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JUS5402 – Maritime Law : Liability and Insurance 

The language of examination for this course is English: students may answer in English ONLY, answers in 
any other language than English will be given a F (F for fail). 
 
Both part I and part II is to be answered, and all questions under each part are to be discussed.   

Part I  

The Norwegian chemical tanker m/t Status, carrying different liquid chemicals from Northern Norway to 

Central Europa had decided to seek shelter from heavy seas by taking the in-shore route sheltered by the 

Norwegian archipelago, instead of the open sea route, which it would normally take.  

In the strait of Måløy, the ship met the North-bound Norwegian passenger ship m/s Lys in a narrow passage 

close to the Måløy bridge between the main land and Måløy island. In seeking to give way for the 

passenger ship, the officer on board the tanker kept as much starboard as he reasonably could in the 

fairway, expecting the passenger ship to do the same, which would have provided sufficient space for both 

ships. He also tried to call m/s Lys on the VHF radio, but could not establish contact. M/s Lys did not alter its 

course, eventually forcing m/t Status to go outside the fairway to avoid a collision, thereby hitting some 

underwater rocks by the bridge, holing two of its bunker tanks. The bunker oil released caused significant 

pollution to the coastline of the Måløy Strait. Immediately following the grounding, the tanker’s stern 

swung to starboard and hit one of the Måløy-bridge’s pillars. The impact with the pillar holed one of the on-

deck cargo tanks and caused a strong explosion. Three passengers on board m/s Lys, who had been 

following the events from the passenger ship’s deck, were injured by the explosion. Significant damage was 

also caused to the tanker’s stern parts and superstructure and Måløy-bridge itself was also damaged. 

It later turned out that the watch-keeping officer on board m/s Lys, who was alone on the bridge at the 

time, had set the vessel’s course to go in the middle of the fairway under Måløy-bridge, as was customarily 

done, but following his adjustment of the autopilot to that course, had gone to the computer at back of the 

ship’s bridge to verify the time-tables for the buses from Ålesund, where he was going to go off duty a few 

hours later. That took longer than expected and when he returned to the wheel, he was already very close 

to Måløy-bridge and it was too late to move away from the centre of the fairway.  
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1) Can m/t Status be held responsible for the pollution damage and, if so, on what basis? 

2) If m/t Status is liable, can it reclaim its costs by taking recourse action against m/s Lys and, if so, on what 

basis? 

3) Which of the following parties have a valid claim and against what party should that claim be made? 

(Please provide a brief explanation for your answer)  

a) Fishermen along the strait who had their boats soaked by oil and could not fish for several 

weeks? 

b) The environmental authorities for their expenses in relation to cleaning up the bunker oil from 

the shorelines.  

c) The environmental authorities for their expenses in finding out whether any other chemicals had 

been released by the event and their measures to prevent damage caused by such substances. 

d) The injured passengers on board m/s Lys 

e) The local population who suffered various kinds of disruptions and delays from the fact that 

Måløy-bridge, which is the only road to and from the island was closed for 24 hours for inspections 

and repairs.  

4) Can the owners of the two ships involved limit their liability for the damage and on what basis? 

5) Can the negligent officer on board m/s Lys be held liable for the damage caused and, if so, is he entitled 

to limit his liability? 

All questions are to be discussed.  

Part II   

The owner of M/T Status had effected hull insurance in AS Marine Insurance on the Norwegian Marine 

Insurance Plan 1996 Version2010.  The owner claimed cover for damage to the tanker’s stern parts and 

superstructure. However, it turned out that the Norwegian captain on-board was replaced by a captain 

from the Philippines just before the insurance was contracted, and the owner had forgotten to inform the 

insurer about this.  AS Marine Insurance submitted that even though they would accept a captain from the 

Philippines, the premium would be raised 30 %.  This was according to normal practise in the insurance 

market.  The insurer therefore claimed that the owner had breached the duty of disclosure and denied 

cover for the damage to the ship. The owner submitted that the lack of information was only an innocent 

mistake, and that even if he should have provided the information, the conditions to invoke any sanction 

were not fulfilled.  

1. Has the owner breached the duty of disclosure? 
2. If so, what sanctions may AS Marine Insurance invoke?  
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M/T Status was financed by a loan in AS Norwegian Bank, who had mortgage in the ship.  AS Norwegian 

Bank was covered as co-assured under the NMIP chapter 7, and claimed right to cover regardless of any 

breach of disclosure from the owner of M/T Status.  AS Marine Insurance refused this claim.   

3. Can AS Marine Insurance invoke a breach of the duty of disclosure from the owner of M/T Status 
against AS Norwegian Bank? 
 

All questions are to be discussed.  

 

 


