1 0.5 %
Total 771.0 879.3 100.0 %

DNK (war risks) 39.2 44.7

USD 1= EUR 0.8768 EUR mill. USD mill. %

Hull1 810.2 924.0 47.3 %

P&I 805.0 918.0 47 %

Offshore energy 83.5 95.2 4.9 %

Cargo 15.5 17.7 0.9

Total 1,714.2 1,955.0 100.0 %

Market shares, all sectors
Gross premium income, direct insurance 2020: USD 1,955.0 million

1 Hull, hull interest, freight interest, loss of hire, 
	 builders’	risks,	fishing	(catch	&	gear)
2 Includes coastal marine clubs
3 Charterer’s Liability
4 Alandia, Codan, Fender Marine, Gjensidige,  
 If, Møretrygd, Tromstrygd
5 Cruise vessels only; for other vessel types,  
 P&I coverage is included in hull war premium
6 Norwegian income Cefor members only

Offshore energy

Gard 41.4 47.2 52.9 %
Norwegian Hull Club 24.9 28.4 31.9 %
Skuld 8.9 10.1 11.3 %
The Swedish Club 3.1 3.5 3.9 %
Total 78.2 89.2 100.0 %

DNK (war risks) 5.2 6.0

P&I

Gard 443.7 506.0 55.1 %
Skuld 258.9 295.3 32.2 %
The Swedish Club 82.5 94.1 10.3 %
Norwegian Hull Club3 11.7 13.3 1.5 %
other Cefor members4 7.7 8.8 1.0 %
Total 804.6 917.6 100.0 %

DNK (war risks)5 0.4 0.5

Cargo6 15.5 17.7

The Cefor Marine  
Insurance Market 2020
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CONTRIBUTING TO  A  
SUSTAINABLE 

OCEAN INDUSTRY
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Contributing to a  
sustainable ocean industry
Cefor is committed to promoting a more sustainable 
ocean industry. To this end, we are raising awareness at 
all levels of the Association, and sustainability has been 
incorporated into Cefor’s purpose, vision and mission 
statement.  

In light of Cefor’s four main areas of concern: conditions, 
statistics, education and framework conditions, the 
following	five	UN Sustainable Development Goals7  
have	been	identified	as	particularly	relevant	to	the	
Association: 
• Goal 8:  Decent work and economic growth 
• Goal 13: Climate action 
• Goal 14: Life below water
• Goal 16: Peace, justice and strong institutions 
• Goal 17: Partnerships for the goals

Through loss prevention activities, the supporting  
Nordic claims handling model, risk selection, and  
Know Your Client (KYC) programmes, Cefor members 
engage on a daily basis in environmental, social and  
governance issues. This important work is supplemented 
through joint action with others and the three main 
roles Cefor can take on:

• Influencing; 
among its members, and in discussions with owners, 
manufacturers,	surveyors,	salvors,	brokers,	classification	
societies and not least regulators.

• Facilitation;
by creating meeting places, and by enabling new and 
greener technologies, solutions and choices through 
the drafting of clauses and guidelines. 

• Knowledge sharing;
through the use of statistics, training courses and  
seminars, sharing best practice/information, and 
dialogue with external partners in order to better 
understand and manage the new risks.

In 2020, sustainability became a main focus of all nine 
member forums, which incorporate this into their  
respective activities. Action plans are being developed 
for sustainability-related topics that are prioritised 
within each forum’s area of responsibility. The  
environmental footprint from Cefor meetings was also 
reduced by extensive use of digital platforms. 

As a supporting organisation to the ‘Getting to Zero 
Coalition’, Cefor took part in a workshop with a large 
number of stakeholders in September 2020. The  
Coalition aims to accelerate the decarbonisation 
of maritime shipping by developing and deploying 
commercially viable zero emission deep sea vessels  
by 2030. 

The Association was also invited by the Global  
Maritime Forum to contribute to the development of 
carbon disclosure principles for the insurance sector. 
Following a virtual high-level meeting in October 2020, 
the drafting process will commence in 2021.

In April 2020, Cefor acceded to the Principles for 
Sustainable Insurance promoted by the UN  
Environment Programme (UNEP) Financial Initiative,  
as a supporting institution. A new ESG guide for  
non-life insurance was published by the organisation  
in June 2020.

7 https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/



14

POST-IMO 2020 
EXPERIENCES



15

Post-IMO 2020 
experiences
On 1 January 2020, a new limit on the sulphur content in 

the fuel oil used on board ships came into force. Known 

as ‘IMO 2020’, the rule limits the sulphur in the fuel 

oil used on board ships operating outside designated 

emission control areas to 0.50% - a significant reduction 

from the previous limit of 3.5%. The regulatory change 

was part of the increasingly strict air emission limits 

enforced through MARPOL Annex VI, and had been 

advertised to the shipping industry for a long time. 

Nevertheless, the new global sulphur limit was expected 

to have quite an impact on shipping in terms of technical, 

operational and financial challenges. Some even predicted 

an increase in the number of machinery damage claims 

and incidents if the new very low sulphur fuel oils (VLSFO) 

were not well managed. 

The hard facts

One year on, the International Maritime Organization 
(IMO) concludes that the new sulphur limit has 
significantly	reduced	air	pollution	from	ships1, and 
this is of course good news. However, it has also 
completely changed the marine fuel supply and 
availability landscape, and although the transition 
to VLSFOs may have been smoother than many 
predicted, it has not been without challenges.

In terms of preparations ahead of 1 January 2020, 
we saw that many of the Cefor member companies’ 
clients had planned well but some were unsure of 
what actions to take and when. There were also 
some that just stood idle, believing or hoping that 
the implementation of the IMO 2020 regulation 
would be postponed. They all had plenty of concerns: 
Would enough compliant fuels be available? Would 
investments	be	made	to	enable	the	refineries	to	
cope? What about the quality of the new fuels and 
its potential negative effects on existing machinery 
systems on board? Would the crew be able to cope 
with the new requirements? 

However, 1 January 2020 arrived, and the shipping 
industry adapted - as it always does.

Does this mean that there were no worries for 
owners, crew and insurance companies with the IMO 
2020 fuels? No: there were incidents, some causing 
severe	damage,	and	some	claims	were	significant,	due	
both to the cost of repairs and to loss of earnings 
while awaiting repairs, often because critical spare 
parts were not available from stock. And quite a few 
owners have also told us of operational issues and 
smaller occurrences that did not turn into insurance 
claims.

1  IMO2020 fuel oil sulphur limit - cleaner air, healthier planet
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The real challenges

Bunkering and handling of marine fuels have always 
been a complex issue and a source of operational 
challenges on board ships. And fuel-related machinery 
damages are not new problems either. Post-IMO 2020, 
marine fuels have become an even more complex 
issue. And the complexity has caused challenges, even 
for the best owners, the best ship managers and the 
best crew. 

Most owners prepared well, both technically and 
operationally. The fuels delivered have basically been of 
acceptable quality. With some challenges, most owners 
have managed to use fuels with the slightly different 
characteristics in a way that has been acceptable for 
the engines. 

As we saw with the contaminated fuels that originated 
and later spread from the Houston area in 2018, some 
engines were unaffected while others were seriously 
impacted. This has also been seen to some extent with 
VLSFO, affecting similar engines differently, and affecting 
different engine types differently. These differences 
are probably due to the complexity, not only of the 
fuel itself, but of the way it is handled, the operational 
condition of the engine using the fuel and the engine 
design.

For the damages that have occurred, we often see a 
combination of factors affecting the engines to such 
an extent that they are found to be damaged, or 
seriously operationally affected. We did observe more 
occurrences in the early part of 2020, which indicates 
a certain amount of learning from experience.

Here are some of the observations we have made:

Tank cleaning  
From	what	we	observed,	the	first	significant	issue	
causing problems was the tank cleaning conducted 
prior	to	filling	the	tanks	with	VLS	fuels.	This	issue	
relates both to the extent and quality of cleaning 
(some tanks are huge and poorly accessible), and the 
method (cleaning with MGO, chemicals, or manually 

with rags). Questions arose concerning the disposal 
of the residue in the cleaned tanks; was it disposed of 
ashore, was it used after treatment in settling tanks 
and through pretreatment systems, and in such a way 
(and amount) that the pretreatment system could 
cope?	What	about	sediments	and	cat	fines?	And	was	
the fuel cocktail after this mixture stable or did it 
cause sludging and operational hassles? 

