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Would novation of charterparty change the legal effect of a bill of lading?

Introduction

A recent decision laid down by the Commercial
Court of the High Court of England and Wales
(the “Court”), UniCredit Bank AG v Euronav NV
[2022] EWHC 957 discussed the nature of a bill
of lading and whether its legal effect changes

when the chartererparty is novated. Is a bill of
lading a mere receipt or does it contain the
same effect as a contract of carriage?

Background

This claim was brought by UniCredit Bank AG
(the “Claimant”) against the owner of a vessel
“SIENNA” (the “Vessel”), Euronav N.V. (the
“‘Defendant”). The Vessel was chartered to BP
Oil International Ltd (“BP”) for the carriage of
low sulphur fuel oil (the “Cargo”) from the
Netherland to UAE, to be sold to Gulf
Petrochem FZC (“Gulf”). Gulf's purchase of the

Cargo was funded by the Claimant by way of a
letter of credit, and a bill of lading was issued
and signed by the Defendant acknowledging the
shipment of the Cargo to the destination (the
“Bill of Lading”). Gulf subsequently replaced
BP to be the charterer of the Vessel through a
novation agreement (the “‘Novation
Agreement”), on the condition that the Cargo
would be resold to sub-buyers approved by the
Claimant (the “Sub-buyers”). The Cargo was
later discharged by the Defendant without
requiring any person to produce the Bill of
Lading. Gulf turned out to be involved in a wide
scale fraud and became in liquidity distress.
After BP endorsed the Bill of Lading to the
Claimant, the Claimant claimed against the
Defendant for misdelivery due to the lack of

production of the Bill of Lading.
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Issues

When considering whether the Claimant has
any entitlement to sue against the Defendant for
misdelivery, the Court has to decide whether
the Bill of Lading contained and/or evidenced a
contract of carriage of the Cargo. The Court has
considered 2 main issues:

1. Whether the Bill of Lading contained a
contract of carriage of the Cargo on or after
the date of the novation and prior to the
alleged misdelivery; and

2. Alternatively, whether the Defendant’s
obligations were contained exclusively in the
Charterparty

Agreement?

and/or the Novation

Nature of a bill of lading

The Court reiterated 2 basic principles about the
nature of a bill of lading:

1. Where a shipper is also the charterer, the bill
of lading is not the contract of carriage of
goods but a mere receipt; and

2. When a bill of lading is issued to a charterer
and indorsed to a third party, it attains
contractual status upon indorsement on the
basis that a new contract springs up between

the ship and the consignee on the terms of
the bill of lading.

This case is special in that there was no
indorsement of the Bill of Lading from the
charterer to a third party. The Claimant received
the Bill of Lading endorsed by BP but not Gulf.
As BP remained in hold of the Bill at the time of
delivery but had ceased to be the charterer from
the date of novation, the Bill of Lading was no
longer in the hands of the charterer from the
novation date.

The Claimant submitted that the current
situation was no different to the position which
would result on indorsement of the Bill. The
further

contract between the Defendant and Gulf, as it

novated charterparty contained a
operated as a transfer of rights and obligations
under the charterparty from BP to Gulf. The
Defendant however counter-argued that the
Claimant’'s contention on the creation of
contractual rights was not supported by any
authority. The arrangement between the
Defendant and BP was terminated by the
novation of the charterparty. The Defendant and
BP had never intended that their relationship be
governed by the Bill of Lading once their

existing relationship was dissolved.

The existence of contract

The Claimant asserted that the Bill of Lading
only temporarily lost its full contractual status
whilst in the hand of BP. When the charterparty
was novated to Gulf, the Bill was no longer in
the hand of the charterer and thus was no
longer a mere receipt, which revived the

contractual status of the Bill of Lading.

Considering the line of authorities, the Court
held that a bill of lading is a mere receipt which
then acquires or attains contractual status as if
a new contract springs up, as a shipowner is
taken to have issued the bill of lading to the

solutions e not complications



charterer intending to pass it on to a third party
as the contract of carriage.

