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Part I 

The coastal steamer, Goodhope, of 2.000 gross tons, was manned and 
operated by Nor Tourist AS, which had the ship on bare boat charter from the 
registered owner, Nor Damp AS. Nor Tourist operated a summer tourist route 
between Bodø, Norway, and Nordkapp (North Cape), Norway.  

When the Goodhope was about to berth at the port of Lillevik, the first mate 
pulled the command levers to reverse the ship’s propellers, but instead the 
Goodhope gained speed, in forward mode. It turned out that a technical failure 
had occurred on the electronically governed driveline system. No similar 
failure had previously been noticed. 

With the Goodhope gaining speed towards the quay, the first mate was 
unable to avoid collision with another coastal steamer, the King Haakon, 
which was lying berthed at the quay, and which suffered significant damage 
from the impact. The Goodhope also caused significant damage to the quay 
itself, and damage to a cabin cruiser and a fully loaded lorry, both positioned 
on the quay. Thereafter it struck and damaged a fish farm facility (cages, 
containing live fish), causing all the salmon to escape. The Goodhope then 
continued its uncontrolled journey and grounded on a submerged rock at the 
outskirt of the port area, and sank. 

The wreck was later heaved and removed by the municipality of Lillevik. The 
background for this was: A public order had been issued, pursuant the 
Pollution Act, for Nor Damp AS to remove the wreck. But Nor Damp AS took 
the view that it was not obliged to do so since, in its assessment, the costs in 
removing the wreck would exceed the limitation amount to which Nor Damp 
AS  deemed itself entitled. 

The following claims for damages were made against both Nor Damp AS and 
Nor Tourist AS: 

Lillevik municipality claimed the costs for heaving and removal of the wreck of 
the Goodhope, of SDR 6.200.000. 

Lillevik municipality also claimed the repair costs for the damage to the quay 
of SDR 600.000. 



Royal AS, the owner and operator of the King Haakon, claimed the costs of 
repairs to the King Haakon, of SDR 2.000.000 

Lillevik Transport AS claimed the value of the cabin cruiser, which became a 
total loss in the amount of SDR 600.000, and for the damage to the lorry, 
included its cargo, of SDR 600.000. 

None of the amounts were in dispute but both Nor Damp AS and Nor Tourist 
AS denied liability for the claims. 

Q 1: Is Nor Damp AS and/or Nor Tourist AS liable for the respective claims, 
and if so, in what amount(s)? 

  

Part II 

As stated in Part I, the King Haakon suffered significant damage after having 
been run into by the Goodhope at Lillevik. It took in water and would have 
sunk if Lillevik Fire Brigade had not arrived in time, using its heavy duty water 
pumps. Due to the damage, i.a. consisting in seawater ingress into the engine 
room, the King Haakon had to be towed to the nearest repair yard, at Storevik. 
For this purpose, Royal AS entered into a towing contract with the company 
Pull AS, owner and operator of the tugboat, the Strong. On the way to 
Storevik the weather changed unexpectedly into a strong gale. This caused 
the towing line to break, and the King Haakon was adrift. Through the exertion 
of hard work, skills and good seamanship, the master and crew onboard the 
Strong managed to connect another towing line to the King Haakon, and 
towed her into safety at Storevik. 

Both Lillevik Fire Brigade and Pull AS claimed salvage award for having 
salvaged the King Haakon. Royal AS denied liability for any salvage award. 

Q 2: Is Lillevik Fire Brigade and/or Pull AS entitled to salvage award? (You are 
not asked about the size of a possible award.) 

The master and the crew of the Strong submitted a claim for salvage award 
on the footing that they would be so entitled irrespective of whether their 
employer, Pull AS, would succeed with its claim for an award. 



Q 3: Assuming Pull AS would not be entitled to salvage award, would the 
master and crew of the Strong be entitled to salvage award? (You are not 
asked about the size of a possible award.) 

  

Part III 

The King Haakon was in need for an extensive period of repairs at the yard at 
Storevik. The crew was therefore disembarked. The master remained for 
purposes of supervising the repair work, but he stayed in a hotel rather than 
onboard. In order to get major engine parts installed into the ship, the yard cut 
a hole in its aft deck. To cover the whole after use, workers of the yard placed 
a wooden cover over it. This turned out to be insufficient for safety purposes. 
A surveyor from the Labor Inspection Authority came onboard to check the 
working conditions of the yard workers. The wooden cover did not carry his 
weight, and he fell onto the decks below. He was seriously injured and 
became permanently disabled. The yard later admitted that placing of such a 
wooden cover over the hole, constituted negligence by its workers. 

The surveyor claimed damages for losses suffered from personal injury, 
beyond what he recovered from the social security and workers’ 
compensation scheme. He claimed against Royal AS since the repair yard 
turned out to be on the verge of bankruptcy. Royal AS denied liability for the 
claim. 

Q 4: Is Royal AS liable for the surveyor’s claim?   

  

 