Filtering 
Another factor that contributed to damages was 
the	condition	of	the	fuel	filters.	Makers	recommend	
filters	with	a	fine	mesh,	typically	10my.	This	will	enable	
the crew to ‘police’ the amount of sediments and 
cat	fines	entering	the	engine.	Having	such	fine	mesh	
filters	installed	can	also	be	a	challenge	to	the	crew,	
particularly if the fuel is unstable and/or is prone 
to sludging. However, on some occasions we have 
observed a lack of control and understanding of how 
to	maintain	and	establish	the	condition	of	the	filter	
elements.	And	only	a	fuel	filter	in	good	condition	will	
have the ‘policing’ effect which enables the crew to 
prevent and/or limit the effect of fuels that have not 
been	sufficiently	treated	through	a	functional	pre-
treatment system on board.

Lube oil 
A	third	significant	observation	was	the	effect	of	
cylinder	lubrication	for	2-stroke	engines.	Scuffing	
problems were experienced by quite a few owners 
in the early part of 2020. Why? Correct cylinder 
lubrication will be a combination of the rate and the 
residual cylinder oil base number (BN) measurement. 
And the BN level is chosen according to the sulphur 
content of the fuel. The lubrication rate must be 
correct (based on delivery into the cylinder liner 
space,	not	the	adjusted	figure	on	the	operator’s	
panel). Too little is critical, too much is no good. 
The BN number of the lube oil (LO) gives different 
properties for the LO, affecting the engine differently. 
Too low a BN will have a limited cleaning effect on the 
combustion space, too high a BN will clean well, but 
will prevent ‘required’ corrosion in the combustion 
space, not allowing an ‘open graphite structure’ 
required	for	the	LO	to	have	sufficient	lubricating	
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effect.	Both	can	cause	scuffing,	affecting	combustion	
and causing severe wear to the cylinder liners. The 
type and quality of the piston rings will also have an 
effect, and when availability of the ‘cermet’ coated 
rings recommended for the engine was limited, some 
of this damage was almost unavoidable. 

But who managed this best? Those who had the 
time and opportunity to inspect the condition of the 
combustion space, the liner and piston rings – AND 
had	the	competence	to	interpret	the	findings	and	
adjust the rate and BN of the oil accordingly, and/or 
managed to carry out maintenance before matters 
ended with a damage. 

Viscosity 
The	fourth	significant	issue	observed	more	frequently	
with the new fuels has been the viscosity. The ‘new 
fuels’ have been shown to have a much wider range 
of densities and viscosities, sometimes as low as 
2-3cst/50deg C. The viscosity should typically be 
10-15cst into the engine, and adjusting this requires a 
well-functioning viscosimeter/temperature controller 
and may in some cases even require the fuel to be 
cooled prior inlet rather than heated. Experience has 
been gained in this area. 

Stability 
The	fifth	issue	that	has	been	generally	observed	and	
verified	is	that	the	post-IMO	2020	fuels	are	less	stable,	
less compatible and more affected by long term 

storage than pre-2020 fuels. This can also be handled, 
but requires planning, testing, competence and 
knowledge. And testing of fuels has been, and still is, 
vital if you are to know what you take on board, and 
know how to handle what you have on board.

Concluding remarks 
Bunkering and the handling of marine fuels remain a 
complex issue, also post-IMO 2020. Complex issues 
require all of the stakeholders involved to co-operate, 
both to limit the number of problems that can be 
caused and to solve problems when they occur. It 
may be naïve to expect all the various stakeholders 
involved in fuel issues to agree, but when stakeholders 
do co-operate and communicate, openly and with 
integrity, the chances of both avoiding and handling 
situations better have much higher odds.

The maritime industry has done well, but needs to 
be focused going forward. Until marine fuels are of 
a quality equal to what we expect from the petrol 
stations fueling our (fossil-driven) cars, we all need 
to pay attention to marine fuels. Although claims 
numbers	are	not	significantly	higher,	poor	fuels	and	
poor	handling	of	fuels	do	constitute	a	significant	risk	
for a vessel either on the high seas or in narrow 
waters.

Cefor Technical Forum
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FIRES – NO ALL-CLEAR 
SIGNAL
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Fires – 
No all-clear signal 
The	increasing	risk	of	fires	on	container	vessels,	
particularly those starting in containers on board, is a 
worrying	trend.	Unlike	fires	in	the	engine	room,	fires	
starting the cargo area are challenging to detect and 
extinguish. Previous analyses1 revealed that – while  
there has been a stable to downward trend in the fre-
quency of most types of casualties – this has not been 
the	case	for	fires.	In	2020,	there	was	an	extraordinary	
drop in the overall claims frequency owing to the 
impact of Covid-19 on global trade and vessel usage, as 
explained in the ocean hull trend article on page 27.  
This	article	shows	that	this	was	not	the	case	for	fires.

To	show	the	full	extent	of	all	fires	that	have	occurred	in	
recent years on container-carrying vessels, the statistics 
presented in this article include not only fully cellular 
container vessels but also combination carriers, i.e. 
RoRo vessels with container-carrying capacity.

The 2020 context: significant drop in  
overall claims frequency, but fires prevail

Graph 1 illustrates that the claims frequency for all 
types of claims in excess of USD 500,000 dropped 
by about 40% from the peak in 2007/2008 up to 

2018/2019.	In	2020,	there	was	a	significant	further	
drop which must be viewed against the impact of 
Covid-19 on the shipping market environment (see 
articles	on	pages	24	and	27).	For	fire/explosion	claims	
there is no clear similar trend. While the occurrence  
of	fire/explosion	claims	generally	has	much	higher	 
volatility,	graph	1	also	reveals	that	the	frequency	of	fires	
has oscillated around the same average level. The year 
2020 does not show any clear trend change in the 
frequency	of	fires	but	confirms	on	the	contrary	that	
this behaves differently from other types of casualty. 
A particularly worrying trend is the recent increase in 
the	frequency	of	fires	over	USD	500,000	on	container	
vessels (graph 2).

Graphs	1	and	2	include	all	types	of	fires.	In	2020,	the	
majority	of	fires	over	USD	500,000	were	engine	room	
fires	but	recent	years’	casualties	were	a	clear	warning	
signal	of	the	danger	arising	from	fires	starting	in	a	
container.   

Although	the	fire/explosion	frequency	is	low	in	
percentage terms compared to other claim types, 
the cost of such claims is typically high and therefore 
affects the overall annual claim cost (see ocean hull 
trends, page 27). 

1 https://cefor.no/statistics/analysis-with-special-focus/
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1:   Claims frequency, claims > USD 500,000, all claims versus fire/explosions,  
  Index 2005 = 100% 

2:   Frequency of fires > USD 500,000 on container-carrying vessels  
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Highest fire risk on large container  
vessels and medium-size car carriers

A Cefor analysis published in 20202 revealed that the 
highest	fire	frequency	can	be	observed	on	medium-
sized passenger vessels, car/RoRo vessels between 
5,000 and 8,000 gross tonnes, and large container 
vessels over 50,000 gross tonnes. 

A	statistically	obvious	explanation	why	the	fire	
frequency in the container and RoRo segment 
increases with vessel size is related to the amount 
of transported cargo. With a given probability of a 
fire	starting	in	one	container,	the	probability	of	a	fire	
starting in at least one of the containers will grow in 
almost direct proportion to the number of containers. 
The larger the number of containers on board, 
the higher the probability that at least one of the 

containers could contain something that self-ignites 
and	causes	a	fire.	Moreover,	the	larger	the	vessel,	the	
more	severe	the	consequences	of	the	worst-case	fire	
scenario on this vessel will be. 

Upward trend in fire frequency on 
container vessels unbroken 

In	the	first	quarter	of	2019,	an	unusually	large	number	
of	such	fires	was	recorded.	In	2020,	the	number	was	
slightly reduced, but was still above the average for 
the years before 2019. Of particular concern is the 
increasing	number	of	these	fires	on	vessels	over	a	
certain size (graphs 3 and 4), where the potential 
for damage to cargo and injury to crew members 
is	especially	great	if	the	fires	cannot	be	extinguished	
before spreading to other areas. 