The Court agreed with the Defendant’s
submissions that the Claimant failed to establish
that the Bill of Lading contained or established a
contract of carriage after the novation of the
charterparty. Although the Defendant may be
taken to have agreed to the creation of a new
contract when BP indorses the Bill of Lading to
a third party, the same cannot be inferred when
the contractual relationship between BP and the
Defendant dissolved after novation of the
charterparty. The Parties indeed did not intend
that their relationship to be governed by the Bill
of Lading where the contractual relationship
between them in the charterparty was
terminated. Distinction should therefore be
made between the transfer of the bill by

indorsement and novation of the charterparty.

In view of the above grounds, the Court
concluded that the Bill of Lading did not contain
the contract of carriage between the Defendant
and the lawful holder of the Bill of Lading, BP,
on or after the Novation Agreement and prior to
the alleged misdelivery. Therefore the Claimant,
being the lawful holder of the Bill of Lading after
BP’s endorsement, does not have contractual
rights to sue the Defendant under the Bill of
Lading.

Causation

The Court also dismissed the Claimant’s claim
because of the lack of causation between the
Defendant’s failure to request production of the
Bill of Lading and the loss of the Claimant. The

Cargo was discharged by way of Ship to Ship
transfer without production of the Bill of Lading,
which was not abnormal in the circumstances of
COVID where there was difficulties accessing
the ports. As evidence revealed that the
Claimant would not have insisted on the
production of Bill of Lading and would have
allowed the discharge without the production of
Bill of Lading, the Court considered that the
Claimant would have suffered the same loss in
any event. Even if the Court erred in its analysis

on the above issues, the Claimant’s claims are

doomed to fail.

Key takeaways

This case serves as a reminder that a bill of
lading is only a receipt of goods if both the
shipper and the charterer are the same entity,
and it would not spring up a new contractual
relationship by the novation of charterparty.
As such, caution should be taken when drafting
the novation agreement so that the parties’
intention to be bound by the terms of the bill of
lading can be expressly stated.
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Shipping News Highlights

Stakeholders call for review of EU competition regulations for container shipping

Ten organizations representing European shippers, freight forwarders, terminal operators, and
others in the supply chain are demanding an immediate review of the European Union’s (the “EU”)
current competition regulation, Consortia Block Exemption Regulation (the “Regulation”), for the
container shipping industry. Two previous attempts to call for similar action before 2021 were in vain.

The EU competition law generally
prohibits anticompetitive agreements
between companies. Meanwhile, under
the Regulation, liner shipping consortia
i.e. agreements between shipping
companies to operate joint liner shipping
services and engage in certain
operational cooperation leading to
economies of scale and better utilisation
of vessel space are allowed to provide

joint services without infringing EU
antitrust rules under certain conditions. The Regulation is due to expire on 25 April 2024.

The joint letter cited a report issued by International Transport Forum showing a 7-fold increase in
rates and a reduction in the availability of capacity for customers in Europe which are allegedly
created by behaviour of the global lines and their consortia. Stakeholders urged the EU to adopt the
approach of the Federal Maritime Commission in the US and a number of other competition
authorities globally against the lines and their anticompetitive behaviour by reviewing the Regulation.
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Shipping News Highlights (cont.)

Ukraine calls for Turkey’s response regarding alleged theft of grain by Russian ship

Vessels undergo “port calls” to make an intermediate stop on its scheduled journey for
loading/unloading, embarking/disembarking passengers or taking on supplies or fuel etc. Port calls
“go dark” when vessels turn off their Automatic Identification System (“AlS”) signals which transmits
their location and voyage information. This allows vessels to conduct illicit activities while concealing
their location.

The volume of ‘dark’ port calls by vessels with AlS signals turned off has been increasing in Crimea
since Russia began its incursion into Ukraine in February 2022. Crimea was annexed by Russia in
2014 and Crimean ports have long been operated by the Russians.

