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QUESTION 1 

On April 15 this year the vessel Frida ran aground in Vatlestraumen (a sea traffic corridor on 

the Norwegian west coast) leaving Bergen harbour for Copenhagen. Frida was a reefervessel 

of 6000 registered tonnes which was owned and operated by the shipowner Frøy. At the 

time of the accident Frida was loaded with 3000 tonnes frozen fish owned by Odin Fisk, as 

well as some 800 tonnes diesel oil as bunkers.  

Frida ran aground on an underwater reef. The reef was clearly marked on the most recently 

updated nautical charts published by the Norwegian Hydrographic Service in January 2008. 

The maps showed that several previously unregistered reefs were located near land in 

Vatlestraumen. Frida did not carry copies of the January 2008 nautical charts onboard the 

vessel.  

 

Frida complied with the Norwegian Pilotage Act by having an officially appointed pilot, Peder 

Aas, present on the bridge when it left Bergen harbour. Vatlestraumen is known to be 

particularly difficult waters for smaller vessels to navigate in. A combination of poor visibility, 

wind, strong currents, and tidal waters can easily bring a vessel of Frida’s size off its course. 

This is however well documented in the pilot book which describes how to navigate in and 

out of Vatlestraumen. Peder Aas was well acquainted with the pilot book and he held a 

compulsory pilot’s certificate for the area. However, it turned out that he had failed to 

maintain his knowledge of the nautical hazards in the area by handing in the compulsory 

‘proof of passage’ document (fartsattest) the last two years. Peder Aas’ pilot’s certificate was 

therefore no longer valid. 

 

Just prior to the incident Peder Aas ordered Frida’s steersman to navigate the vessel into an 

area with an underwater reef that was marked off on the new nautical charts. The reef was 

not marked off on the nautical charts available onboard the vessel and Peder Aas was not 

familiar with the new nautical charts. The accident caused a rapture of Frida’s hull, complete 

engine failure, and the vessel began leaking oil. Shortly thereafter the ship dislodged itself 

from the reef and sank to the ocean floor.  

 

The Norwegian Coastal Administration took immediate action and deployed its pollution 

contingency unit. However, it could not prevent considerable pollution damage from taking 

place. The clean-up operation cost the Norwegian government a total of NOK 100 million. 

Frida, which prior to the incident was valued at NOK 20 million, was declared a total loss. 

The fish in the cargo holds, valued at NOK 10 million, could not be saved. 

Please answer the following questions: 

a. May Frøy be held liable for the government’s costs incurred in connection with the clean-



up operation? Can Frøy potentially limit its liability and, if so, in terms of what legal 

provision/s may it do so 

 

b. May Peder Aas be held liable for the government’s costs incurred in connection with the 

clean-up operation? Can Peder Aas potentially limit his liability and, if so, in terms of what 

legal provision/s may he do so? 

c. May Frøy as carrier be held liable for Odin Fisk’s loss of cargo? Can Frøy potentially limit its 

liability and, if so, in terms of what legal provision/s may it do so? 

d. May the government be held liable for Frøy’s loss of Frida and Odin Fisk’s loss of cargo? 

May the government potentially limit its liability and, if so, in terms of what legal provision/s 

may it do so? 

 

QUESTION 2 

Please provide short answers to the following: 

a. What do we understand by the ‘no cure no pay’-principle? 

b. What do we understand by the concepts ‘overlap’ and ‘underlap’ in time chartering? 

c. Explain the concepts ‘insurable value’ (including ‘assessed insurable value’) and ‘sum 

insured’ as well as the relationship between them.  

  

 