3:  Fires on container vessels – number of occurrences by vessel size 

2 https://cefor.no/globalassets/documents/statistics/nomis/2019/2020-the-fire-challenge---containers-et-al..pdf
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4:  Claims frequency – all fires/explosions on container vessels  

The increase in absolute numbers in graph 3 may be 
partly explained by the growth in the number of large 
container	vessels	in	the	world	fleet	and	hence	in	the	
NoMIS portfolio.

Graph	4	compares	the	frequency	of	all	fires/explosions	
on container vessels above 50,000 gross tonnes with  
vessels of less than 50,000 gross tonnes. Here the 

number of claims occurrences is related to the number  
of insured vessels of that size in the NoMIS portfolio. 
For the larger vessels, there is a clear trend towards 
more	fires	over	the	last	fifteen	years.	The	small	
reduction in the frequency in 2020 does not break 
the general upward trend, and is within the range of 
normal	fluctuations.		

Claim cost per vessel  

Fires often represent a high cost to shipowners and 
hence to their insurers. Graph 5 shows the claim cost 
per	vessel	for	such	fires,	which	represents	the	cost	
under the standard hull and machinery policies as 

entered into the NoMIS database. The lion’s share of 
the	cost	of	fire/explosion	claims	on	container	vessels	
since	2012	originated	from	fires	starting	in	the	cargo	
area. A serious concern is the misdeclaration of goods, 
as this may lead to e.g. containers which should not be 
exposed to heat being stored in unsuitable places. 

 Vessels > 50,000 gross tons
 Vessels <= 50,000 gross tons
Linear trendline (vessels > 50,000 gross tons)
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5:  Claim cost per vessel – all fires/explosions on container vessels   
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CLAIMS FREQUENCY  VERSUS 
AVERAGE  VESSEL SPEED
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Claims frequency versus 
average vessel speed
Slow steaming

After	the	financial	and	shipping	crisis	in	2008,	slow	
steaming had been increasingly adopted as a measure 
to reduce costs. Concerns that speed could be 
reduced to the point where the engine is running 
below its intended load, leading to premature wear, 
lubrication problems and soot deposits, did not lead 
to claims to the extent that was feared. A positive 
side-effect was that fuel savings led to a substantial 
reduction in emissions. 

In 2008 the ECA zones1 came into force, compelling 
vessels entering these areas to install SOx scrubber 
systems or switch to low sulphur fuel. From 1 January 
2020, the IMO implemented a global 0.5% m/m (mass/
mass) sulphur limit2. Fears of a potential increase in 
machinery losses due to the use of non-compliant 
fuel have so far not materialised to any great extent 
(see article on page 14). In addition to these expected 
changes with a potential impact on claims, 2020 
was affected by the rather less expected Covid-19 
pandemic. Global trade and shipping reacted in slightly 
different ways. It is not possible to say exactly what 

percentage	each	of	these	influence	factors	contributed	
to the 2020 claims frequency, but it is nevertheless 
of	interest	to	continue	monitoring	known	influencing	
factors such as vessel speed. 

Speed versus frequency

Cefor compared the change in claims frequencies 
since 2008 in the NoMIS portfolio for bulk, container 
and tank vessels to the change in average speed to 
the	same	vessel	segments	in	the	world	fleet	(graph	6).	
The average speed is derived from the bulk, container 
and	tank	segments	of	the	world	fleet3, while the claims 
frequencies	reflect	those	of	the	vessels	and	claims	
reported into the NoMIS database4. Special thanks to 
Clarksons Research for letting Cefor use their annual 
speed indices for the purpose of this comparison. 

Graph 6 shows that, until recently, the decline in 
claims frequencies for the NoMIS bulk and container 
fleet	was	similar	to	the	decline	in	the	speed	of	the	
respective	vessel	segments	in	the	world	fleet.

1  Emission control areas under IMO MARPOL Annex VI, see:
 https://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Environment/PollutionPrevention/AirPollution/Pages/Emission-Control-Areas- 
 (ECAs)-designated-under-regulation-13-of-MARPOL-Annex-VI-(NOx-emission-control).aspx
2  Annex VI of the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL Convention)
3		Clarksons	Research:	time	series	for	annual	average	speed.	Tank	data	as	used	for	graph	6	reflects	the	average	of		
 crude and product tankers 
4		Claims	frequencies:	‘tank’	reflects	the	average	of	the	NoMIS	‘chemical/product’	and	‘tank’	vessel	type	groups	
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In 2020, there was a further big drop in claims 
frequencies which must be seen in relation to 
other	influencing	factors	arising		from	the	Covid-19	
pandemic, as explained in the article on ocean hull 
trends (page 27).  

The claims frequency for tank vessels had already 
started to drop more sharply from 2015. 

A parallel development does not prove a causal 
connection between claims frequency and vessel 
speed, but does nonetheless indicate a possible 
correlation. It is reasonable to assume that a vessel 
operating at a higher speed or in more frequent use 

is prone to a higher claims frequency. A vessel in a 
liner trade which reduces its speed by 10% will also 
reduce the number of voyages and hence the risk of 
potential claims (port calls, passages through high-risk 
areas, cargo operations etc). It also seems reasonable 
to assume that the consequences of groundings and 
collisions are less severe when the vessel is travelling at 
a lower speed.   

In general, several factors affect the claims frequency, 
such as the level of insurance deductibles, the cost of 
repairs, new technology and vessel activity in ports and 
congested areas, as well as average speed and distance 
sailed.  

6:  Index - Average annual vessel speed versus claims frequency (Bulk, Container, Tank)
2008 = 100%, Frequency = 2-year average incl. IBNR5 

Bulk - Speed
Container - Speed
Tank - Speed
Bulk - Claims frequency
Container - Claims frequency
Tank - Claims frequency
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5  IBNR = Incurred But Not Reported = reserve for claims adjustments and registration backlog
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OCEAN HULL TRENDS –  
COVID-19 AND WHAT ELSE?
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Ocean hull trends –  
Covid-19 and what else?
The main trends in the ocean hull portfolio were: 
• Substantial reduction in overall claims frequency and cost
• Impact of major claims at lowest level since 2005
• Vessel segments reacted differently to Covid-19
•	 No	reduction	in	large	loss	frequency	for	container	vessels;	fires	especially	prevalent

1 ‘Ocean hull’ includes for the purpose of these statistics all vessels with a valid IMO number. 

NUMBERS

Bulk - 25%
Cargo - 8%
Container - 16%

Other - 3%
Unspecified - 0.4%

Fishing - 2%
Passenger - 4%
Car/RoRo - 3%
Supply/Offshore - 12%
LNG/LPG - 4%
Chemical/Product - 14%
Tank - 8%

7:  Breakdown of the number of ocean hull1 vessels by type, year of exposure 2020    

Prior to 2020, portfolio and claims trends were to a 
certain degree predictable. Although we have pointed 
out previously that the occurrence and impact of 
major claims in any given year can be highly random, 
it was nevertheless possible to identify and evaluate 
casualty and portfolio trends over certain time periods.  

2020 was the year when the IMO 2020 sulphur cap 
was implemented and there was a strong focus on 
future reductions in other emissions and sustainability 
issues in general. The low oil price had already been 
influencing	the	supply/offshore	sector	for	some	years.
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With the Covid-19 pandemic came a major disruption 
impacting the global economy and trade, and hence 
the shipping and marine insurance industries. Vessels’ 
trade patterns changed and challenges with crew 
changes in times of strict quarantine rules and travel 
restrictions emerged. 

In the Cefor half-year report, based on data as of June 
20202, we aimed to give an initial insight into how hull 
trends were affected by Covid-19. In this article, we try 
to interpret the vessel portfolio and casualty trends as 
of December 2020 under different aspects in the light 
of the global situation.