In the beginning of July 2022, Ukraine
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; Zhibek was anchored outside the port

- B of Karasu (near the Black Sea coast in

Northwestern Turkey) for about six days before departing on 6 July 2022. It has not reported an AIS

position ever since. Kyiv has therefore summoned the Turkish ambassador in response for the
country’s decision to allow Zhibek’s departure.
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Shipping News Highlights (o)

Russia’s standoff with the West leads to price competition of crude oil with the
country’s allies

As Russia faces sanctions and
international isolation from the West, the
country has begun discounting prices of
its oil to entice new buyers in long-haul
markets which are less aware of
reputational risk. In doing so, Russia is
inevitably cutting into the market share of
two of its allies, Iran and Venezuela, for

sanctioned oil while setting off a price
war between the countries.

According to the shipping analytics firm
Vortexa, 48 tankers that have previously hauled Iranian and Venezuelan oil have loaded Russian oil
or oil products since the start of the Russia-Ukraine conflict. In July 2022, Vortexa tracked three
tankers loading Russian oil which have previously carried sanctioned oil.

Meanwhile, Vortexa has observed a number of tankers with Russian oil that have gone dark in the
Atlantic in recent weeks. Such signs of undercover oil shipping may indicate that Russia is selling
crude oil while disguising its origin to buyers who would likely pick up sanctioned cargoes of Iranian
and Venezuelan oil.
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Shipping News Highlights (cont)

Decarbonization goals call for moves in encouraging greener shipping

Under the Paris Agreement, contracting parties have a common goal to limit global warming to
preferably 1.5 degrees Celsius compared to pre-industrial levels. According to the special report

“Global Warming of 1.5 °C” issued by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in order to

limit global warming to 1.5°C, global emissions have to peak before 2030 and marked emissions
reductions compared to today should be already achieved by 2030, with CO2 emissions reaching net

zero around 2050.

The shipping industry is currently responsible for
more than 2.5% of global emissions, generating
around 1 billion tonnes of CO2 and greenhouse
gases each year. The European Union presented
a package of proposals last year that are aimed at
cutting greenhouse gas emissions by at least 55%
by 2030 (the “Fit for 55 Package”).

The EU adopts an Emissions Trading System
(“ETS”) which works on a “cap and trade” principle
i.e. a “cap” (which is reduced over time) is set on
the total amount of certain greenhouse gases that
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can be emitted by the installations covered by the system and within the cap, installations buy or

receive emissions allowances which can be traded with one another. Starting from 2023, shipping

will be included in the ETS to reduce maritime emissions.

EU’s another attempt to decarbonize the shipping industry is to impose stringent limits on carbon
intensity of the energy used by vessels from 2025 introduced by the FuelEU Maritime, which obliges
vessels to use alternative fuels such as liquefied natural gas, hydrogen and biofuels.
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)a Recent Cases Highlights (from Lloyd’s Law Reporter)

The Angelic Glory
[2022] 1 HKLRD 87

The plaintiff (“Plaintiff”) commenced an action in rem to claim for: (i) a declaration that the ship
“Angelic Glory” chartered to the Plaintiff was off-hired; (ii) the outstanding sum remains due and
owing to the Plaintiff; and (iii) rectification of the charterparty to give effect to the common intention of
the parties that sugar shall be a permitted cargo under it. Subsequently, the Plaintiff filed a statement
of claim and claimed in the prayer for relief, in addition to the claims set out in the indorsement of
claim which the Plaintiff did not amend, a sum of recoverable costs against the defendant
(“Defendant”) in an arbitration. Such claim was not set out in the indorsement of claim previously
filed. A notice of motion was made pursuant to Order 75 rule 21 of the Rules of the High Court, Cap
4A (“RHC”) for judgment in default of acknowledgement of service.

