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Keskeytysvakuutus (Loss of Hire) - Rajoituslauseke koskien
tartuntatauteja (Luku 18 (MOUs), Kappale 4)

Kdytettdvdksi vakuutussopimuksissa, joihin sovelletaan Pohjoismaisia Merivakuutusehtoja 201 3,
jaliempdnd “Ehdot”.

Tartuntatautivaarat eivat kuulu taman vakuutuksen piiriin. Tama vakuutus ei korvaa vahinkoa,
joka paaasiallisesti johtuu tartuntataudista, paitsi jos vahingon paaasiallinen syy oli tallaisen
tartuntataudin tartunnan saaneen tai vaitetysti tartunnan saaneen henkilon teko tai
laiminlyonti. Jos tartuntatauti ei ole vahingon paaasiallinen syy, sovelletaan kohtaa 2—13.

Jos vakuutettu on jaanyt ilman tuloa sellaisen vahingon seurauksena, jota ei ole rajattu pois
edella | momentissa ja joka kuuluu kohdan 18—43 piiriin, kaikki tartuntataudin aiheuttama

ole maaratty, 30 paivaan.
Tata rajoitusta sovelletaan vahingon piiriin muutoin laskettavaan ajanhukkaan.

Tama Lauseke ei kuitenkaan missaan olosuhteissa laajenna naiden Ehtojen mukaista
vakuutusturvaa.

Naiissa Ehdoissa “tartuntatauti”’ tarkoittaa mita tahansa tunnettua tai tuntematonta tautia,
joka voi tarttua minka tahansa tekijan tai aineen valityksella eliosta toiseen, missa

a) tekija tai aine sisaltaa muun muassa viruksen, bakteerin, parasiitin tai muun elion tai minka
tahansa edella mainitun muunnoksen tai mutaation riippumatta siita, pidetaanko sita
elavana vai ei, ja

b) leviaminen, joko suoraan tai valillisesti, voi tapahtua muun muassa ihmisen kosketuksen
tai kontaktin valityksella, ilman valityksella, kehon nesteiden valityksella, tai siirtymalla
joko mihin tahansa kiinteaan esineeseen, pintaan, nesteeseen tai kaasuun tai mista tahansa
kiinteasta esineesta, pinnasta, nesteesta tai kaasusta, ja

c) tauti, tekija tai aine voi yksin tai yhdessa muiden sairauksien yhteisesiintymisen,
olosuhteiden, geneettisen alttiuden tai ihmisen immuunijarjestelman kanssa aiheuttaa
kuoleman, sairauden tai ruumiinvamman tai tilapaisesti tai pysyvasti heikentaa ihmisen
fyysista tai henkista terveytta tai vaikuttaa haitallisesti minka tahansa omaisuuden arvoon
tai kayttoon.

Mikali suomenkielinen kaannos on ristiriidassa alkuperaisen englanninkielisen Cefor Loss of
Hire — Communicable Disease Exclusion Clause (Chapter 18 MOUs, Section 4) lausekkeen
kanssa, sovelletaan alkuperaista englanninkielista lauseketta.
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Commentary

The Clause is drafted to be used in combination with a loss of hire insurance based on the
Plan.

A loss of hire insurance covers loss due to the MOU being deprived of income as a
consequence of a recoverable casualty, cf. Cl. 18-43.

This Clause initially raises a question of causation. The starting point is a theory of logical
causation: A is the cause of B if B would not have happened if A had not first occurred. A is
thus a necessary condition for B. Such logical causation is a minimum requirement for any
legally relevant causation, cf. Handbook on Hull Insurance, 2nd edition, page |15 and
onwards. However, logical causation must be supplemented by some form of legal
qualifications. Insurance law in the Nordic countries is based on the ‘dominant-cause
doctrine’, aiming to establish the dominant-cause factor or the dominant-peril. This doctrine
is also supplemented by a theory of sufficiently close proximity between the cause and the

loss. However, the Plan has a different approach by applying a rule of apportionment, cf. Cl.
2-13.

A Communicable Disease might cause a casualty, or alternatively it might increase the loss
where the dominant cause of the casualty was another peril. The first situation is regulated
by sub-clause | and the second situation is regulated by sub-clause 2.

As a starting point, sub-clause I, first sentence, excludes Communicable Disease as a peril.
Sub-clause |, second sentence, contains two exceptions; first a deviation from the rule of
apportionment in Cl. 2-13, and secondly an exception from the main rule in the first
sentence. The exception from the rule of apportionment is limited. It is only where the
dominant cause of a casualty was a Communicable Disease that all loss arising out of the
casualty is excluded. For guidance on the assessment of the ‘dominant cause’ see the
Commentary to Cl. 2-14. This exclusion of all loss in this situation means that no
apportionment as per Cl. 2-13 shall take place if a Communicable Disease is the dominant
cause. In all other cases Cl. 2-13 shall still apply. As an example, if damage repairs after a
casualty takes 100 days, but it is concluded that Communicable Disease has had an influence
on the occurrence of the casualty of 20%, the number of recoverable days under the loss of

hire insurance will be 80 days that will be subject to adjustment as per Chapter 18, Section
4.