As graph 8 shows, the claim cost per vessel was 
historically low in 2020. The three years 2016-2018 
were characterised by a particularly low claim cost 
per vessel, partly due to an uncharacteristic absence 
of major losses. In 2019, costly claims again started 
to impact the total annual claims cost, and the overall 
claim cost per vessel returned to a level in the range 
one would normally expect in any given year. In 2020, 
the claim cost per vessel was at the lowest level 
recorded in the past 25 years.

The three years 2016-2018 were extraordinarily 
benign in the sense that no claims above USD 30 
million were reported. Since 1996, this had never 
previously happened for a three-year period. 
Based on previous claims experience, one would 
expect an average of two such claims in any given year. 

The probability of experiencing a three-year period 
without any such claims is extremely low. In 2019, the 
claims impact returned to a more normal level. 

2 https://cefor.no/statistics/nomis/2020/2020-cefor-june-hull-trends-report/

8:  Claim per vessel (USD) by claim size, by date of loss 
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One aspect that should be kept in mind is that the 
theoretical probability of claims in the range above 
USD 30 million increases with the number of high-
value vessels in the portfolio, as only vessels with high 
values can produce these very expensive claims.  
  
Among all historically recorded claims in excess of 
USD 30 million in the NoMIS database, around a third 
are partial losses, which means that as many as two-
thirds of the most expensive claims are total losses. 

Later in this article we show how certain 
characteristics	of	the	world	fleet	with	an	impact	

on claims trends, such as a vessel’s age and size or 
its value, have changed over time. These trends in 
the	world	fleet	are	equally	reflected	in	the	NoMIS	
portfolio. 
 
Graph 9 shows the impact of large claims by 
expressing the cost of claims above USD 10 million 
as a percentage of the total claims cost. It clearly 
illustrates that impact of large losses in 2020 was 
extraordinary low.  

9:  Claims in excess of USD 10 million as % of the total claim cost, by date of loss 

0%

10% 10%

35% 36%

21% 18% 17%

50%

28%

19%

22%

12%

17%

16%

7%

26%26%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
17

20
15

20
16



31

10:  Claim cost per vessel (USD), quarterly accumulated development, by date of loss 
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When we look at the development of the claim cost 
per vessel by quarter for the last ten calendar years, 
the	year	2020	reflects	the	lowest	level,	matched	
only by 2016 with an extraordinary low major clams 
impact. 

Overall claims frequency: big drop in 
2020 but differs by segment

In general, the claims frequency has shown a rather 
stable development since 2012 with a further decrease 
in the years 2016 to 2019. Graph 15 shows the claims 
frequency by intervals of claim cost. What is special in 
2020 is that the frequency of claims in all intervals has 
decreased compared to previous years, and to a larger 
degree than any normal trend would have indicated. 
This has to be seen in the light of the global pandemic 
which led to reduced activity for a small part of the 

world	fleet	(graph	11;	special	thanks	to	Concirrus	for	
providing the vessel activity data). The graph clearly 
shows the big drop in vessel activity particularly 
for cruise vessels but also, in parts of 2020, for the 
container vessel segment, while other vessel types had 
about the same activity level as in the two previous 
years. 

Comparing vessel activity to NoMIS claims frequency 
trends (graphs 11 and 12) indicates that the level of 
vessel	activity	influenced	the	claims	frequency	but	the	
effect differs by vessel segment. For certain segments, 
the claims frequency has dropped more than the 
level of activity. This is especially true for claims over 
USD 500,000 (graph 15), except for container vessels 
(graph 14). There is however a risk that the special 
situation in 2020 may have increased the risk of 
late	notification	and	adverse	development	of	claim	
estimates.  
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11:  Average mileage per week, Bulk, Container, Cruise, Tank (all types), 2019 = 100% 
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12:  Claims frequency by vessel type, all claims, including IBNR
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13:  Claims frequency, by date of loss
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IBNR  

From a statistical point of view, the reduced volatility in 
recent years may be partly attributable to a substantial 
increase in the number of vessels reported into the 
NoMIS database from 2012, providing a more robust 
statistical basis.

Apart from such purely statistical effects, several factors 
impact the claims frequency. The most relevant are the 

level of insurance deductibles, the cost of repairs, vessel 
activity such as average mileage, number of port calls 
and other activity in congested areas, new technology 
and other changes in the underlying risk. The level of 
deductibles did not change in 2020 to a degree that 
this could explain the drop in claims frequency.
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14:  Frequency of claims > USD 500,000 for bulk, container and tank (all types) segment

15:  Claims frequency, by intervals of claim cost, by date of loss
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Claims > USD 500,000: bigger drop in 
frequency than for smaller claims but 
not valid for container vessels

The relative drop in claims in excess of USD 500,000 
is much bigger than the drop in the frequency of 
smaller	claims.	Late	notification	of	claims	in	excess	of	
USD 500,000 varies considerably from year to year. 
Even	though	large	claims	are	usually	quickly	notified,	
the claim estimates might increase from below 

to above USD 500,000 in later years. One might 
speculate that delays in repairs make the 2020 claim 
estimates more uncertain and there is thus a risk that 
some of the claims below USD 500,000 could be 
under-reserved. However, this does not explain why 
container vessels show a very different development 
than the other vessel types. A worrying trend is the 
high	number	of	fires	on	container	vessels	among	these	
claims	(see	fire	trend	article	on	page	19).
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Claims by type of casualty

In terms of frequency, machinery claims are the most 
frequent individual claim type and account for 42% 
of all claims.  All nautical-related claims combined 
(grounding, collision and contact) account for 38% 
of the total number of claims, with contact claims 
representing the largest number of occurrences.

In terms of cost, the breakdown among claim types is 
more volatile. As machinery-related claims include 

many low-cost claims, their relative impact on the cost 
is lower. Fire/explosions and groundings represent 
infrequent but often very costly claims. 

A matter of particular concern is that the frequency of 
fires	has	not	shown	the	same	reduction	as	other	types	
of casualties which is analysed in more detail in the 
‘Fires – no all-clear signal’ article on page 19. 

COSTS

Grounding - 9%
Contact - 19%
Collision - 11%
Fire and explosion - 2%
Machinery - 42%

Heavy weather - 2%
Other - 15%

NUMBERS

Grounding - 13%
Contact - 8%
Collision - 12%
Fire and explosion - 13%
Machinery - 42%

Heavy weather - 2%
Other - 10%

COSTS

Grounding - 9%
Contact - 19%
Collision - 11%
Fire and explosion - 2%
Machinery - 42%

Heavy weather - 2%
Other - 15%

NUMBERS

Grounding - 13%
Contact - 8%
Collision - 12%
Fire and explosion - 13%
Machinery - 42%

Heavy weather - 2%
Other - 10%

16:  Breakdown of total number of claims by type of claim, 2016-2020    

17:  Breakdown of total claim cost by type of claim, 2016-2020
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Drop in machinery and navigational-
related claims > USD 500,000 
continues

There	has	been	a	significant	drop	in	the	frequency	of	
navigation-related claims in excess of USD 500,000 
in the years since 2007. Machinery claims in excess of 
USD 500,000 have shown the same downward trend 
since 2008, although their frequency has remained 
higher than that of navigation-related claims. While the 
frequency of navigation-related claims exceeding USD 
500,000 has come down to a level which is lower 
than	in	the	years	preceding	the	2008	financial	crisis,	
this is not the case for machinery claims. The IMO 
2020 sulphur limit does not seem to have led to any 

noticeable increase in the frequency and severity of 
machinery claims. The article on page 14 explains the 
reasons from a technical point of view. Cefor will 
continue to monitor the situation from both technical 
and statistical perspectives. 

Although	the	frequency	of	fire/explosion	claims	in	
general is much lower, it is also more volatile. The 
frequency	of	fire/explosion	claims	in	excess	of	USD	
500,000 has not displayed the same downward trend 
as other claim types, and even increased in 2019. This 
is a serious concern to the industry, especially with 
regard	to	fires	on	container	vessels,	as	we	analysed	in	
more detail in the analyses issued in 2019 and 2020.

18:  Frequency of claims > USD 500,000 by type of claim, by date of loss 
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Total loss frequency stays at long-term 
low level

The frequency of total losses is volatile but has 
shown a long-term positive trend. Since 2010, the 
total loss frequency has stabilised at historically low 
levels around 0.05% to 0.10%. In 2020, there were 
three total losses exceeding USD 10 million, with only 
one exceeding USD 20 million. The overall total loss 

frequency in 2020 was 0.04% (graph 19, right axis), 
which is close to the historically lowest level in 2010.  