The lower court allowed the Plaintiff's claims set out in
the statement of claim except for: (i) a sum of money
being the difference in the hire rate between the
charterparty and an addendum that provided for an
enhanced hire rate for the carriage of sugar, which the
Plaintiff submitted it had no alternative but to sign
(“Claim 17); and (ii) the recoverable costs of the

arbitration (“Claim 2”), on the basis that the court was not
satisfied they were “well founded” (i.e. the threshold requirement in an Order 75 rule 21 application. )

The Plaintiff appealed. Firstly, it was contended that the judge erred in law in applying the “well
founded” threshold in Order 75 rule 21(7). Secondly, the judge was plainly wrong in failing to hold
that the Plaintiff's evidence met the “well founded” threshold.

On appeal, the Court of Appeal held that Claim 1 met the “well founded” threshold on the totality of
the evidence - there was a well-founded claim that it was the parties’ common intention to make
sugar a permitted cargo under the charterparty and it was due to a clerical mistake that such was not
incorporated in the charterparty. There was also a proper claim in law for rectification of the
charterparty and the addendum would not be enforceable for want of consideration and/or economic
duress. The Defendants were therefore ordered to pay the Plaintiff the difference in hire rate with
interest.
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As to Claim 2, the Court of Appeal held that as the claim for recoverable costs in the arbitration
pleaded in the statement of claim was not made in the indorsement of claim, it was necessary for the
Plaintiff to amend the indorsement of claim to comply with Order 18 rule 15(2) of the RHC. Besides,
the Court of Appeal suggested that as no award of costs had been made in the arbitration, the
Plaintiff could not claim those costs as loss and damage in the present action. The Court of Appeal
simply had no jurisdiction to award costs to the Plaintiff incurred in the arbitration. As a result, it was
concluded that Claim 2 did not meet the “well founded” threshold. The Plaintiff was nevertheless
given an opportunity to rectify the shortcoming. The Court of Appeal adjourned the arbitration costs
claim sine die with liberty to restore.
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A Recent Cases Highlights (cont)

Splitt Chartering APS & Others v Saga Shipholding Norway AS & Others
[2021] EWCA CIV 1880

In November 2016, repairs were being carried out to support the railway line on the seafront above
Shakespeare Beach between Dover and Folkestone. The repairs required the provision of rocks to
support the line. Stema Shipping (UK) Ltd (“Stema UK”) was contracted to provide the rock armour,
which it purchased it from its associated company, Stema A/S (“Stema A/S”). The rock armour was
transported from Norway to Dover on a dumb barge: the “STEMA BARGE II” (“Barge”), which was
owned by Splitt Chartering APS (“Splitt”).

The Barge arrived off Dover under towage where it anchored. While Stema UK did not have any
formal role in respect of the Barge’s management or operation, its personnel did operate the
machinery of the Barge while off Dover. During this period, Stema UK’ personnel were involved in
transporting the rock armour to Shakespeare Beach. [Tt g RIS S

During a storm on 20 November 2016 the Barge '
dragged her anchor and damaged an undersea cable
supplying electricity from France to England that
belonged to Réseau de Transport d’ Electricité SA
(“RTE”). Stema UK were involved in monitoring the
weather and had decided to leave the Barge at anchor

during the storm.

The Admiralty Court decision

Splitt, Stema A/S and Stema UK all sought to limit their liability under Article 1(2) of the Limitation
Convention 1976 as the owner, operator/manager and operator of the Barge respectively. RTE
contended that Stema UK’s involvement while the Barge was off Dover did not constitute an
‘operator’ and denied that Stema UK should be permitted to limit its liability under Article 1(2). On the
other hand, Stema UK argued that it was the operator of the barge in view of the factual matrix giving
rise to the claim. The actions taken by Stema UK included placing their employees on the Barge (the
only persons on board at the time) to drop the anchor and to carry out other necessary work on the
Barge prior to the damage to the underwater cable.

The Admiralty Judge held that Stema UK was an ‘operator’ of the Barge while it was off Dover and
therefore it was entitled to limit its liability. The judge considered that the ordinary meaning of ‘the
operator of a ship’ includes the entity which, with the permission of the owner, directs its employees
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to board the ship and operate her in the ordinary course of business.