The last part of the second sentence makes an exception for situations where the dominant
cause of the casualty was an act or omission by a person infected or allegedly infected by the
disease. Normally this will be a crew member, but it could also be another person. The
exception is meant to preserve the assured’s insurance cover for damage caused by specific
acts or omissions of an identifiable person who is infected or allegedly infected. Thus, the
effect of this exception is that an act or omission of a person infected or allegedly infected
by a Communicable Disease becomes a covered peril. However, the exception is not
applicable for measures taken to prevent the spread of infection, for example evacuation of
some or all of the crew due to the presence of a person onboard who is infected, or due to
fear of risk of an infection.
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Sub-clause 2 limits the insurer’s liability for any prolongation of the loss of time caused by a
Communicable Disease. The wording ‘caused by’ and the application of the limitation to loss
‘otherwise allowed under the casualty’ connects this clause to the causation rule/apportionment
rule in CI. 2-13, sub-clause |, which reads:

‘If the loss has been caused by a combination of different perils, and one or more of these perils are
not covered by the insurance, the loss shall be apportioned over the individual perils according to the
influence each of them must be assumed to have had on the occurrence and extent of the loss, and
the insurer shall only be liable for that part of the loss which is attributable to the perils covered by
the insurance.

According to the Commentary to Cl. 2-13 the apportionment process shall be conducted in
two steps:

The first step consists of an assessment of relevant and non-relevant causes based on the
effect each peril has had on the loss. The Commentary states that the lower limit required
for an effect of a peril having a bearing on the apportionment may on a discretionary basis be
set at 10-15%. The approach to this assessment will differ depending on whether we have a
situation with;

- two or more independent causal factors leading up to and resulting in a casualty, or

- a combination of causes where a casualty is combined with another event that results

in extended loss or further damage.

The first situation will have similarities with considerations associated with the dominant-
cause doctrine and adequate proximity. In the second situation, and particularly in loss of
hire insurance, the effect of a peril will normally be a matter of fact. Establishing the factual
circumstances might be difficult, not least where the effect of the Communicable Disease is
part of a causative chain and is considered more remote or derived compared to other
effects. For example, where closure of yards or repair facilities affects the available capacity
in the surrounding area. As a starting point, these difficulties must be solved by the rules
concerning burden of proof in Cl. 2-12. In this situation, the insurer will have the burden of
proving that the loss has been caused by a Communicable Disease, cf. Cl. 2-12, sub-clause 2.

The second step, if the peril is considered relevant, is the ‘apportionment over the individual
perils according to the influence each of them must be assumed to have had on ... the extent of the
loss’. The Commentary to Cl. 2-13 gives guidelines to this process. For apportionment on
loss of hire insurance there are also important guidelines in the Commentary to Cl. 16-1
(referred to in Commentary to Cl. 18-43) regarding the criterion of foreseeability which
would be relevant for an extended loss of time caused by a Communicable Disease.
Furthermore, practice and comments to Cl. 4-18 might also be relevant.

If a cause is relevant but the effect is considered too remote or derived, cf. above, it is
logical that this will have an effect on the apportionment by way of allocating less or no
weight to the Communicable Disease. For the Communicable Disease Exclusion Clause to
be consistent with this approach, its wording ‘caused by’ has to be supplemented by the
adequacy doctrine. Say as an example that the Communicable Disease is over, several
months thereafter certain spare parts, normally in stock, are still subject to considerable
waiting time. This loss of time will not be subject to any limitation as it is considered too
remote or derived from the Communicable Disease.
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The limitation in the clause shall be applied to loss of time ‘otherwise attributed to the casualty’.
This means that the limitation is applied after any apportioning of the loss as per Cl. 2-13 or
per other apportionment rules in Chapter 18, Section 4 (for example CI. 18-52, CI. 18-54
and CI. 18-55). As an example: Casualty repairs of a recoverable damage would normally
have taken 80 days. In addition, an extended delay of 70 days in effecting repairs is caused by
Communicable Disease. The limitation stated in the clause is 30 days. If these 70 days are
split 50/50 according to Cl. 2-13, and 35 days of delay caused by the Communicable Disease
is attributed to the initial casualty, then due to the limitation the allowance of delay caused
by Communicable Disease will be limited to 30 days. In this example, |10 days (80 days of
ordinary repairs + 30 days caused by Communicable Disease) will be covered by the LoH
insurance, less the agreed deductible period.

The limitation caused by a Communicable Disease applies to ‘all’ loss of time. This inter alia
means that loss of time caused by Communicable Disease falling within the deductible period
shall be subject to apportionment as per Cl. 2-13 (contrary to for example the system in CI.
|8-54 where the apportionment applies in excess of the deductible period). As an example,
say the deducible is 30 days. Casualty repairs would take 20 days. Additional delay caused by
a Communicable Disease is 70 days. Then these 70 days are subject to apportionment as per
Cl. 2-13, not 60 days which would have been the time if only time in excess of the
deductible period should be considered. [f, as in the example above, 35 days is apportioned
on the initial casualty and thereafter limited to 30 days, this will give a total recoverable loss
of time of 50 days (20 days of repair + 30 days of delay caused by Communicable Disease),
less the agreed deductible of 30 days.
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