Excluding total losses, the frequency of partial claims 
is expected to end at 17% for 2020 (graph 19, left 
axis), which represents a further substantial drop from 
2019. As explained previously, this needs to be seen 
in connection with a reduced vessel activity in some 
segments. 

19:  Long-term frequency of partial and total claims, by date of loss
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Claim cost per vessel drops sharply

Graph 20 shows the development of the claim cost 
per vessel for both all claims including total losses, 
and for partial claims alone. It illustrates that after an 
increase in the claim cost per vessel in 2019, this was 

followed by a strong drop in 2020. While the increase 
in cost in 2019 was attributable to a few costly 
collisions	and	especially	to	the	high	number	of	fires,	
the drop in 2020 must be seen in connection with the 
impact of Covid-19 on the activity level in some vessel 
segments.  

20:  Ultimate partial and total claim per vessel (USD), by date of loss
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Shipbuilding activity 

After ten years with decreasing numbers of newbuilds 
delivered each year (graph 21), the situation was 
expected to turn in 2020. Deliveries of LNG carriers 
are expected to increase the size of the existing LNG 
fleet,	and	many	bulk	carriers	were	under	construction.	
New deliveries of container vessels were projected to 
add 10% more capacity to total TEU during 2020.

The arrival of Covid-19 caused a major disruption  
for some vessel segments and thus also impacted  
the newbuilding and scrapping activity. Due to the 
long-term nature of contracting vessels, the full impact 
on newbuilding numbers will only be visible with a 
time lag, while certain impact on scrapping already 
materialized in 2020 with for example a number of 
older cruise vessels sent to scrapping after the collapse 
of the cruise market.   

World fleet trends reflected in the 
NoMIS portfolio 

Prior	to	the	financial	crisis	in	2008,	an	increasing	
number of newbuilt vessels were entering the NoMIS 
portfolio. The outlook for seaborne trade was bright, 
and	capital	was	pouring	into	the	market.	The	influx	of	
newbuilds continued to affect the NoMIS portfolio 
even after the shipping boom. From 2001 to 2012, the 
average vessel age decreased from 14.1 to 11.8 years. 
In strong correlation, the average insured value was 
constantly increasing, eventually peaking in 2010  
(graph 22). 

21:  World fleet: deliveries by year of build >100 GT 

0

1,500

1,000

500

2,000

2,500

19
80

19
81

19
82

19
83

19
84

19
85

19
86

19
87

19
88

19
89

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

>= 5,000 gross tons 
100-5,000 gross tons

Source: Lloyds List Intelligence “World Fleet Update”, vessels with IMO-no., all vessel statuses, as of January 2021.



40

Since then, the situation has reversed. The average age 
in the NoMIS portfolio has increased continuously in 
line	with	the	ageing	of	the	world	fleet,	reaching	13.3	
years	in	2020.	Equally,	the	influx	of	more	modern	and	

younger vessels into the NoMIS portfolio has slowed 
down, and the share of newbuilt vessels in the NoMIS 
portfolio has decreased substantially (graph 22). 

22:  Average age and newbuilds as % of NoMIS fleet
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23:  Age distribution of NoMIS fleet
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Another way of illustrating the changing age 
distribution	in	the	NoMIS	fleet	is	graph	23.	The	share	
of	vessels	less	than	five	years	old	started	to	drop	
steadily from 2011. From 2017, the 5-10 year age 

group also started to reduce, while the 10-15 year 
age group has increased substantially and in 2019 
surpassed the 5-10 year group as the largest vessel age 
group in the NoMIS database.  
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Mismatch between average vessel size 
and vessel value

When indexing the key variables sum insured, age and 
gross tonnage (graph 24), the average size of vessels 
has steadily increased over time, with some variations 
in recent years. The slight ditch in the years 2018 and 
2019 should be seen in conjunction with the reduced 
number	of	newbuilt	vessels	entering	the	world	fleet,	as	
it was the newbuilt vessels with ever larger individual 
vessel sizes that were driving up the average vessel size 
of	the	fleet.	In	2019,	the	newbuilding	process	seemed	
to have gained some traction again. The full effect of 
the Covid-19 impact from 2020 remains to be seen. 

The most remarkable feature in graph 24 is however 
the increasing mismatch between the development in 
the average insured vessel value and the average 
vessel size. One would normally assume a correlation 
between a vessel’s size and its value, but from 
2010 these two parameters developed in opposite 
directions. This mismatch continues into 2020 and 
the gap even starts to widen again. While the average 
size of the vessels has recently stagnated, the average 
vessel value continued to decrease in 2020. Even 
newbuilt vessels entering the portfolio today have 
lower values than comparable vessels would have had 
prior to 2012. The contrary development of these two 
variables must be seen in the context of the general 
market conditions in recent years.

24:  Index average age, gross tonnage and sum insured, 2005 = 100%
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25:  Average annual change in insured values on renewed vessels 

26:  Average annual change in insured values on renewed vessels, by vessel segment
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Decrease in insured values on renewal 
driven by container and supply/offshore

Graph 25 shows the change in insured values for 
renewed vessels. Newbuilds and other new entries 
are excluded, which means that the same vessels 
are compared from one year to the next. The graph 
illustrates that the decrease in insured values on 
renewed vessels gained traction again in the last two 

years. The vessel segments which were the main 
drivers of this new decrease in 2020 were container 
and supply/offshore vessels, while the car/roro segment 
showed some recovery. 

It should be kept in mind that under stable market 
conditions, one would expect to see some reduction 
in the insured value on renewal because of the ageing 
factor.
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Graphs 27 and 28 illustrate the share and number of 
high-value vessels in the NoMIS database. While the 
relative share of such vessels in the NoMIS portfolio 
has decreased since 2010 (graph 27), the absolute 
number has been increasing again since 2016 (graph 

28). As explained in the section about trends in the 
claim	cost,	the	number	of	high-value	vessels	influences	
the probability of incurring claims in the range above 
USD 30 million, as only high-value vessels can have 
claims in that range. 

27:  Percentage of vessels in the portfolio with values exceeding USD 30 million

28:  Number of reported vessels with values exceeding USD 30 million
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Offshore still under price pressure

For the supply/offshore segment, the big drop in 
insured values continued in 2020 with a 9.8% decrease. 
On average, the value of a supply/offshore vessel today 
is about 65% of what it was six years ago. While the oil 
price started to rally from 2016 to 2018, this upswing 
did not continue into 2019 when it displayed a slight 

downward trend. Since the second half of 2019 and 
into	2020,	there	were	a	number	of	fluctuations	and	
even	an	all-time	low	in	the	first	part	of	2020	followed	
by some recovery, but no clear trend emerging. The 
general market conditions, and hence the outlook for 
the offshore market, remain uncertain.  

29:  Change in average sum insured (supply/offshore) on renewal & oil price (Brent)3
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3  World Bank Commodity Price Data: 
 http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/226371486076391711/CMO-Historical-Data-Annual.xlsx
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COASTAL AND 
FISHING VESSEL 

TRENDS
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Coastal	and	fishing	
vessel trends 

The coastal hull statistics are important for trend 
analyses of coastal vessels, particularly of small craft 
and	fishing	vessels	in	Nordic	waters.	

For statistical purposes, the ‘coastal’ portfolio includes 
all	types	of	fishing	vessel	regardless	of	size,	and	all	
other vessels up to 5,000 gross tonnes or up to 15 
metres in length, with one exception: supply/offshore 
vessels are not included in this segment, as they are 
analysed as part of the ocean hull statistics. 

Portfolio characteristics

The growth of the reported coastal portfolio gained 
traction from 1996 and experienced a further 
substantial boost in 2010 when the complete portfolio 
of minor coastal tonnage covered by the Norwegian 

coastal mutual clubs could be included. As a result, the 
number of annually reported vessels passed 10,000 in 
2010 and increased to about 14,000 vessels for both 
2019 and 2020. Over the underwriting years 1995 to 
2020, a total of 204,647 vessel-years and 34,796 claims 
were registered.