The Court of Appeal decision

RTE appealed on the grounds that the admiralty judge (a) had wrongly construed the term ‘operator’
of a ship under the Limitation Convention 1976; (b) was wrong in his application of the law to the
facts in ruling that, despite its functionally and temporally limited activities on the Barge, Stema UK
was its operator; and (c) had erred as a matter of construction in ruling that there could be more than
one operator of a ship.

The Court of Appeal allowed the appeal and provided useful guidance as to the meaning of ‘operator’
for the purposes of the Limitation Convention 1976 as set out below:

1. Being an ‘operator’ entails more than the mere operation of the machinery of the vessel (or
providing personnel to operate that machinery). It must be considered at a higher level of
abstraction, involving management or control of the vessel. The mere provision of the crew for a
vessel does not mean that the vessel is operated by the provider. This also applies to unmanned
vessels.

2. Stema UK'’s actions were for, on behalf of and supervised by Splitt and Stema A/S and was at
most assisting Stema A/S in the operation of the Barge, but not by way of becoming a second or
alternative operator or manager.

3. Although there can be more than one operator, that is not to say that a court should readily find
that there is more than one operator. The court should be astute to check that an alleged second

operator is not in reality providing assistance to the undoubted operator.

Accordingly, Stema UK was not entitled to limit its liability under the Limitation Convention 1976.
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)a Recent Cases Highlights (cont)

Herculito Maritime Limited & others v Gunvor International BV & others

[2021] EWCA Civ 1828

In 2010, whilst transiting the Gulf of Aden on a voyage from St Petersburg to Singapore carrying fuel
oil, the vessel, m/v “POLAR” (“Vessel”) was seized by pirates and held for ransom. The owners of
the vessel, Herculito Maritime Limited (“Owners”) were required to pay a ransom totalling US$7.7
million to secure the Vessel's release. The holders of all six bills issued in respect of the cargo
carried on board were Gunvor International BV (“Gunvor”), a related company to the Charterers.

Herculito had chartered the vessel to Clearlake Shipping Ltd (“Charterers”) on the terms of an
amended BPVOY4 form and several additional clauses including a Gulf of Aden clause and a war
risk clause. These clauses provided that any additional premia for war risks and kidnap and ransom
(“K&R”) insurances payable by the Owners were for the Charterer’'s account subject to a maximum
of US$40,000. The Owners purchased additional war risks and K&R cover and the result of which
was that any ransom up to the limit of US$5 million would be reimbursed by the K&R underwriters.

General average (“GA”) was declared and it follows which the —
cargo underwriters provided a GA guarantee, and Gunvor

provided a GA bond. An adjustment was issued pursuant to

which around US$ 4.8 million was held to be the amount of Q
Gunvor's contribution to GA. The vessel's owners made a ' %

claim for GA contribution which was referred to arbitration.

As holder of the bills of lading, Gunvor contended that because the voyage charter terms were
incorporated in the bills of lading, the payment of the additional premium for war risks and kidnap and
ransom covered by the Charterers meant that the Owners could only look to the K&R and war risk
insurance and that it did not have to pay the cargo portion of GA. Gunvor also argued that the
Charterers paid the additional premium for its benefit.

In arbitration, the tribunal held that the bills of lading excluded Gunvor’s liability in respect of the GA
contribution because they incorporated the “exclusive insurance fund” found in the charterparty, with
the result that the Owners could only look to their insurers where the losses they sought to recover
were covered by the insurances.
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The Commercial Court decision

The Commercial Court allowed the Owners’ appeal and held that the incorporation clause in the bills
of lading was sufficiently widely worded as to incorporate the war risks and Gulf of Aden clauses.
While the charterparty insurance’s terms were incorporated into the bills of lading, the Commercial
Court concluded that it was not appropriate to substitute the words "holder of the bill of lading" for
"charterers" so as to make Gunvor liable under the bills to pay the insurance premium on the bases
that (a) Gunvor had agreed to pay freight “as per Charter Party” and had not agreed to pay any
additional sums and (b) there was no indication in the bills as to how apportionment of the premium
between holders was to be assessed and therefore substitution was not appropriate.