Near half of the vessels in the coastal portfolio 
have values below NOK 1 million, and 70% under 
NOK	5	million	(graph	31).	Most	of	these	are	fishing	
vessels covered by Norwegian coastal mutual clubs, 
representing 45% of the total coastal segment (graph 
30) and an even higher share of the low-value vessels.  

The bulk of the coastal segment originates from 
Gjensidige, If, Codan and Alandia, but all the other 
NoMIS members also contribute to this portfolio.

The main trends in the coastal hull portfolio 2020 were: 
•	 Recent	increase	in	claim	cost	per	vessel	levelling	out,	except	fishing	vessels.
• Impact of large claims substantially reduced in 2020 after upward trend 2011-2019. 
• Claims frequency remains stable, with only minor reduction in 2020. 
•	 In	contrast	to	the	ocean	hull	segment,	no	significant	Covid-19	impact.		
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30:  Breakdown of the number of vessels in the coastal segment by type, year of exposure 2020

31:  Breakdown of the number of coastal vessels by sum insured band, year of exposure 2020 

Other - 28%
Tank (Chem./Prod., LNG, LPG, OBO, Tank) - 4%
Passenger - 11%
Fishing - 45%
Cargo (Bulk, Cargo, Container) - 12%

> NOK 100 million - 4% 
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NOK 5-20 million - 14%  
NOK 1-5 million - 25% 
<= NOK 1 million - 45%

The coastal segment differs substantially in its 
characteristics from the ocean hull portfolio. While the 
ocean hull portfolio is characterised by vessels of all 
types,	flags,	sizes	and	global	trading	areas,	the	coastal	

segment consists largely of Nordic and particularly 
Norwegian small craft. This captures the majority of 
Norwegian	fishing	vessels.	
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32:  Breakdown of the number of coastal vessels by currency, underwriting years 2016-2020

USD - 9%
Other - 0.9%

DKK - 6%
SEK - 13%
EUR - 11%
NOK - 59%

To avoid distortions from exchange rate variations and 
to give a realistic picture of the actual claims trends 
for	this	portfolio,	all	figures/graphs	for	the	coastal	
segment are shown in Norwegian kroner (NOK) 
instead of USD. Not only is there a wide variation in 

the exchange rate between NOK and USD, but the 
exchange rates between the Danish/Euro and Swedish 
currencies and the Norwegian krone have become 
less correlated in recent years (graph 33).   
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33:  Index of exchange rates for DKK/EUR, SEK and USD against NOK
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Breakdown of claims by type of casualty

A large number of ‘high frequency - low severity’ 
contact	claims	is	typical	for	the	coastal	fleet.	This	is	
mainly	due	to	the	strong	representation	from	fishing	
vessels exposed to claims directly or indirectly caused 
by	their	fishing	gear.	However,	despite	representing	
35%	of	all	claims	(44%	for	fishing	vessels),	contact	
claims account for just 10% of the total claims cost  
(9%	for	fishing	vessels).	

Machinery claims account for 27% of all claims in 
terms of numbers, but a higher share (34%) of the 
total claims cost. This is mainly due to the high share 
of contact claims mentioned above, which have far 
less	impact	on	the	cost.	Groundings	and	fire/explosion	
claims usually follow the same pattern as the ocean 
hull	fleet,	with	a	relatively	low	frequency	and	a	higher	
share of the cost (all coastal: 15% of all claims / 33% of 
the	cost,	fishing	vessels:	12%	/	37%).	
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Coastal portfolio: Breakdown of claims by type of casualty, by date of loss

Fishing vessels: Breakdown of claims by type of casualty, by date of loss

34a:  Numbers (%), 2016-2020, by date of loss

35a:  Numbers (%), 2016-2020, by date of loss

34b:  Cost (%), 2016-2020, by date of loss

35b:  Cost (%), 2016-2020, by date of loss 
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36:  Claims exceeding NOK 10 million as a % of all claims, by date of loss
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Major and special loss events in the 
coastal portfolio 

The typical claim in the coastal portfolio does not 
exceed NOK 20 million and only very rarely NOK 50 
million. On average over the last ten years, only 0.2% 
of all reported claims had a cost of more than NOK 
20 million, but recent years have seen a number of 
such exceptions. In 2014, there was one extraordinary 
costly grounding resulting in a claim for about NOK 

300 million. In 2016, two claims exceeded NOK 100 
million, and in 2018 there was one casualty exceeding 
NOK 100 million and three in excess of NOK 50 
million. In 2019 and 2020, no claim exceeded NOK 50 
million, and only two NOK 20 million in each of the 
years. Graph 36 shows the share of claims in excess of 
NOK 10 million. The share of larger claims has been 
on the rise since 2011, but decreased to less than 1% 
of all claims again in 2020. 
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37:  Claims frequency per sum insured band, incl. IBNR, by date of loss 
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Claims frequency – stable with further 
downward trend mainly for higher 
value vessels

The overall claims frequency for the coastal segment 
has been showing a long-term positive trend. Since 
2015 it has kept below 14%. 2020 shows a minor 
reduction, but in contrast to the ocean hull segment, 
the coastal portfolio seems to be hardly affected by 
Covid-19. A relatively low claims frequency is typical 
for smaller tonnage (see graph 37 and the extensive 
coastal hull statistics at cefor.no/statistics). The claims 
frequency for vessels with values below NOK 5 million 
is generally lower and more stable than for vessels 
with higher values. This stability is partly due to a high 
number of vessels in this lower value band. 

For vessels with values above NOK 5 million, the 
downward trend continued. This is most visible for the 
vessels with the highest values in this segment, 

exceeding NOK 100 million. These had substantially 
fewer claims in the last three years. It is reasonable 
to assume that the further reduction in this high 
value band may be related to similar effects as those 
outlined in the ocean hull article on page 27. 

In general, with comparably few vessels in this band, 
the claims frequency will naturally show a higher 
volatility in the large value bands than the lower value 
bands which represent the bulk of the typical coastal 
vessels. 

Generally speaking, several factors tend to have an 
impact on claims frequency, including deductibles, 
weather conditions, economic conditions and 
portfolio-related factors such as vessel types and sizes.
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38:  Overall and total loss frequency, incl. IBNR, by date of loss 

39:  Claims frequency by type of casualty, by date of loss  
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One characteristic of the coastal portfolio is a 
substantially higher total loss frequency than for the 
ocean	fleet.	Another	feature	is	that	the	frequency	of	
total losses in the coastal segment is more stable than 
in the ocean hull segment, but showed a moderate 

downward trend between 2010 and 2016 when it 
reached its lowest level to date, at slightly above 0.35%. 
With the exception of 2019, which showed a small 
spike, the total loss frequency has remained at this low 
level (graph 38). 
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40:  Claims frequency by type of casualty by date of loss
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The claims frequency by type of casualty has been 
quite stable in recent years for most types with the 

exception of nautical-related claims which have further 
reduced. 
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41:  Coastal portfolio: Ultimate partial and total claim cost per vessel (NOK), by date of loss 

Ultimate claim per vessel incl. IBNR
Ultimate claim, 
excl. claims > NOK 80 million
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Claim cost – levelling out in 2020 after 
increases in previous years, except for 
fishing vessels 

The decreasing claims frequency also had a positive 
impact on the overall claim cost per vessel. This 
positive trend came to an end in 2016. Since then, the 
claim cost per vessel has been on the rise.

Although single costly claims can occur, such as the 
grounding claim for about NOK 300 million in 2014, 
two claims exceeding NOK 100 million in 2016, and 
the grounding of ‘Northguider’ on Svalbard in 2018, 

these very expensive claims are not typical for the 
coastal segment. Excluding claims in excess of NOK 
80 million, the partial and total claim cost per vessel 
remained relatively stable from 2012 to 2016 but has 
shown a clear increase since then (graph 41, dotted 
lines). 

In 2020, there were four claims exceeding USD 
20 million. The most costly was the grounding of a 
chemical/product tanker of slightly above USD 30 
million,	but	also	a	new-built	fishing	vessel	was	among	
these major losses. 

Fishing vessels showed some increase in the claim 
cost per vessel in 2020 compared to 2019. Seen 
over the period from 2014 to 2020 there was a 
general slight upward trend, with only 2019 having 
a somewhat lower cost. 2018 was exceptional with 

two major losses in the region of NOK 100 million.  
Fishing vessels show a clear increase in the claims 
frequency during the months from February to April in 
connection	with	the	high	season	for	fishing,	especially	
in Northern Norway. 
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42:  Fishing vessels: Ultimate partial and total claim cost per vessel (NOK), by date of loss 

Ultimate claim per vessel incl. IBNR
Ultimate claim, 
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Ultimate partial claim incl. IBNR
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Average claim cost by type of casualty

The average cost per type of casualty is far more 
volatile than the claim cost per vessel. Major claims, 
particularly	fires/explosions	and	nautical-related	claims	
such as groundings and collisions, can cause a wide 
variation in the average claim cost from year to year. 

In	the	years	since	2016,	fires	in	particular	had	a	big	
impact on the cost in individual years. Since 2010, 
of all claims in excess of NOK 50 million (21 in all) 
more	than	50%	were	fires.	The	situation	for	machinery	
claims is more stable, although the average cost of a 
machinery claim increased slightly in recent years. 
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43:  Coastal portfolio: average claim cost per type of casualty (NOK 1,000), by date of loss  

44:  Fishing vessels: average claim cost per type of casualty (NOK 1,000), by date of loss  
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The	average	cost	of	machinery	damage	for	fishing	
vessels is less than half the average cost for the coastal 
portfolio as a whole. However, the impact of collisions 

and groundings on the average cost is greater in the 
fishing	vessel	fleet	than	for	the	total	coastal	portfolio.
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45:  Claim cost per vessel per sum insured band (NOK)

46:  Partial claim cost per vessel per sum insured band (NOK) 
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For more detailed coastal hull statistics, including 
breakdowns of claims trends by age group, vessel type, 

size group and other characteristics, see  
https://cefor.no/statistics/nomis/

Claims cost dependent on vessel values

Claims trends need to be interpreted in relation 
to the characteristics of the underlying portfolio. 
To illustrate this, graphs 45 and 46 show the partial 
claim cost per vessel split into sum insured bands. For 
vessels with insured values below NOK 5 million, the 
average repair cost has been relatively stable over 
time. For vessels with higher insured values, the cost 
per vessel is far more volatile, particularly when total 

losses are included in the claim cost. With relatively 
few high-value vessels in the coastal portfolio, single 
exceptionally costly claims have a big impact on the 
total claim cost per vessel in the year that they occur. 

For vessels with insured values between NOK 5 and 
100 million, the partial claim cost per vessel was on 
the rise in the years 2016 to 2019 but came down 
again in 2020.
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THE NOMIS
PORTFOLIO
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The NoMIS 
portfolio
Since 1985, leading members of Cefor have compiled 
and analysed statistical information relevant to their 
hull and machinery insurance portfolio. Since the 
introduction of electronic reporting from the 1995 
underwriting year, the number of vessels reported 
each year has increased substantially from 5,800 in 
1995 to nearly 37,000 in 2020. This includes both 
lead and follower and ocean hull as well as coastal 
hull	business.	The	ocean	hull	portfolio	reflects	a	
representative	share	of	the	world	fleet,	comprising	
vessels of all types and all global trading areas, while 
the coastal hull portfolio mainly represents vessels 
in Nordic coastal waters. The electronically reported 
portfolio and claims data are compiled in the Nordic 
Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database and form 
the basis for all Cefor hull statistics and analyses as 
published in this report and on the Cefor website.

By the end of 2020, the NoMIS database comprised 
312,895 vessel-years and 75,687 claims for vessels with 
a registered IMO number for the years 1995 to 2020. 
Including small coastal vessels, the totals were 522,636 
registered vessel-years and 101,577 claims.  

Statistical relevance

The statistical relevance of the NoMIS database has 
increased substantially over time. In 2013, the annually 
reported number of vessels with an IMO number 
passed	15,000	for	the	first	time,	with	a	further	boost	

since 2017 and a new record number of almost 
23,000 vessels reported for the 2020 underwriting 
year (37,000 including small coastal vessels). 

Along with coverage data (vessel identities, insured 
values, deductibles), a substantial claims database has 
been built up, capturing the type of claim, geographic 
data and other claims features relevant for analysis. The 
number of reported claims has increased in parallel 
with the number of reported vessels and more than 
3,800 claims were entered for each of the 2018 and 
2019 underwriting years. In 2020, the number of 
reported claims was somewhat reduced despite a 
further increase in insured vessels. This reduction is due 
not only to some expected backlog in claims reporting, 
but also has to be seen in the context of reduced 
vessel	activity	and	other	influencing	factors	during	
2020 (see article page 27). 

Of all reported claims, about 21 per cent are over 
USD	250,000,	reflecting	about	800	claims	in	each	
of the years 2018 and 2019. In 2020, the number of 
reported major losses was reduced compared to 
previous years for reasons which are not related to 
reporting but rather to the unusual global situation.  

Based on this comprehensive data, the Cefor Statistics 
Forum is constantly striving to improve the analysis 
of hull trends as presented in the other articles in this 
report. 
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1 Calculated as the number of vessels partly or wholly covered by Cefor members in underwriting years   
2019	and	2020,	divided	by	the	total	number	of	vessels	with	a	registered	IMO	number	in	the	world	fleet.	
World	fleet	numbers	according	to	Lloyd’s	List	Intelligence	‘World	Fleet	Update’	as	of	January	2021

Cefor coverage of world fleet
A	comparison	of	the	currently	covered	‘Cefor	fleet’	with	the	world	merchant	fleet	shows	the	following	market	
participation:

Percentage of world merchant fleet reported by Cefor members1: 
(vessels with registered IMO number): 

Year of build
Gross Tonnage

1,000-3,999
4,000-6,999 7,000-10,000 >10,000 Grand Total

Cefor share 2015 - 2020 22.5% 25.5% 27.0% 48.6% 40.8%

2010 - 2014 28.3% 36.4% 36.1% 50.6% 43.4%

2005 - 2009 32.6% 39.3% 48.7% 61.8% 50.3%

2000 - 2004 31.8% 33.1% 33.7% 53.7% 44.5%

1995 - 1999 22.0% 19.6% 21.0% 28.3% 24.1%

1990 - 1994 12.3% 12.1% 18.5% 20.3% 14.2%

<1990 or unknown 4.8% 5.2% 6.1% 10.2% 5.5%

World Fleet 2015 - 2020 1,756 735 512 6,440 9,443

2010 - 2014 3,040 1,251 710 8,316 13,317

2005 - 2009 3,076 1,244 1,159 6,067 11,546

2000 - 2004 1,551 622 344 3,317 5,834

1995 - 1999 1,642 805 338 1,872 4,657

1990 - 1994 1,811 546 233 597 3,187

<1990 or unknown 8,459 1,774 590 1,330 12,153

Total Cefor share 17.5% 23.8% 31.5% 49.9% 33.7%

Total World Fleet 21,335 6,977 3,886 27,939 60,137

The	table	shows	that	Cefor	members’	coverage	of	the	world	fleet	is	highest	for	the	largest	and	youngest	vessels	
built after 2000. In the segment for vessels of more than 10,000 gross tonnes, NoMIS members write shares in 
about	50%	of	the	27,939	vessels	of	this	size	in	the	world	fleet.		

Cefor	members	also	write	a	significant	portfolio	of	Mobile	Offshore	Units.	These	are	not	included	in	the	NoMIS	
database.	The	members	participate	in	about	half	of	the	world	fleet	of	Mobile	Offshore	Drilling	units.	
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47:  Breakdown of the ocean hull portfolio by type of insurance conditions, 
2020 – Nordic claims lead
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Portfolio characteristics – types of 
insurance conditions

Since its introduction in 2013, the Nordic Marine 
Insurance Plan has received massive support. In 2019, 
the latest version was launched with new updates 
as part of a continuous evolution2. The next regular 
revision	is	due	in	2023.	For	the	Cefor	ocean	fleet,	
the Plan represents the most widely used insurance 
conditions for vessels with a Nordic claims lead (graph 

47). 57% of claims lead business is covered on Nordic 
Plan conditions (53% Nordic Plan, the remainder on 
local conditions in Denmark, Finland, Norway and 
Sweden). Of the remainder, 22% are insured on British, 
15% on German, and 5% on US conditions. 