The Commercial Court further found that while the Owners and the Charterers might have agreed an
insurance “code” pursuant to the terms of their charterparty, this agreement did not apply vis a vis the
Owners and the bill of lading holders. Given that Gunvor had not agreed to pay the additional
insurance expenses, the bills could not be said to import an agreement that the Owners would not
seek a contribution in GA from them. Clear words would have been needed to demonstrate the
Owners’ agreement to abandon such rights.

The Court of Appeal decision

The Court of Appeal upheld the Commercial Court’s decision on the basis that that the bill of lading
terms, on their true construction, did not exclude the bill of lading holders’ liability to pay cargo's
contribution in GA in the event the vessel encountered an insured peril. Clear words would be
needed in the bills to exclude the Owners’ rights to such contributions from cargo owner even where
the underlying charterparty effectively excluded those rights as against the charterers.

In particular, the Court of Appeal held that:

1. the incorporation of the terms of the charterparty into the bills of lading is a question of
construction and business common sense must be applied;

2. although the term obliging charterers to pay for the K&R premium was directly relevant to the
contract of carriage and therefore would be incorporated in the bill of lading, it would not justify a
manipulation such that it would extend the Owners’ agreement to waive their rights to claim GA
contribution from Gunvor; and

3. express wordings are required in rebutting, the presumption that the Owner did not intend to
abandon its right to seek contribution from Gunvor in GA, and the absence of which meant that
the Gunvor and their insurers could not escape liability for a risk they had assumed.
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?Q Shipping Q & A

Introduction

The shipping industry is responsible for around
3% of the total carbon dioxide emission in the
world. Governments and industry stakeholders
have been developing action plans to reduce
carbon emission and achieve the goal of the
Paris Agreement. At the 26th United Nationals
Climate Change Conference in November 2021,
the Clydebank Declaration was launched to
support the creation of green corridors.

What is Green Corridor?

The Clydebank Declaration refers “green

corridor” as zero emission maritime route

between 2 or more ports.

In November 2021, the Getting to Zero Coalition,
Global
Partnership, Energy Transitions Commission

Maritime Forum, Mission Possible

published the research report “The Next Wave:
Green Corridors” (“Report”) in partnership with
McKinsey & Company. The Report defines
“green corridor’ as a shipping route between
two major port hubs (including intermediary
which  the
regulatory feasibility of the

stopovers) on technological,
economic, and
operation of zero-emissions ships is catalysed

through public and private actions.

Which
Clydebank Declaration?

countries have signed the

Currently 24 countries have signed the
Clydebank Declaration, including: Australia,
Belgium, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark,
Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Republic of the Marshall Islands,
Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Palau, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, The United

Kingdom, and USA.

What are the pledges in the Clydebank
Declaration?

The signatories collectively aim to support the
establishment of at least 6 green corridors by
2025 and to scale activity up in the following
years.

The signatories of the Clydebank Declaration
pledge to:

1. facilitate the establishment of partnerships,
with participation from ports, operators and
others along the value chain, to accelerate
the decarbonisation of the shipping sector
and its fuel supply through green shipping
corridor projects;

2. identify and explore actions to address
barriers to the formation of green corridors;

3. consider the inclusion of provision for green
corridors in the development or review of
National Action Plans; and

4. work to ensure that wider consideration is
taken for environmental impacts and
sustainability when pursuing green shipping
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corridors.

Signatories are to facilitate partnership to
establish green shipping corridors for both (1)
shared maritime route(s) with other signatories
to the Clydebank Declaration and (2) specific
route(s)  within  the
jurisdiction and control of the signatory.

domestic  maritime

What are the planned maritime routes for
establishing green corridors?

1. Shanghai-Los Angeles Green Corridor

Whilst China is not a signatory to the Clydebank
Declaration, the Port of Shanghai and the Port
of Los Angeles announced a partnership in late
January 2022 to create a green shipping
corridor under of the initiative led by the C40
Cities Climate Leadership Group. The Port of
Shanghai is the world’s largest container port
while the Port of Los Angeles is the largest US
gateway port. The partnership will develop a
green corridor in one of the busiest container
shipping routes around the globe.

The key goals for the partnership include:

a. the phasing in of low, ultra-low, and
zero-carbon fuelled ships through the 2020s,
with  the

trans-Pacific container ships introduced by

world’s  first zero-carbon

2030 by qualified and willing shipping lines;

b. the development of best management
practices to help reducing emissions and
improve efficiency for all ships using this

international trade corridor; and

c. reducing supply chain emissions from port
operations, improving air quality in the ports
of Shanghai and Los Angeles and adjacent
communities.

The two ports and their industry partners,
including Maersk, CMA CGM, COSCO Shipping
Lines, and the Shanghai International Ports
Group, aim to develop a Green Shipping
Corridor Implementation Plan by the end of
2022.

In June 2022, the Port of Long Beach also
committed to join the Shanghai-Los Angeles
Green Corridor.

2. Antwerp-Montreal Green Corridor

In November 2021, the Port of Antwerp and the
Port of Montreal have signed a cooperation
agreement to support the creation of the first
green corridor in the North Atlantic. The two
ports
electrification of the shipping

intend to foster direct and indirect
industry, in
particular through green hydrogen, green
ethanol and green methanol, as well as biofuels
such as biodiesel and renewable natural gas.
They pledge to mobilize their respective public
and private-sector partners in the assessment,
identification, development and adoption of
solutions and

shared or complementary

infrastructures.

3. Singapore-Rotterdam Green Corridor

In August 2022, the Maritime and Port Authority
of Singapore and the Port of Rotterdam signed

a memorandum of understanding to establish
the world’s longest green and digital corridor.
The two port authorities agreed to bring
together a broad coalition of shippers, fuel
suppliers and other companies to collectively
work on potential solutions relating to alternative
fuels. They also aim to optimize maritime
efficiency, safety and the transparent flow of
goods by creating a digital trade lane where
relevant data, electronic documentation and

solutions e not complications



standards are shared.

4. Chilean Green Corridors Network

In April 2022, the Ministry of Energy in Chile and
the Maersk Mc-Kinney Mgller Centre for Zero

Carbon Shipping formally announced an
agreement to establish a network of green
corridors  allowing for green  maritime
transportation of goods in and out of Chile. It is
envisioned that the first project step, namely the
mapping and assessment of the most promising
green corridors in the region, will be completed

in 2022.

What are the key elements for

establishing green corridors?
The following four critical factors for establishing
a green corridor are identified in the Report:

1. fostering cross-value-chain collaboration,
which will involve the industrial actors of the
traditional maritime value chain, namely
marine fuel producers, ship operators and
cargo owners, as well as the new value chain
that develops new production facilities and
infrastructure;

2. determining the fuel pathway among the
viable fuel pathways, namely biomass-based

For enquiries, please feel free to contact us at:

E: shipping@onc.hk
W: www.onc.hk

fuels, green ammonia, green methanol,
green hydrogen and synthetic diesel;

3. mobilizing demand from cargo owners,
vessel operators and end customers; and

4. developing policy and regulation.

What are the benefits of establishing green
corridors?

The benefits of establishing green

corridors as identified in the Report

include:
1. allowing policy makers to create an enabling
ecosystem  with  targeted regulatory

measures, financial incentives and safety
regulations;

2. providing sufficient scale and volume for
impact;

3. providing certainty to fuel producers;

4. generating strong demand signals to vessel

operators, shipyards and engine
manufacturers; and

5. creating spill-over effects on other routes and
decarbonisation efforts.

T: (852) 2810 1212
F: (852) 2804 6311

19th Floor, Three Exchange Square, 8 Connaught Place, Central, Hong Kong

Important: The law and procedure on this subject are very specialised and complicated. This article is just a very general
outline for reference and cannot be relied upon as legal advice in any individual case. If any advice or assistance is needed,

please contact our solicitors.
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