In the follower market, the spread is much wider. 44% 
of follower business is insured on British conditions, 
and a relatively equal share of 17% on Nordic and 16% 
on German conditions. 

For	the	coastal	fleet,	the	picture	is	very	different.	
A	major	part	of	the	coastal	fleet	consists	of	fishing	
vessels and local ferries in Nordic waters. Accordingly, 
over	90%	of	the	coastal	fleet	is	insured	on	Nordic	

terms (Nordic Plan and national insurance conditions 
for	small	craft).	A	large	share	of	the	coastal	fleet	is	
claims lead business, as smaller tonnage often is insured 
100% with one insurer.  

2  See information here: https://cefor.no/clauses/nordic-plan/
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48:  Breakdown of the coastal hull portfolio by type of insurance conditions, 2020 – All business 
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Data 

The article on page 27 concerning ocean hull trends 
is based on vessels with an IMO number. The coastal 
hull trends (article page 45) are derived from vessels 
defined	as	fishing	vessels	and	any	other	type	of	vessel	
up to 5,000 gross tons or 15 metres in length, with 
the exception of supply/offshore vessels, which are 
analysed as part of the ocean hull statistics.

100% shares: All	figures	are	adjusted	to	100%	of	the	
vessel to provide as objective a picture of the claims 
trends	as	possible.	The	figures	are	thus	independent	
of the share underwritten by any single insurer or the 
combined Nordic market share for the vessel.

Date-of-loss perspective (accident year): Unless 
otherwise	indicated,	all	claims	graphs	reflect	the	
date-of-loss perspective, i.e. claims are grouped by 
the year in which the loss occurred (also called the 

‘accident year’), as opposed to grouping claims by 
the underwriting year. The date-of-loss perspective 
provides a more up-to-date picture of recent claims 
trends and more exact estimation of the ultimate 
expected claims amount for the latest year. 

IBNR3 adjustments thus represent only the expected 
adjustment of outstanding claims reserves for claims 
incurred by 31 December, and no additional reserves 
for claims that will incur in 2021 but are attached to 
previous underwriting years.

Exchange rates: All	figures	in	this	report	have	been	
converted to USD, except for the coastal segment 
(article	page	45),	in	which	figures	have	been	converted	
to NOK. Paid claims have been converted into USD 
(NOK) at the exchange rate in the month of payment. 
Outstanding claims reserves have been converted at 
the December 2020 exchange rate.

3  IBNR = Incurred But Not Reported = reserve for claims adjustments and registration backlog
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NoMIS and the Cefor Statistics Forum

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) as presented in this report comprise data from:

Cefor members report data for the entire commercial 
fleet	underwritten	by	their	Nordic	and	foreign	offices.		

Further statistics:

In addition to this report, detailed statistics for ocean 
and coastal hull are available from the Cefor website, 
with breakdowns of claims trends by vessel type, age 
group, size group and many other characteristics. 
Annually updated exposure curves for ocean hull 
business as well as half-yearly hull trend updates are 
also published here: https://cefor.no/statistics/nomis/

Cefor also issues special analyses related to topics 
of current interest. Recent analyses illustrate claims 
trends	for	fires	on	container	vessels	and	on	car/RoRo	
vessels, the role of detentions as an indicator of future 

casualties,	and	how	a	change	in	a	vessel’s	owner	or	flag	
impacts the claims frequency. An overview of all issues 
can be found here:  
https://cefor.no/statistics/analysis-with-special-focus/

Statistics Forum 2020:

Anders Hultman, The Swedish Club (Chair)
Jonas Svartström, Alandia 
Roald Osland/Mikkel Andersen, Codan
Jun Lin/Kjersti Bruborg, Gard
Tobias Abrahamsen, Gjensidige
Oskar Tufvesson, If
Christian Irgens, Norwegian Hull Club 
Otto Rendedal, Skuld
Astrid Seltmann (Cefor Analyst & Forum Secretary)

Cefor member Joined NoMIS in:
Data included for 
underwriting years:

Alandia 2012 2005 – 2020 

Bluewater Insurance 2004 2002 – 2008 (run-off)

Codan  2005 2001 – 2020

Gard Co-founder of NoMIS  
(then as Storebrand, Vesta) 1995 – 2020

Gjensidige – ocean Co-founder of NoMIS 1995 – 2001 (run-off)

Gjensidige – coastal 2009 2000 – 2020

If 2008 1996 – 2020

NEMI 2004 2002 – 2009 (run-off)

Norwegian Hull Club 2003 1995 – 2020

Skuld 2016 2011 – 2020

The Swedish Club 2006 1995 – 2020

Tryg  2009 2003 – 2008 (run-off)

Zurich Protector Forsikring Co-founder of NoMIS 1995 – 2002 (run-off)
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Organisation & Members

Members
•  Alandia
•  Codan 
•  Den Norske Krigsforsikring for Skib  
 (The Norwegian Shipowners’ Mutual  
 War Risks Insurance Association)
•  Fender Marine
•  Gard
•  Gjensidige

Associated member
•  Betri Trygging

Board of Directors
Jan Limnell, Chair
Director,  Alandia

Anders Hovelsrud, Deputy Chair
Insurance Director, Den Norske  
Krigsforsikring for Skib

Tom Blix
Vice President, Skuld

Ole Jørgen Eikanger
Chief Business Development Officer,
Norwegian Hull Club

Arne Gangdal
Head of Marine Practice,  
Gjensidige Forsikring

Jonny Gangstad
Senior Underwriter, If

Lone Scheuer Larsen
Nordic Director Marine Hull,
Codan Marine

Jan-Hugo Marthinsen
Vice President – Head of Offshore 
Energy Claims, Gard

Tord Nilsson
Director, The Swedish Club

Forums

Cargo Forum  Chair: Finn Eriksen, Codan

The Forum discusses general market issues relating to cargo insurance during 
transport and storage, and actively participates in the Nordic Cargo Forum.

Claims Forum  Chair:  Victor Bogesjö Giset,  The Swedish Club

The Forum discusses major, interesting or complex casualties and rulings that 
are publicly known, and claims issues of general interest to the members.  

Coastal and Fishing Vessels Forum  Chair: Tore Høisæther, Fender Marine

The Forum discusses general matters relating to insurance for coastal and 
fishing	vessels.

Compliance Forum  Chair: Thor Magnus Berg, Gard

The Forum discusses issues related to regulatory compliance and best practice 
guidelines.

Offshore Energy Forum  Chair: Georg Nygaard, Norwegian Hull Club

The Forum discusses general matters relating to hull, loss-of-hire, builders’ risks 
and P&I insurance for mobile offshore units and specialised offshore vessels.

Plan Revision Forum  Chair: Sveinung Måkestad, Gard

The Forum discusses and recommends changes to the Nordic Marine  
Insurance Plan on behalf of Cefor, and gives advice regarding marine clauses 
and their wording. 

Statistics Forum  Chair:  Anders Hultman, The Swedish Club

The Forum is responsible for the Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) 
database. For more information, see article on page 59.

Technical Forum  Chair: Steinar Sivertsen, Norwegian Hull Club

The Forum discusses technical and operational issues and matters of general 
interest to the members, and publishes proposals and expert recommendations 
where appropriate.

Underwriting Risk Forum  Chair: Ludvig Nyhlén, The Swedish Club

The Forum works to enhance the knowledge and understanding of existing and 
emerging risks affecting the shipping and offshore energy industries.

Administration
Helle Hammer 
Managing Director

Niklas Sonnenschein
Legal Counsel

Astrid Seltmann
Analyst / Actuary

Hilde Spro
Office Manager

As of 31 December 2020

•  If
•  Møretrygd 
•  Nordisk Skibsrederforening  
 (Nordisk Defence Club)
•  Norwegian Hull Club 
•  Skuld
•  The Swedish Club  
 (Sveriges Ångfartygs  
 Assurans Förening)
•  Tromstrygd


